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Abstract

This thesis provides an exploration and critiqueh@fHo r ni man Museumds R
collection of folk art through an investigation of the front stage and back stage of the
coll ection. Firstly, the museumbds hol di ngs
events that led to their collection, including thdtural exchanges of the 1950s and the

myriad institutional and personal encounters that informed their collection and original

di spl ay. l nvestigation of the historical C
the importance of their performanoam the Cold War cultural stage, where acts of
exhibiting and giving away folk art across the Iron Curtain became a pretext for building
diplomatic relations and creating particular representations of the state. A second form

of backstage is explored thrgilu a series of ethnographic encounters that generate
insights into the afterlives of the art forms represented in the Horniman Museum
collection by bringing these objects into dialogue with contemporary craft makers in
Romania. Whilst in the context of thmuseum, the folk art collection appears as a
homogenous set of traditional things, in the context of contemporary Romania, different

art forms have undergone very divergent histories and hold very different social and
economic value and significance. Femg on the contemporary flourishing of pottery

making and neglect of textile production Romania todaysheds light on the various

ways idioms of tradition and modernity, work and heritage are understabe local

context as well as lending insightsito transformations in material environments,
techniques of making, life histories, and the spaces in which crafts are situated.

An exploration of the past lives and afterlives of craft objects held in the
Horniman museum offers a window onto the diversifymodes of production and
meaningmaking that ceexist in Romania and the embedded historical relations and
specific social, economic and political milieus in which different art forms have
developed and become valorised. This combination of archival esimadographic
research provides a means of locating the Horniman collection in time and space whilst
at the same time recognising the dynamic and-elranging nature of craft production
in Romania. The thesis highlights both the limitations of folk adi lagritage discourses
within the museum and their contemporary relevance and reinvention beyond the

museum.
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Chapter 1: Introduction

1.1 The question of the Horniman Museum collection

The museum is not an enclosed container for iolgectsi it is a launching
place for anthropological adventures into the past, and indeed, the future. To
study a museum is to study an endless, endlessly shifting assortment of
people and things. Its possibilities are infinite.

(Gosden, Larson and Pet2i07: 5)

Museum artefacts are material remnants and markers of shecpataining broader truths

aboutthe focal issues of history and material culture. Exploring the front stage of a
coll ectiondbs coming into bei nuiongdand sociales an
setting of its composition and exhibitionaking processednvestigating the back stage
beyondthe storeroondiscovering the practices surrounding the making of collections and

the meanings of objects in their places of origithows an understanding of the role of

artefacts in human encounters, local histories and everyday lives.

This study takes the Horniman Museum in Londsrits launching plac& he thesis
wi || follow the historical a n d 1967ccolleckomp or ar
of Romanian folk art. Why select this collection for an ethnographic study? At first, the set
of objects appears not very different from sevethercompositions of similar vernacular
artefacts held in the museum stores, alongsideaattefrom the former Yugoslavia,
Poland and further destinations, such as Mongolia and China. However, a look into the
database shows that within the body of the museum holdings of over 1000 items from
Romania, the collection occupies a unique placeohtrast to many other artefacts that
have been gathered together in the course of the years through several donations and field
acquisitions, this collection is a systatic aggregatioraccessioned through a set of
particular circumstances in the 1950sinitludes over 350 artefacts, many of which are

composed of several parts.

The material consists of everyday objects, including household textiles, examples of
dress, ceramics, furniture, kitchen utensils and tools. Some art&fiabtas carved chests,
are highly decorated, while otheirscluding knives, pottery and weaving toappear

moremundaneEvery artefact has been very well documented by the Romanian collectors

16



and is accompanied by an

the materi al

individual record file with rich information. The widadofe
becomes evident whRgnlhtThiaci ng

assemblage includes an arrangement of material traces from a multiplicity of places,

people and material contexts.
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Fig. 1.1Map showing the source locat®of artefacts belonging to the 1957 collection

Despite the richness of information on the individual objects provided by the

documentation material, this project arose from a sense of the unknown. The information

given was simultaneously

informative aratking in terms of providing insight into the

history of the collection. It was unclear how such an aggregation of objects from a former

Eastern Bloccountry became part of the Horniman Museum in the 196@skind of

knowledge about local agency and mniafeculture of the past and todalyat could be

gained through the investigation of this collectwas also unknown

Continuing

t he macy & ounatorsal fibldwerkFmnaiKerlague, | e g

the Horniman Museum Keeper of Anthropology, appredcksoldsmiths College with

guestions about the collectiodaving gained the Arts and Humanities Research Council

(AHRC) funding, two col
Museum and Goldsmiths

mateial held in London.

laborative doctoral awards shared between the Horniman
College were set up to gain a deepersiamiieng of the

These two pathways weaieed atproducing new insights

about the artefacts orderto enrich the perspective offered by the 1950s recdrds.

project description identified thabth doctoral students should dyu
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therelatiorshipbetween objects which become frozen in time, (classified and
catalogued within a museum), and their counterparts some of which continue
to be made and used in the source regions, others of which fall from use or
are reintroduced as follet or tourist commodities
The primary aims of my research were threeféldstly, it aimed to provide an account of
the historical processes and transactitm®ugh which the collection started its museum
career.This involved tracing the history ofhte collection, the events that led to its
purchase, export and the journey that the artefacts made between their place of production
and their subsequent destination in the Hornifdaseum The socialand humarhistory
of the collection andhe study ofeveryday life in Romania provided a contdgt this
historical study Secondly, from the curatorial perspective, the project was a unique
possibility to connect the museum with the named producers and users of the artefacts
through informabn provided by he object sheets. The research brief included
information about visual repatriation the context of folkartists and their descendants in
rural RomaniaWith an almost 6/ e ar di st ance from the colll e
was a sense of the timelyasacter of the project, perhaps the last opportunity for direct
engagement with the collectiohastly, according to the project outlinejy doctoral
awardincluded aninvolvement in curating an exhibition ¢fie Romanian collectionto
take place at the étniman Museum in 2014pformed by the theoretical and ethnographic
insights generated through the reseahchhis light, some research activities were linked
to the exhibitioamaking process: to inform the museum about the possible new avenues

for interpreting and displaying this material.

Al ex andr a ddined as traxingwihe biographies of the objects through time and
space.Her exploration ofthis collection wasalso embedded in her positionality as
ant hropol ogi st 0 thdrelalioosmp lBetwéen meaory atige@arious g
regimes ofvalue through which objects wemassingwhen moving back and forth
betweenvarious spaces of cultural production, includividages®, houses of culture,

museuns, folk performances and televisistudios (Urdea 2015).

The collaborative naturef this research exerted a distinctive and advantageous impact on
the project. It provided an @portunity to create a dialogicapace of knowledge

production betweerour research pathways but alascademic antiopology, museum

! The villages included in the project wareAncioaia Muncei, VrancioaiaPoianaandMandra

18



practice and the interpretative space of collection provenance. In a wider sense,
resonating with Thonga(2010), it was a laboratory tie museum amethod, reflecting
on forms of knowledge underpinning the interpretation of the cotlaat the 1950s and

the stories and questions posed by it today (ibid.: 7)

1.2 Methodological considerations

Fig. 1.2Individual object file of the Horniman Museum collection (left)

Fig. 1.3Layers of nuseum labels stitched to the objects (fight

A mediatory approach to museum and anthrogichl methodology questions
disciplinary boundaries and is focused on the process of method finding as a way of
exploring its relational qualities and bringing action, materiality and social entanglements
back to the collection. Weaving the thread of collection stories through fieldwork and
investigation of the divergent histories of the assemblage is an exercisdoofteal of
particularistic voices, fragmentary encounters and archival illuminations assxellde-
sacs. It sometimes bounces back to the starting points, source locations and object
descriptions, cutting across narratives and plots. In the process of research, these lines of

insight are brought back, blended and reassentikke@lements of @omplex meswork.

Tracing a collection of over 350 artefacts from a large number of locations posed a

problem of ethnographic selectivity. In this context, the field has besstructed as a
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multi-s i t e d et hnography foll owi nmegencéshamd arabj ect
narratives colleted in thep| aces of t he (Amit200% Edlzbno20@®s or i
Marcus 1995). In this study | adopted the method of tracing the memoryscapes related to

the fragments of this collection. For Basu (2Q1BE9, memorgcapegsonstitute

the multiplicity of different forms of remembering: those that are intentional
and communicable through language, narrative or material form, as well as
t hose whi ch ar e uni nt-aearranaleobands ud
embodied formsfomemory
Basu outlined how the muisited approach of followingdispersedbjects, people,
aesthetic formsnarratives or types of recordslows an investigain of elements

constitutingpluralisticmemoryscapeand related connectioi(id.: 118)

Vested in the dialogue about and around the colleztgnmages and objects, my
study framed the field of inquiry as a series of encounters and led to a partial and
situational methodology, linked to the narratives that arose from conversations with a
plethora of respondents in the field. Beenarratives were interwoven witie images and
files discussed, generating incidental networks buittuad the recollections. The
snowball effect that accompanied this project resonated with the experience of Vokes
(2013) in East Africa, the process of inquiry resembling an uneven, messy rhizomatic
network (ibid.: 28). Fieldwork punctuated by conversations around the museum material
led to numerous revelatory incidents (Fernandez 1986), unfolding new meanings, traces

and threads connecting participants and sites.

The resulting garment of context and content, far from covering a homogenous body
of knowledge, aims to generate a particular fabric of significance, one that renders the
stitches ofémethod findingvisible and that brings the threads coming from the places of
t he col |l ect i othebcere gstruciurg ofrhis masbrik The methodological
problem serves as a way to open other areas of discussion concerning the values invested
in particular methodshe relevance of particular types of knowledge and the conditions of

their production.
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1.2.1 Archives as an opening into other stories

This thesiswas initiated byan investigation of the written and visual documentatiotef

c ol | e cortusewn nrépsesentation and movement to the United Kingdom. The
particularly detailed information on the artefacts provided by the Romanian museum was a
val uabl e poi nt of departur e, bringing i ni
characteristics, their orilg and acquisition process. At the same time, this information
opened the study to the problematic of the value and selectivity of written records. The
uneven documentation of the process of collecting was an opening into unconsidered

aspects of the artefaacquisition and classification within the museum.

The premise of combining history and anthropology has long been identified as a
methodological and epistemological conundrum (Thomas 1963, Thomas 1996; Evans
Pritchard 1964, Fabian 1983, Cohn 1980, @&003), even more so todag weconduct
research in fAan era of unprecedented conc.
(Rowlands 2002:105). As archives have become privileged sites of critique, studies have
investigated written records, museums a@atlections as ways of being in history and
relating to the past. A body of literature has developed around the theme of archives as
cultural vehicles shaping knowledge through the organised practices of materialisation and
dematerialisation, rememberirand forgetting, selectivity and classification, identity
building and cleansing rituals (Antze and Lambek 1996, Bloch 1998, Crane 2000, Derrida
1995, Maleuvre 1999, Nora 1989, Stoler 2009). The above studies have pointed out was
that ethnographic museum chives could shed light on regulatory practices and
mnemonic technologies that codify, classify and typify cultural artefacts according to
documentation systems and object catalogues. This unclear, omnipresent phenomenon of
archiving transforms things sbdy can become patterned and ambiguous, contingent and

classificatory, simultaneously disorderly and monolithic.

The historical research for the thesis was grounded in the archives of the Horniman
Museum, London Metropolitan Archives and national andoresy archives in Romania.
Documentary study in Buchardsttusedon the archives of the Museumtbe Romanian
Peasant and the collections of the National Archives on the Romanian Institute for
Cultural Relations with Foreig@ountries [nstitutul Roman entruRe | a Wi i Cul tur
Strti nhereaier IRRCS and Centr al Commi ttee of the
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also visited regional archives in the cities of Sibiu and Ramnicu Valcea. | consulted a
plethora of records including annual and exhibition repartgutes, correspondence,
conference papers, bulletins, publicity material and policy recommendations on the
organisation and running of the cultural exchanges. Regarding the organisation and the
international activities of the IRRCS in the 1950s, | inigeged the files on Great Britain

and France and the RomanianMWk er 6 s P ar t yPropagagndarardmegitatibns o f
and External Relations, held in Bucharest. The records of the Horniman Museum
consisted of a good deal of information about the journeythef collection and
correspondence between Otto Samson, the London curator, and the president of IRRCS. It
was particularly illuminating to gain access to the private records of Otto Samson acquired
by the Horniman Museum after my return from fieldwork. sTkepllection of private

letters, notes and photograppsovidesa s ense of Samsonb6s perso
powerful networking skills that made him a particularly active collector for the Horniman
Museum. In order to understand the nuances of thectioleprocess on the Romanian

side, | conducted a series of interviews with curators, past and present, of the former
Museum of Folk Art in Bucharest and various professionals working in the Romanian
heritage sector or conducting ethnological researchrusw®alism. The investigation of
publications on folklore and folk art provided a background to identify the interpretative

frameworks that guided the forms of museum representation in Romania and Britain.

The surviving records of the Horniman Musedfolk Art in Rumani® exhibition
and its precedents in the 1950s provide insights into the relational character of the
collection, its interpretation and exhibition process. | framed thowarter with the
archive in light ofcritical studies of the ethnagphy of exchanges (Thomas 1991), raw
histories (Edwards 2001) and critical events (Das 1995 and Tarlo 2003). As Thomas
suggested, historical enquigllows events, actions andider social situatios to be
explored in their political context. In this corte situating the collection within the
particularities of cultural exchanges and their longer dynamics provides us with a frame of
understanding the corresponding social groups, asymmetries and political as well as
cultural transformations (Thomas 1991). The events within these exchanges were
framed as historical instances when traditional categories were redefined, new political
actors arose and unusual modes of action came into being (Das 1995). The aim of such

ethnography is to provide a view intaxament of intense social and political dynamism
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when numerous actors are being brought into interaction, illuminating the social and

material relations that underpin the transactions and points of contact.

Moreover, archival holdings weraiseful in recostructing the visual and textual
modes of representation framing rural material culturetl@cubrics of classification that

delineated the scholarly categories of

appropriation and recontextualisati@ ( Thomas 1991: 9). The

art
Hor

represents the way this institution assimilated the unique national Romanian collection

into its standard classificatory divisions, based on categories set up by both Romanian and

British ethnography. It iglluminative of the ways material culture conforms to or

transgresses museological categories. In this sense, archival research posed a move

beyond tle evidentiary description of piggven documentation and its homogenising

rubrics to serve as a basis @oitical analysis.

Rather than studying archives as things, Edwards suggested, we should investigate

them as circuits and transactions, revisiting the social biography of the material. In this

context, the materiality of archives represents fluid perfmes of documents, objects

and images. | adopted this position in looking though archival holdings as inscriptions of

contested historiesnd multiple forms of practice. Following Edwards, such study

requires the exploration of thestructuring of forms ofaccession, the

processes of collecting and description, contexts of collecting and use and the

range of social practices associated with them at a historically specific level,

if we are to understand the histories embedded within the homogenised

disciplimm r y a r cSuchvaeposiion is also necessary if we toe

understand the mickce x changes t hat make up

6ant hropol ogi cal archi veo6 -elatienstgps s
in which objects are involved (Edwards 2001: 29).

This insight was particularly illuminating in reading through the collection and

t he

as

exhibition material. On the one hand, the archive contained information on the macro

mechanisms of the state that appropriated rural material culture as folk art forgaalitici

exhibition making and the facilitation of international relations. On the other hand,

through the reading of curatorial notes, correspondence and tracing of curatorial

movemets, | was able to map the mierelationships that played a significant ratethe
formation of the collection. This perspective made use of traicegratorial interests and

personal interactions during the collecting trips.
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Foll owing the notes in the margins of do
the sober formulaxw of of fi ci al eseo (Stoler 20009: 2) ,
collecting, exhibiting and classifying artefacts. Considering the ethnographic and personal
spaces of the records breaks down the archive into a more human endeavour; a palimpsest
rich in multiple encounters with various nuances and fractures. Ann Stoler argued that by
looking at the historicity and instability of archival processes it is possible to grasp the
uneven pulse of the archive, I ims of eepehtedn c e s
i ncantations, formul ae and frameso (Stoler
thinking about my experience of the Museum of Romanian Peasant archives (the former
Museum of Folk Artf The few records of the artefacts assembledtiier Horniman
Museum collection were short notes in the register books with crossed out sections of the
holdings representing acquisitions for cultural exchanges. Looking carefully at the
removal and erasure of the traces of the collection movement asasvelhevenly
assembled or neglected material are parts of the social biography of the objects just as eye

opening as what has been preserved and recorded (Forty and Kuchler 1999).

Exploring voices from the other side of the Iron Curtain brought integestgights
and interpretations beyond the main script that found refuge in the records. Studying
visitorsodo views al |l owecdptiomef curatorialcsvategiesfx t ual i
presenting and displaying material culture. Critical attention to theg®essions,
recorded by the Romanian Institute for Cultural Relations with Foreign Countries
(IRRCS), gave me an understanding of the fluidity of things and interpretations beyond
their instrumental functions. Tracing archival lines was not an act of alactu
reconstructionAs St ol er suggested, the texture of
vernacular histories cut across the strictures of archival production and refigure the
archival terraino (Stoler 2009: 34).

In this study,attending to the voicefdhe curator of the socialist Museum of Folk
Art challenged the conventional narrative. Looking at the messiness and fluidity of the
records was an interesting step in rethinkitige knowledge, value and cultural
significance of folk art in museums and mkimg towards a methodological

reconceptualisation of the Horniman Museum collection for the ethnographic encounter.

2 Fora detailed discussion of the tumultuous histdrthe museum and its archives, see Nicolescu (2014a).
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Fig. 1.4Unwrapping the Romanian collection at the Horniman Museum stores

1.2.2Probing apprenticeshipasa method

The materiality of te collection prompted me to consider the times, spaces and processes
through which the artefacts came into being inrtipdace of origin andn the 1950s
exhibition. Since anthropology identified that things can have their own biographies
(Gosden and Mamall 1999, Kopytoff 1986), one dhe key considerations of thikesis

has been the changing career of the artefacts in the process of production, exchange,
museum appropriation and pesuseum afterlife. Of particular relevance was the notion

of unfixedmuseum artefacts e process of gathering histories. As Gosden and Knowles

argued:

The physical circumstances of the object change continuously, but so also do
its sets of significances as it accumulates a history. It is possible, when
records are mad&y reconstruct this history, which carries with it the lives of
those involved with the object. An object is best viewed as indicative of
process, rather than static relations, and this process-goiog in the
museum as elsewhere, so that there isriassef continuous social relations
surrounding t he object connecting
(Gosden and Knowles 2001-53.

Considering tbsed y na mi ¢ s, the stages of the muse

are reconstructed ia series of settings including archives, villages, households, markets,

workshops and a sequence of exhibition spaces.
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In order todelve intothe continuity of social relations in which artefacts are
embedded, this research sets out to initiate an ethplbig encounter. The search for the
ethnographic context of the collection is nested in two case studies of folk art production
from which the 1957 Horniman Museum collection was acquired. It explored the craft
through following the responses to artefaahd narratives about ways of making them. In
this context, I[tape ecor ded or al hi stories of the res
curator of the Folk Art Museum in Bucharest. Using material metaphors as a means to
elicit stories and uncover theirs@nance with historical and biographical contexts (Ferme
2001, Hoskins 1998) proved essential for the understanding of the relations of curatorial

encounter, the circulation of objects and their relationships with everyday material culture.

Anthropologi@l scholarship has developadrich literature about the relationship
between memory and material objects, bsdiered experience of history ardtitical
events as well as issues of commemoration, practice, marginality and personhood (see
reviews by Carten 2008, Pine and de Pinalal 2013, Rowlands 1993).dificant
work on O6materi al memoryo6 (Kwint, Breward
2001) hasexplored issues of evocation and reflected on the acts of menaking and
the shaping of collecter and personal processes of memorisation in the museum context
(Crane 2000, Davison 2005).

With this theoretical complexity in mind was led by my collectionelatedfield
encounters in Romania and focused my analysis on memory processes as nafiiives
self (see review by Witeskdlg y nar czy k 2014) . I n this conte
of my research participants as aforinsoi | houette Ahonest about |
striving to faithfulness around the edges where relatively dispsdsi accuracy is
possibleo (Zeitlyn 2008: 159) . Considering
narratives of change and rupture allowed me to investigate the relationships between the
memory of the past, practice and identitythe making of the craftsperson. This
perspective allowed me &xplore howt h e  0-im-pessorigHoNand and Lave 20091)

emergeshrough narratives where:

On the one hand, history is brought te thresent moment of local tinspace in the
body/minds of actors.. Onthe other hand, history is brought to the present through
political and economic forces and cultural imaginaries that shape conflictual practices in
and between institutions and collective activities.
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In this framework, embodied subjectivitigslling of thethe struggles of the past are
conceptualised abeing mediated in daily practice and considered within institutional,
social and historical context$hinking about how stories about historiesperson and
the museum collection had been told and whed been left out, | have turned to the
theme of incorporation of practice into narratives concerpoinigcts, practices and life
histories (Ricoeur 1980). The tales that emerged in formal and informal interview settings
gave me a sense of nuanced persteraporal landmarks and periodisations. As things
and interwoven life stories uncovered local historicities, | was able to reflect on the
absences and avoidances in the genre of telling the lives of the respondents, craftspeople

and museum curators (Haulesn2005).

Rejecting notios of culture and materiality as discrete, static and homogenous, this
study drew on the insights of the ethnography of the particular-{Ailghod 1991),
focusing on theoractitionersengaged iriextile and pottery productiorin the exploration
of weaving and domestic textiles, |l carrie
provenance of the largest subset of the Horniman Mudesim R o nhaldingsa FFacing
the discontinuity of practice in that location, | collecteddbha narratives of the surviving
generation of practitioners. These responsften narratingraftsmanship as obsolete and
undesirablewere a challenge tay perceptions around values of folk art and hierarchies
between tradition and modernity.

The heterogeneous afterlives of crafts related to the Horniman Museum cullecti
were investigatedhrough the ethnography of pottery production. In ldmst part of the
thesis, | explore the landscape of pottery production based on three folk art centres
renovned for the crafi Ra d a u "Hi Mar gi nea and Horezu as
folk art fairs. Specifically, Horezu was an ideal site for rethinking continuities and
ruptures in the production of this craft as, during my fieldwork period, this site was
nominated for the UNESCO Representative List of Intangible Cultural Heritage.
Conversations in the pottery workshops gave me an understanding of the techniques and
everyday labour of those involved in the production of the craft. By following potters in
their routine of modelling, decorating and firing | learnt about the quotidian aspects of
practice, the operational sequence of making and the ways workmanship was
conceptualised as a meaningful activity. This research documented a point in the history of

the craft, illuminating the developments that affedieeleveryday lives of the craftsmen.
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Foll owing two centres of folk art in northe
potters encountered in fairs across the country, this ethnographic studyomdscted

amongst institutional and individual actors of the contemporary folk art world. | conducted
formal and informal interviews with folk artists, curators, ethnographers, market stall

owners, vendors and tourist office employees.

Learning and disasion about technique and craftsmanship has become an entry
point and a significant methodological tool throughout this stivly.c h a e | Coybs e
volume constitutesa contemporary benchmark for the anthropological study of
apprenticeship by providing aets of comparable ethnographic descriptions of
apprenticeship systems in a range of cultures and examining in depth the idea of-practice
based learning as an anthropological field method. Coy (1989) argued that as a research
tool apprenticeship is particulg suited for anthropology, producing a body of research
from the inside out and interrogating situated knowledGey 1989: 112). This method
engages with issues of positionality, shifting the power relationship in the field and
enabling embodied undeéasnding. Jean Lave considered the application of apprenticeship
as part of critical ethnographic practice, centred on the examination of the sufficiency of
conventional theoretical frameworks and institutional settings in which they were
developed. For Lav (Lave 1993: 156):

learning to act on the basis of any craft, and for that matter, any problematic,
requires to come to inhabit the practice and its conceptions of the world.

The apprenticeship method turns ethnographic praxis into an object ofclgsea
unpacking thepolitical underpinnings otheoreticalorthodoxies and received wisdom
about cul tural practice (ibid.: 147) . Coy
applicable in the study of Vi Htea textil es

and socially and morally situated practice, hsstrated in Chapters 6 and 7.

Thinking about the collection through apprenticeship was aulu$efme in the
understandingssues of expertiseéhe materiality of the artefacts artle construction of
identity through practice (Dilley 1989; Kondo 1990). this context, | found numerous
ethnographieselpful fordata analysis. Through two selected examples of apprentieeship
based studies, | will discuss the specific themes of apprentice ethnography pertinent to this

thesis.
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Portischos ( 2212akhO0f¢lt caspetupdogluctianfin western Mongolia
explored craft practice dheinterplay of innovation and repetition. With scarce tools and
materials, theecr af t swomen apply i mprovieahhodal 3t
practice isembeddedothin the continuum of traditional skills and ewgranging sphere
of modification of actions, movements and attitudes. In this sense, creative practice results
in constant changes dhe fashions, techniques and styles of thecege Everyday
pedagogies delt-making technique start from early life, when children follow daily tasks
within the household and observe activities in the yurt, progressively gaining the skill of
assessing quality througtingertip touch This reflexive embodied practice links toet

complexity of the patterin materials and embodied recognitions define the design of the

object. For Portisch, to be fluent I n cr a
orientations in mind at onceo0 ( Broschtnotedc h 20

that apprenticeship allowed her to grasp the learning environment of the craft. As Portisch
(ibid.: 64) puts it:

By learning the craft myself, | was gradually able to engage other women in

more meaningful conversations and exchanges byevofusharing a set of

abilities and activities with them. Moreover, | was able to reflect on my own

|l earning process as a means to Ol ear nji

Although the pedagogical techniques necessary to actjueecy in weaving are

outside the scopef t hi s thesi s, I h & vnelearhimgwseflil NP o r t i ¢
the context of research i n -onhknewledge hbouthee o f
production of textiles and handpicked patterns in weaving, | was able to engage in a wider
range of conversations, an entry point for discussions about the technicalities of the
patterns, the movements in the |l oom and di

weaverso6 views about good workmansé&bp and r

Apprenticeship methahnd conversations about tools and techniques bring insights
about the social embeddedness of craft and various representations of technique and
i nnovati ons (2006)nskudyt of snaveabers inPattamadai, South India
illustrated the ambivalence inherent in the status of craft. Materially embedded
apprenticeship research and discussions over work with craftswomendexableatesan
to engage withocal knowledge about the everyday experience of work. Thinking through
the experience of labour was crucial to this thesis as narratives of the hardships of craft

production became key to research &huwsong Vi
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enabled me to consider the craftswomenos
evaluations of craftsmanship contrast with the visual and textual representations of this

activity (seeChapter 6).

Engaging in the conversations with theraft practitionersfrom a novicé s
perspective allowed me to reconsider the problematic asymnhetiadonship between
the curator/academic/heritage expert and residents of the village. This learning experience
brought a different insight into ¢hways of knowing about hoartefacts are constructed
and evaluated ithe local contextMuseum studiesepresent a rich body of literature on
the critique of politics of representation and debates on giving voice to unheard
communities (Basu 2011, Clifford 1997, Knell 2004, Kreps 20B830me contexts, craft
apprenticeship is a relevant methodology in mosethnography and a gateway to local
knowledge beyond museubased visual preconceptions. The application of labour and
techniqueoriented research methedeframes the collections in a practicesed context
and makes the unheard voices of the makersarapp According to Tim Ingold,
ant hr opol ogy intimste raelaticns &ith the tovois ind mdterials of the ade
(Ingold 2008: 84) and this project has developed as a form of knowledge exchange,
incorporating the expertise of the craftsmanth# museum is a method (Thomas 2010),
apprenticeship research allows the institutional knowledge tsuspended andther
possible insights and relationships of knowledge produetnailed

Apprenticeship research, just as any otnethodof anthropobgical fieldwork has
its constraints in terms of applicabilityithin a given social contexis this process of
skill acquisition is deeply embedded in the social fabric, not all settings lend themselves to
beexplored through this methoHerzfeld (2004 provides a striking critique of the power
relationships and hierarchies involvedGnetanapprenticeship ansuggest thathe social
selves of the apprentices are at times developed in spite of the master. The questions of
conflict, competition and thacquisitionor nortacquisitionof craft skillsbecame key to
my fieldwork in the pottery centrehitially, | intended to undertake pottery lessons with
the Horezu craftsmeisoon, however, discoveedthat the apprenticeshipesed approach
was problemat in terms of its agonistic and scripted natufgstly, theHorezupottery
workshops wereébecomingpart of the bourgeoningourist industry andpotters were
teaching the craft toforeign guests travelledo ethnographic museums for craft

demonstrationsTeaching craftwas a performative activity related to their heritage status
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and several pottercompeted with each other over wimuld provide such services.
Secondly, these lessons were often heavily redimm a designated enactment of the
learning praess In this context, the selected potters provided an artifem&ironment in
which they exhibited their identitthrough the performance of crafRetrospectively, |
believe that fieldwork with a broader spectrum of practérsnvas made possible dlgh

my rejection of apprenticeship in Horezu atsdentagonistic implications.
1.2.3 The necessity of fieldwork and its challenges

Recent studies have demonstrated the productivity of fieldwork in reassessing museum
collectiors, reworking histories and sharing curatorial authority with multiple
communitiegBrown and Peers 2003, Bell 2010, Golding and Modest 2013, Payne 2006).
These dialogical initiatives of reflexive useology (Bell 2012) exposenuseum
ethnographers to various challenges related tdwerk positionality and reflexivity. In

this section | discuss the key issues pentirie my relationships withesearch participants

in RomaniaThroughout my projectjuestions of nationality, gender, living arrangements,
movement and my museudbased &tus became both a productive and limiting backdrop

for my research activities.

Having lived in the United Kingdom for five years before | began working on this
project, including a whole course of university education, | call London my home and
cannotsay that on a daily basis | have a strong sense of being Polish. During my fieldwork
in Romania, it was interesting to discover that my Polishness was a key parameter in
relationships in the field, specifically in the context of the studies of the Romanian
collector of the Museum of Fol k Art and
Romanian during a yedong grammar course in London, on arrival in Bucharest | felt
that | could barely say even a few clichéd phrases. Therefore, in the first months of
research | focused on archival studies, took another course and my command of spoken
Romanian slowly progressed. Three months later, | was able to understand most
conversations and make myself understood in incorrect Romanian. There are a number of
similar words and grammatical structures in Romanian and Polish and | found to my
satisfaction that these links made learning the vocabulary more accessible. In this period,
my Polish proved useful iconversations with the last surviving collector of the 1957

Homiman Museum collection.
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At the outset of the project, during the first research trip to Romania with Alexandra
Urdea (my project partner), we arranged a meeting with thge86old Jadwiga in her
Bucharest apartment. We entered the house equippedthi@thmages made in the
museum stores to | earn about the <collectio
noticed that some of the religious images in her room were Catholic, among which was a
small reproduction of Mother Mary of Czestochowa, a akethwn Polish religious icon.

Asked if she was aware of the Polish provenance of the image, she replied that she was a
Pole from the Bucovina region and switched from Romanian to immaculate Polish with a
strong accent of the Eastern Borderlands. The follgwyear, when | came back to
Romania for fieldwork, this Polish connection became pivotal to my relationship with
Jadwiga. She was very pleased about being able to speak her native language and most of
the interviews and lifénistory recordings were condedt in Polish, to my great benefit at

the time. Throughout the interviewing period, Jadwiga made comparisons between
socialist Romania and Poland, giving me a sense of how coercive the regime was during
Stalinism and i n®Shelwas pEasaolhéte stodes abpue ow Batish
cities transformed after socialism and what life in Silesia, the region of my origin, was like
during my childhood. These connections and exchanges of stories created an intimate
space of dialogue and transformed theringvs into an unexpected bonding experience.

| would come to hehouseon a regular basis for a coffee and look through images,
catalogues and her own collection of folk art and learn a great deal from this erudite

resource and her compelling and tumultsidife history.

Another key factor of having Polish descemeneficial for this study, was the
commonality of socialist experience projected by a number of research participants
throughout the project. Born in 1984, | have a vague memory of childhosdcialist
Polandthe conditions of scarcity amblitical repressions. | recollect instances of queuing
for food or receiving packages of clothes, sweets and canned food sent from family
membersin Western Germanyhut these flashes of memory do not relto a coherent
experience of i fe in the Pol i sh Peopl eds
remarks about the similarities and differences between the Polish and Romanian regimes
and strategies of post 1989 transformation. This sense of projet@gdnship allowed
them to speak more openly about the ways they experienced the historical shifts.

]l refer to the period of Romanian politics from

specifically its neeStalinist character between 1974 and 1989 (Georgescu.1991)
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Somehow, Poland is strongly associated with a transitional success story, the ability to

recharge the system and make social, economic and political traasfn work. Often

my respondents shared nostalgic stories abc

country, how developed Romania was in the 1980s and their views on the economic
decline in their own country since. On other occasions, | wdsatmbut the activities of

t he Romanian Workersé Party, the militia

a |

peri od of Ni col ae CeauHes cu o0 s-outgderv status me nt .

(Halstead 2001) within the socialist experience was anliagatbevice in the sharing of

stories and discussing their commonalities and variants.

In addition to national and socialist identity parameters, my conversations and
relationships in the field weralso highly dependent on my living arrangengnThe

challenge of positionalityvas strongly demonstrated in tlientext. My accommodation

in the village of Vi Htea was arranged thro

person from the village, enabling me to stay in the house of his mother and gttaexdrino
experienced outstanding hospitality from this impoverished family and tried, as much as
possible, to reciprocate financially through rent payments, small gifts and cooking. By
living with these elderly people, | gained access to a number of remusnilom their
social network who often just stopped by at our house for tea as part of their daily
busi ness. I n a smal | <quiekly and mostkneighbourdHweesa |,
helpful in pointing me to their mothers, aunts or grandmothers wightnhiave some
knowledge about the collection or history of weaving in this area. This experience of
intimacy and familiarity was particularly rewarding at the end of the stay, when my 89
yearold host called me her granddaughter, making leaving quite @madti

The work on the second case study was a completely different experience. The first
challenge occurred during my first trip to Horezu for the annual pottery market. When |
informed the potters about my potential research in the town | receivedharpl®f
lodging offers, complete with reasons for not taking the other options. The potters
perceived me as a person linked both to the West (Silvermann 2000) and a metropolitan

museum with powers to make extensive acquisitions or hand out invitationgiggum

demonstrations in London. Furthermore, as renting a room to a scholar was perceived as a

source of prestige and s@fomotion, | found myself in a dilemma about favouritism

when choosing a host. Locating myself in one house, | felt, would produsi@s with
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effects on the field relationships. During the second trip, | packed my backpack, took a
coach to Horezu and rented a room in private tourist accommodation. On the way from the

bus station | visited the town tourist office, explaining the orasfor my arrival and

asking about the list of potters in the area. At that point, the tourist office had already been
informed about this project and proposed that | would be given accommodation in the
various tourist facilities around the town. Initiall I was grateful for
hospitality. Visiting the pottersd houses,
the -filtd vexperienceaswad her oot ¢ matsibc domest i
commercial purpose and pottérad inthe past provided a u t h teumidtexpenencs of

learning the craft. The house and studio of the potter as a site of display and tourist

performance is discussed in Chapter 7.

Apart from accommodation and nationality, gender status became a sigrpfct
of the field situation. Mypositioning as an unmarried woman in her late twenties
travelling without a car was a source of confusion and, especially among the ipotas's
repeatedly jokingly suggestdtiat | should find a husband in Romania astay in the
country. This status, although uncomfortable in the beginning, gayaesgnce lighter
feel than that of a schol ar. I n compari son
often were ofa more formalcharacter, whereas | had a slightipl@valent and more
approachable status as the dAgir]l from Pol at
innuendos and curiosity from the side of wonaex men, angvould have probably been

more evident if | had decided to stay at a particular houdehol

One ambiguousgenderrelated situation occurred at the beginning of my stay in
Horezu when | interviewed one of the descendants of the famous folk, avtistéived in
France. i was specifically suggested that | should initiate contact with himheas
represented craftsmanship of the highest quality and would not stay in the country for
long. The next day, after a series of confusing phone calls and text messages we met in a
café and had a dinner together. As | was new in the town, he proposelit tneMaack to
the hotel and we socialised in the restaurant till later in the evening. As the conversation
moved to personal topics, | started to feel uncomfortable and left to go to my room. The
next day, on the way to t lthe toyist dficewheré | wor k s
heard that | had a good time with the potter and was asked where | would work today.

That situation taught me that some encounters with male participants might be read in
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ambiguous ways and that there was a sense of contrdiotiist office wanted to
maintain. Facing these dilemmas, | decided to disassociate myself from the tourist office
or their suggested interviewees. If | continued that strong relationship | would have
interviewed only their designated potters and nevee lvaorked with the employees of

the former cooperative which the tourist office saw as an irrelevant connection for the
study of folk art.Contact with the tourist office was regainetien | left Horezibut never

did we agree on the ways | conducted thisdgt | see this attempt to influence my
research as a way to maintain the best possible image of the pottery centre, a sentiment

that | respect and try to express in my ethnographic analysis.

My position in the field was related to my status as a mudmasad ethnographer.
Fieldwork in the village of Vi Htea was init
the museum objects that immediately situated me in the sphere of institutional researchers.

On my arrival in the village, | was advised tisciss the Horniman Museum
documentation and i mages with the school di
These initial recommendations of channels of knowledge about the village through local
elites demonstrated the standard procedures of ciadatdeldwork, and the ways

knowledge about the village was passed to outsiders.

Undersocialism, museum field trips were organised with local authorities, elites or
the communebés Party cadres, who then often
artist or traditional craftsperson. These official repositories of local knowledge and the
ways things were made in the past acted both as a point of entry and a way out, by sending
folk representatives to regional and national festivals, museum exhikatohsn special
cases, events abroad. My repeated refusal to contact the village elites was a source of
confusion, even to the point of questioning the value of the material based on discussions
with elderly women. | was advised to contact a journalist ytew up in the village, now
living in Bucharest, for her expertise about folklore and local custom. Interestingly, the
issue of my working methods became less significant when | became known as an
associate of Sorin, who used to work in the local ettapdgc museon. That link with a
local person, educated in the relevant fieddtted as knowledge collateral. It was a
guarantee that proper knowledge would be extracted and, beyond mere conversations, |
had access to academic sources about authenticecultbe presence of the academic

world in Vi Htea was always manifested in b
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asymmetries within these networks with specialists were often locally negotiated and

contested, posing challenges to my fieldwork.

Onre of the emblematic examples of such negotiations was the issue of access to the
vill age monograph, written by a resident 0
vill agers pointed out that the chronicle v
Radu, the son of the local historian and author of the monograph, was reluctant to take this
text out of his library. It was well known that Radu was possessive about the work of his
father and several villagers expressed their discontent: they werepmesented with its
content. Whereas for them the monograph was a form of community property, for Radu
the book constituted his fatherds master pl
interested in consuming its content without having to do the nege$siaour of

knowledge and investigation.

He claimed that he was particularly suspicious about the predatory schokems, int
on misusingthe labour invested in this work to build their own careers. Having heard
stories of previous visits of urban higams and their attempts to extract information from
t he monograph, I confirmed that my intenti
village history. Having outlined the scope of my study, under the condition of reading the
text in his house, Radweeed to premnt the monograph to be used to provadgeneral
context for my study. Thislowly built trust was a prerequisite for the exchange of local
knowledge For Radu,it was only through gainingontrol over the narrative that offered
sufficient guarantee that facts and memories would not be lost in translation, in the process
of institutionalisation or claims of authorship. The village monograph, written by a local
resident, was an alternative to the numerouderéc publications on this aréaat since
the 1920s was repeatedly studied without acknowledgement of the local community
perspective. Radub6s repeated refusal to gi
symptomatic response to the continuous flow of objects and cultural texts &orildge
to the capital. The visiting ethnographers, historians, folklorists and other experts on
peasant life would use local knowledge for own interpretations and institutional uses,
often disconnected from thiecal context Drawing from Edwards (2001the mutual
realisation that ficollections require a hu

in rethinking conflicts and the inequalities of this knowledge economy.
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Being in a multisited fieldwork setting poses concemnegardingbeing in the ield
and mobility. Movement, in a very physical sense, can be both an opportunity for inquiry
and a cause of dilemma, bringing insight into the social field and relationships in the
research setting. Manoeuvring through space became topical in variogsoparty
fieldwork, illuminating the ways movement was conceptualised in various locations. The
most prominent example of this issue was how to travel, whether to take a walk, a bike
ride, bus trip or a car. Given my previous experience in London, whelengiat a
common way to move through the city, | was quite surprised that both in the village of

Vi Ht ea and i n Horezu it was not seen as an

When | started my fieldwork in ¥mlEtea, a
long distance, my host was concerned aboutpatgntialdiscomfort throughhaving to
walk eveywhere She was even more surprised that, as a university student, | did not own
a car even in London, and each time | set out to go to the town, sheoffeultb contact
neighbours to give me a lift or drive me to my destination. Her dussnhg to walk was a
sign of poorhospitality anda lack of responsibility for my safety and wellbeing. We
finally reached a consensus by arranging a bicycle that wallddsr me to cross the
distance without the hazards of pedestrianism, and | was sent to hetinsiaterto
borrow her bicycleThe encounter of the bike lognoved essential to my fieldwork and
through her | was able to contact a range of new respaddgthost did not maintain
good relationships with the sister and considered her social network as lacking value and
inadequate for my study. Contacting the sister on my own would be out of the question,
both ethicallydebatable and disrespectfulrtty hest. In this context, the bicycle served as
an icebreaker and a starting point for gaining access to this part of the village, without
compromising existing connections. The bicycle not only provided a legitimate mean of
transport through the space of thelv | a g e, facilitating -Athink
Johnstone 1999) but also became a legitimate ground for communication and sociability.
At the same time, | learnt, it was not the object itself, but its uses and deployments that

carried meanings cruciédr the research process.

In Horezu, the question of walking and cycling took a different course. Every day |
wal ked from my accommodation to the Potter
who walks. Often on my way up to the Potters Street, avoatd stop to offer me a ride

to this part of town. This was often the customary local way of travelling and many of
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t hese <car drivers were surprised after St
family member or someone living in that part of HareAlso, walking was a source of

surprising confrontations withhe residents of Potters Streétat | had not initially

considered for my study. | conducted walking interviews (Jateal 2008) through

chance encounters, for exampianeeting Mrs Andea. This 96yearold woman dting in

front of her housg@rovided mewith invaluable information on the potter family that sold a

range of tools to the museum. In this sense, walking proved to be an activity that
facilitated new threads of enquiry in reassling the collectiod $istory and opened

novel ways of approaching the field.

I n contrast, cycling in Horezu had the
epi stemol ogi cal opportunity. I decided to
the tourist office and learnt that leaving theyiie in an unexpected placspuld lead to
its being confiscated and takback to the owner with questions about my reasons for
being present in the location. My movement by bicycle was a source oflaecu
specifically regarding my choice of respondents or sites for explordtansight of ny
bicycle in front of the house of an inappropriate potter rendered the tourist office doubtful
about my insight into the fieldsit®y cycling to unusual typesf informants | crossed
their boundary of what was seen as the social field of inquiry in the theme of studying the
Aheritageo of Horezu. Finally, | abandoned
autonomy of pursuing my own choice of resporideteyond the suggested sources.

Walking and cycling were sites of improvisation in the social field, involving various
rhythms of contact and conflict, bringing together, generating means of communication

and at times, distancing and closing paths ofaxinIn this sense, as a research approach,

it resembled the notion that i n various Wwa
(Ingold and Vergunst 2008: 1) and need careful consideration in the process of navigating,

negotiating and learning the wahrough and across the field sites.

1.3 In search of contexts

The nextsection discusses the main areas of literature salient to this project, focusing on
the key issues that run through this thesifames the thesis within the literatures deglin
with the ethnography of material culture, critical museology and heritage. Although this is

by no means an exhaustive review,adlscontexts emerging in the course of the thesis
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cannot be encompassed within the space of this chapter, it aims to delivlexant

works that lie at the heart of the analysis.
1.3.1 Crafts, skills and techniques

The idea of rethinking the artefacts is central to this thesis, and comes replete with an
underpinning assertion that the application of concepts of craftsrpanskil and

technique broadens the understanding of the collection beyond the rubric of
geographicallybound and static folk arHere, | discusshe uses of the term craft and its
possible Iimitations in the utareler standing c

I n this context, I found Adamsonédés (2007
the idea of craft in relation to other forms of cultural practice particularly useful. Since the
19" century, the concept of craft has functioned as a schemé pfogedures, materials
and processes, supplemental to artworks. The notion of the materiality of craft is often
juxtaposed with that of Odédopticalityd and ac
are often linked to prendustrial Arcadian imagees, characterised by a sense of pastoral,
rur al and amateurish status. There i-s ambi
industrial ideal types often are associated wilih regionalisation of production and
idioms of pastoral asylum. According Glenn Adamsortheinferiority of the concept of
craft in relation to art is prevalent in Edfonerican academic discourses.

The supposed inferiority of crafts and materials posed questions about social
inequalities. Par k e erdlsof ¢nbr@i@eby n the constustionsgfat i or
gender explored the historical categorisations of this craft and showed how it generated
ideologies and moral attributes signifying both practice and personhood. As the hierarchy
classifying arts and crafts isndedded in the representations of practice, Parker argued,
working with the thread was perceived as an achievement linked to naturalised ideals of
womanhood and specific models of doti@ty and cultural values (1996 5 ) . Il n Parl
evaluation, practices interlinked with both the identity of the maker and the location
where a particular type of work was executed. Gender symbolism is central to textile
production, which is a predominantly feminine occupation across many societies: it is an
occupation cagble of evoking female power and also of marking inequalities (Schneider
and Weiner: 1989). Reflections on these aesthetic hierarchies shed light on the position of
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gender and status in folk art and on the ways ttonceptual frames categorige
produce s o f objects and cultur al expressions.

craft status were relevant to my exploratajriextile producto n i n CHaptertpe a (

Another useful contexst e mmi ng fr om Adwasghe nse of thees ear
notion of skill, as in the academic context the craft world is perceaged fighet t o o
techniqued (Adamson 2007: 7 1 Yree pldyuo$ ileasa s ar
divorced from the knowledge of materials and processes, craft is often depicted as mere
mechanical skill and unreflective workmanship. To move beyond these conceptual
Il i mitations, I see Aibik Hsaoapdichle o ¢hfs istmdyFRorn on o f
Adamson, craft is a:

way of doing things is a process, an approach, an attitude, or a habit of action, existing in
motion. It is a way of doing things, not a classification lgkots, institutions, or people

For Sennett (2008, r aft i s Athe desire to do a job wi
and should be studied through the focus on the development of skill, understood as a
progression from bodily practice to technical understanding with the hand and its
movement as theain channels of learning. Using the Kantian metaphor of the hand as

the window to the mind, Sennett argued tha
the practice of rhythmic skill. Repetitiveness facilitates creative processes through
prehensiorand truthfulness, coordination and cooperation; it promotes the ability to create

wi t h mi ni mum force and i ncreases t he abi
acknowledges the undere pr esent ed ski | | of repair and
tods as she organises the experience of making (ibid.: 213). Apparently mundane
activities of repair and repetitive rhythm involve improvisation, reflective use of tools and
technology and conscious engagement with the limits of the material and equipsent. A

al |l craftsmen share the fdexperi ment al rhyt
(ibid.: 26), there is a connection between hand and head in skill development -lgdality
motivation for good wor k, bal ance dddnedbged d
well as tool proficiency. Defined as an activity of value in its own right, craftsmanship is
mostly delineated by the notion ekperience r epr esenting At he spec
of beingengaged (i bi d.: 20) .
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In a significant critique ofhe romantic trope of engagement in the theoretical
approaches to craft, Yarrow (2014) notes that theoretical attention to detachment and
distance can inform a new approach to the connections between makers, materials and
technol ogi es. Y aaccouotof Gtenenesohsniro @lasgoyw kexplored the
empirical complexities through which detachment emerges and is conceptualised and
given value in a particular context. This study offered a dialectical perspective beyond the
ideal of craftsmanship as integre skilled practice to acknowledge both proximity and
distance in making. This analytical opennedgentive to the relational context of specific
crafts and their orientationprompted me to recognise the unacknowledged aspects of
pott er s 0 ellagthemesrof textde practice that have been discarded and detached

from daily life in rural Romania (Chapters 6 and 7).

Skilled practice involves creativity that occurs in the course of social and cultural
process, in the nexus of relationships thpph fibr i ngi ng forth the
(Hallam and Ingold 2007: 7). Anthropological approaches have suggested that beyond the
notion of the gifted individual, creative processes and improvisational actions are socially
embedded, intertwined withhé practice of reproduction, the variation of existing forms
and Asituated enact ment so (i bid.: 19) .
anthropological studies have moved outside the vernacular discourse of repetitive tradition
and individual creativit to bring out concerns addressing the continuity, flow and
dynamics of soal life and material practicdmagining creativity as social capacity,
Demian and Wastell (2007: 119) argue that innovations are recontextualisations of
practice, systems of belge or forms of knowledge, and a means of generating
discontinuity. In recognising the need to rethink the conventional metaphors of creativity,
and to denaturalise its underlying premise as autonomous expression opposed to
continuity and authenticity, tlye propose that both acts of distinctiveness and
appropriation (of forms and contexts) are corresponding factors of creative action. These
definitions of craftsmanship and creativity allowed me to adopt an approach capable of
transcending the idiom of theastery of repetitive technical action, and to think through

the workmanship of those who engage in folk art production today, in particular those who
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transgress the categoriesRfo ma ntiaditidral ethnographic ardqdg ona et)hogr af

or production centres (Chapter 8).

Several anthropological studies have considered aspects of craft production, focusing
on the craftés entangl ement with religion,
elaborates on Marxist sties of production processes. More recently, Ingold (2000), has
examined the process and technologies related to objects, and Kuchler and Miller (2005)
and Tarlo (2010) have shown how cultural and personal meanings are invested in

commodities.

For Ingold (2000), crafts are framed as socially situated forms of practice. The
practice is strongly I|inked to the i1idiom o
relations constituted by the presence of the orgapisreon, indissolubly body and mind,
in a richly structured environmento (i bid.
embedded in the social field, generating a synergic sphere of practice, materials and tools

(ibid.: 352). Focusing on the specificities of skilled practicgold proposed to view a

task as fAany practical operation, carried ¢
his or her nor mal .. b96)sIn this cantexp fechrlical faciondis (i b i
immersed in the current of practices that gemesat t as ks capes, Afan al

activitieso (ibid..) wit hlsthytemicrandrinteyelatedns |, m (
character creates a sense of belonging within a wider community and specific.|éaality

Ingold, he taskscape is relatedttee idiom of social temporality through the relationships

and forms of mutual involvement in the process of performing tasks. This mode of social

time is structured rhythmically through the interwoven domain of various tasks resonating

with the wider envionment. The model of craft performed in the social embeddedness and
temporality of the taskscape proved useful in the analysis of Horezu pottery. Considering

the rhythms of the workshop, the temporality of life histories and the wider environment

of the sptial practices of the potters, | argue that the performance of pottery occurs in the

interdependent domain of tasks and skills (Chapter 7).

* Romanian scholarship considers folk art as representative of ethnagaagaizone etnografide

defined as territories displaying common ethnographic characteristics. The defining factors of an
ethnographic area include settlementsd types, 0C«
(Stoica and Petrescu 1BA95)
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A useful way of rethinking craftsmanship and k&iherged through consideratioh
the producteé pr ocess. Foll owing the premise of
techniques, observing the technical variants in making materials and creating designs
might reveal social realities behind the praxeological. Discontinuities in material

environments dén stand for a wider context

which generally leads to revealing pertinent links between a technical
phenomenon and factors of social order. Better still, the irregularity observed
in technical behaviour sometimes points toward sociocultural differences,
which have hitherto escaped observatioemonnier 1986: 155).

Thinking about shifting material environments, Pierre Lemonnier asserted that
techniques are related to social representations which have effects on technical action and
forms by which we @ssify raw material in technical process (ibid.: 15&3ntifying and
exploring technological choices, from style to function, to physical action, allows a wider
view of the social milieu in which these occur. Drawing from Lé&@ ur hanés not i ¢
the ole of favourable milieu in incorporating, dismissing and retaining innovations (as
well as artefacts and new technical operations), Lemonnier argued that all of these have to
be understood within the realm of technical knowledge, whichc o mp a s shews fiknov
manual skill s, procedur es, but al s(bid:é a se
154). As knowledge is deeply related to social representations, physical and material
effects are obtained through such socially embedded perceptions ofaleaad ways of
doing things(ibid.: 14). As technical acts express such #iechnological logic, they
illuminate issues of status, identity, economy, politics-gxisting representations of
material culture and local setbnceptualisations through dsthanship. Thinking
through local interpretations of innovation or novelty, Lemonnier argued, enables us to
explore the arbitrariness, meaning and continuities and discontinuities of material culture.
Changes, discoveries of new ideas, breaks in the lisbidh routine or gestures of
borrowing, occur in the social context, that is within a relationship with the common or
traditionally established ways things are made (ibid.: 21). For Lemonnier, the
anthropological question of how innovation is embeddedhe cultural meanings of
techniques can be explored through interpr:
this thesis, such technical considerations were particularly applicable in discussions about
weaving and potteryas the narratives abotdoling and patterns opened up a space in

which to analys¢he social representations of being a craftsperson. These discussions also

43



facilitated my evaluation of transformations in material culture and hierarchies of

workmanship and skill (Chapters 5,7,

Issues around the skills themselves and the conditions under which knowledge is
transmitted and valued are pivotal parts of this study. The relationship between the
duration of material culture and cultural transmission can take a range of forms as
Rowl ands has shown (1993). Drawing from K¢
carvings, Rowlands pointed to the process of transmission embedded in decomposition

and lack of physical duration. Some forms of material practice,

cannot function as aideemoire and are thus not made with a view towards
the past, but towards the future ¢é Th
events but have themselves become embodied memories; objectified and
condensed as a thing. Disposed or destroyed objects are remerfdrered
themselves, not for what they might have stood for in terms of remembered
pasts (Rowlands 1993: 147)

In this framework, the absence of objects and the erosion of craft skills have a

generative capacity in the reproduction of values as illustratékdebgase of textile crafts

inVi Ht ea (di scussed in Chapter 6).

Being a craftsperson is embedded in idioms of sociality and subjectivity and creates
a fundamental component of salentification within a wider environment. Using
craftsmends biographi es nlity constauttigns @ themb &€ st o
explore in the empirical analysis in Chapt
assertion that selfmages of presefttay artisans are constructed within a cultural and
historical narrative field, | looked throughthemmak s 6 aut obi ographi cal

perceptions of practice and craft periodisation.

I n this context, Ricoeurdéds (1980: 177) a
theodrse of things, the temporal agusefdes pr
for the analysis of data collected in Horezu. The narrative is a generative frame for action,

a plot for ongoing practice and seifhterpretation. For Ricoeur, narrativity gives a
structure to temporality (ibid.: 169), and transforms practicktemporality into public
gualities, making them measurable. Narrativity acts as a means that enables events to gain
linear character and become intelligible. As events are organised into a story, they are
being defined by their contribution to the unfolgi of the plot and participatm in
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narrative time (ibid.:171). Following from these concerns, the narratives of skill and
learning were important factors in grasping the projected identities of potters and their
modes of seltonceptualisation as skillgutactitioners. They were key to identifying the
significance of the relationships between life events as elements of a storyline of craft
mastery. This plot, as | illustrate in Chapters 7 and 8, structured the inclusion or exclusion
of specific events andexperiences in order to produce particular meanings.
Acknowledging both personal narratives and the wider context of-ling | looked at

At he way narrative activities play out in
reveal d i forfum rare rHolsgtein 199& W165This perspective allowed me to
explore the craft & s t-io-ur 3y and to grasp the ways in which the conspicuous manner
of telling lives had been linked to a biographical plot for a representation of the self and to

expressocial distance amongst makers.
1.3.2 Materiality and cultural practice

There is an extensive anthropological scholarship on material culture, encompassing a
wide-ranging field (see Basu 2013b, Buchli 2002, Hicks and Beaudry 2010, &tllaly

2006) Here| consider the key themes that have proved essentialalysang data and
fieldwork experience in ViHtea, Hor ezu, an
materiality as an essential part of cultural practice were fundamental to this thesis,
specifically in the analysis of the contemporary responses toollextion material and

issues concerning local perceptions of space, social change and artefact production.

One line of inquiry in the ethnographic study of the Horniman Museum material was
an exploration of the collections a r t e f @ronal andalesthgtio pachmeters. In the
research of the domestic textiles in the v
decorative textiles in terms of the relationships between things and persons. Rather than
viewing these compositions as materialisagioof continuity in a peasant society
(Gudeman and Riviera 1990), | focused on the understanding of technical virtuosity and
the efficacy of objects. Gell considered artefact productionaatechnology of

enchant ment wher e @At he omahe éechnicalfprocasses theyb | e c t
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objectively emb d Objests Ha@ehe ktimulafing 2apacity b )generate
responses and carry the makersd intentiona
artefacts (and their assemblages, as | present Chapt er 5) di stribut
efficacy, acting as the substitutes for their makers. The idiom of material culture as an
extension of the body and distributed personh&rathed the understanding ddcal

responses to the Horniman Museum artefactthé context of textile arrangements in the

traditional domestic space (Chapter 5).

Domesticity has been a profound theme in anthropological analysis (Buchli 2013).
With the houseds centr al role in thanmeunder :
has been explored as a reflection of symbolic devices, cosmologies or social hierarchies in
various ethnographic contexts (Bourdieu 1990, Bloch 1995, Hoghks 1985). Following
LeviSt rauss, studies consi der ed ntestade mMadeups e as
of both materi al a n dStrausa a88: elv4) and explaed Ithe h 0 (
relations between the fabric of social ongation, local identity andhifting idioms of
household in relation to extsallage categories, such as relig®institutions or the state
(Pine 1996). Given the linkages between social fabric and material cultures, scholars of
dynamic processes which rule the house in periods of change, revealed how the physical
form of the dwellingandobjects within and arountthe household bring insights into how
social categories and local identities were maintained, contested and transformed.
Domesticity provides a useful framework to explore historical transformations in the
material environment, shedding light on constautsi of personhood, formation and
sustenance of relationships and valug&amination of househogdprovides insights into
the perceptions of history and modernity made by those who construct and arrange
interiors. Some helpful examples were studies ofadisan through the impact of modern
projects on the daily lives of societies subject to these transformations (Humphrey 1974,
Buchl i 1999) . Et hnographies of change, suc
were key to the understanding of highly deldlatransition and constructions of the past.
Drazinds w o r kortherm RorBamia dlestvated hownodernity, order and
progress were linked to the spacetlod home andhe transformation of actors through

At he wor k of c¢| e amgioincganliness anwobnts itosa lprogregsivaand e e |

> For instance, l ooking at the effect thowcanow i ewer s

board is not dazzling as a physical object, but as a display of adistid.: 46) with a power
stemming from the manufacture appearing impresaind perceived as magical.
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gradual reinterpretation of the pasto (Dr a:z:
through everyday acts transforming the immediate material environment and rejecting
particular elements of the domesBpace. These studies of symbolic constructions and
negotiations of the vernacular prded me with a context faonsidering social practices

and normative schema in which Horniman Museum objects were used as part of the
everyday material culture. Thromgonversations about tiield hous§ a space to which

the residents of the village assigned the Horniman Museum objects, | analysed how the
local responentgperceived this material through crasderences between bodies and

houses. The shifting mateiitgl of the household with naked interiors and the neglect of
artefacts of the kind the Horniman Museum collection represents, were explored as frames

of local evaluations of historical transformation and moral personhood (Chapter 5 and 6).

Themes expped i n Drazinbs ethnography pose |
culture and modernity, applicable to this
response to the encountenmodeffr ndmod Mariftay d a
numerous studieset out to interpret this ubiquitous term through critical ethnographies of
the West, investigations of indigenisation processes and recognition of the plural nature of
the modern phenomenon (Appadurai 1996, Comaroff and Comaroff 1993, Inda and
Rosaldo 208, Eglund and Leach 2000, Knauft 2002, Latour 1993, Miller 1995, Rabinow
1989, Rofel 1999, Sahlins 2000). Similarly, against the characterisation of modernity as a
general trait, Miller revealed its specificity through local appropriations of its models in
the material cultural practice (Miller 1994). In this framework, consumption is considered
as the main vehicle of this specificity and goods are being given meaning and become
situated in the symbolic struggles on the local level, fashioning a sensenofyidibid.:

319).

The study of modernity and the material world has been applied to the Cold War
Eastern Europe (Bueklorss 2000, Crowley and Reid 2000). Bringing together a range of
case studies from East German plastics, Bulgarian veiling pratdideslish department
stores, the studies lifted the Iron Curtain: exploring consumerism, socialist modernity and
the relationships between people and things in the 1950s and 1960s, a perspective | found
hel pful in discussing Htleea cuwursckr es¢ ueddyd (Mg
beyondclichés regardinghe Soviet Bloc and in the aftermath of socialism, the material

culture perspective offered a novel take on the objects of everyday life as the front of
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ideological struggles and prescribed esuas well as revealing multiple complexities,
subjectivities, attitudes, meanings and negotiations (Bartlett 2B&B¢ervary 2002,
Gerasimova 2002, Humphrey 1995, Kotkin 1995, Pine 2002, Reid 2002). Moving beyond
the totalitarian paradigm, the sites ofivate life, consumption and aesthetics were
explored. At the same time, the political imaginary of the new material culture of mass
produced commodities was key to the understanding of everyday socialist materialities
(Cooke 1997)

In this context,taking the 1950s collection trip as a starting point of historical
exploration, the studies of Cold War cultures proved particularly relevant for this thesis.
The delivery of modern standardgas a pivotal preoccupation of the Cold War, an
ideological struggld¢o deliver the best possible material modernity (Crowley and Pavitt
2008, Fehérvary2009, Verdery 1996). As modernity is visibility (Rowlands 2011), this
warfare of representations was often presented through images, objects and displays,
including exhibitons on the other side of the Iron Curtain, as explored through the history
of the 1950s Romanian exhibitions in Britain in Chapter 3 of this thesis. {Bocs
2000, Romijn, ScotBmith and Segal 2012, Reid 2010).
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1.3.3 Folk art, politics and heritage

With a view to restudying a folk art collection, this research focuses on the critical
consideration of its value as heritage. Although heritage has been often thought to be the
modernityds other, for Huy s s en rRodedndy) , it
through numerous cultural practices and material expressions, from omnipresent projects

of preservation, restoration, creation of museums, literature of memoirs and confessions to
trends in daily lifestyle such as retro fashion. In this thdstdraw on the tandem of
modernity and preservation of tradition through scholarly and heritage practices (Herzfeld
2004, Nora 1989, Smith 2006, Trigger 2006). Modernity imagines itself in a temporal
contradiction with memor nctures identityiamdepeyentsia pr
anomie implied by too much freedom by encouraging localised rediscoveries of heritage
within a secure sense of cul tural space a

historical erasures.

Since the 19 century, heritagehas often been related to political frameworks,
connoting the identity of the modern state
heritaged or a O66body of fol kwaysé (bPavisor
based sensibilities have ofteafme d per spectives on heritage
(Basu 2011: 28)In Romania, folklore has served as a means to sustain the modern state.

Kl i gmanods (1988) et hnography o f Nort hern
reproduction of the state and matalist discourse through folklore and cultural heritage.

Kl'i gman not ed O0tRbrmaania, i n CeauHescu

folklore is viewed as a viable modality through which the specificities of a
national heritage may be constituted and communicated. Folklore and
traditions serve as cultural signs of difference that represent nationalist
ideol ogy and mystify t he 6ot her 6. H
perspective of cultural ideologues attempts to articulate various levels of
identity i individual, regional, nationdl by reifying a complex of concepts

t hat constitute a national cul tur al
Patrie (fatherland or nation) is the symbolic family of people. Through this
symbolic construction of an encompassing context, the state lesgisintself

and, in the process, encourages the transformation of peasants into
Rumanians (Kligman 1988: 258).

Of particular relevance for this study vested in the 1950s is an explocdtite

relationship betweepostwar state socialism and folklora Romania. Bubociu (1966),
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reviewing the history of Romanian folklore studies, exposed its persistent entanglement

with politics through the earlytermingling withGerman romanti®/olkskundeand of the

interwar monographic school of Dimitrie Gygtiostd at i ng t he i diom of
the nationod. Il n the 1950s, folklore and et
ideas on rur al |l ife and its projected fut

stifled by Marxist interpretations and dadiwism (Bubociu 1966: 304) and research was
conducted under ideological influence. Interdisciplinary fieldwork was not possible, with
villages in the process of collectivisation, expelled wealthy peasants and researchers
controlled by the local authorige In addition, the 1950s was a period of growth of the
ethnographic expertise in regional production, resembling documentation trips in the spirit

of Volkskunde(e.g. compiling folk ballads and gathering typologies on the regional
patterns and ethnograghareas) with little direct interaction between researcher and
informant (Hedéhn 2008: 26). Following the pe$48 Sovietisation of culture, the
sociology departments in Romania were closed and scholars of the discipline were forced

to seek employment in departments of ethnography, art history or folk art (le@Gasau

2005, Rosta 2000). As ethnography and social research were restricted, other scholars
became New Folklore specialists, often entangled with political idioms of cultural
activism and the Soviet idiom of folklore
acknavledge the popularity, among the masses, of the political actions taken by the
authoritieso (Eretescu 2008: 47) . The comb
reached its peak, as the experts were set to mediate both the interpretation of the past as

well as the production of folk futures.

The critique of intellectual life in socialist Romania and the practices of its cultural
elites by Verdery (1991) provided a wide overview of the issues of identity, contested
images of the nation and their workep the politics of institutionalised cultural practice.
This exhaustive historical investigation showed how scholarship in history, ethnography
and philosophy was implicated imational ideologies, struggles in political legitimation
and authority. Cultte and the idims of cultural origins werenstrumentalised in these
various political performances framing debates about the peasantry and its role in the
nation state. Reflecting on cultural production under socialism, Verdery demonstrated that
intellecuals were at once threatening and desirable,
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as occupying the space of legitimation, a space of vital concern to
bureaucracy needing performance and compliance from its subjects. All
intellectuals work with the symbolic means that form subjectivitiesr the
talents are essential to powdsid.: 88).

Symbolic capital, knowledge and cultural production were incorporated into the
sociali st mot or accumul ating 6all ocative
i nvestigated t he us ebitian$ as RBlitdedaatiemptanto légitimisek ar t
modernisation and interfaces of the national and political imageries (Chapter 3).
Considering Ver der y o0 scultgrdl ractices receve laestamipiob n o n
authentication via the values of interconteec credibility, representativeness of artistic
excellence, | have investigated the bottompractices of seliegitimation amongst the

contemporary folk potters (Chapter 7).

Herzfeldbés studies of Greek fol klgare pro
parallel example of the ideologies of folk heritage as strategies of the-stdternto gain
historical legitimation. Herzfeld noted that since the early days of folklore studies,
nationali st European f ol kI or iitsheirsvieww df he med i
national cultureo (Herzfeld 2004: 198). Fol
national identity and European status of Greek people, constructed by elites on the
principle of cultural continuity. (Herzfeld 1982)Among Cetan artisans, Herzfeld
recognised a doubledged phenomenon of nationalisation, globalisation and
commodification of tradition with an elevation of artisans as carriers of uniyarsaént
values These practitioners agdorified and marginalised, regied as an unprofessional
labour force and valuable repositories of the past (Herzfeld 2004). In Greece, where
similarly to the case of Romanian potters (Chapter 8 of this thesis), artisans become part of
museum displays presenting ancient techniquesadhef becoming a living museum is a
strategy against obliteration and further marginalisation. As the particular enters the global
stage of local heritage preservation, the idiom of tradition is defined by the ideas of
modernity and universal value (ibid.9). Inthis hidden logic of interconnected local and
global, traditional and modern, the global hierarchy of value is manifested through

reification of culture.

Artisans become reified as cultural monuments embodying heritage, excluded from
At he nmosdervi si on and i ts practi cal advant

manifested in workshops and through persons, as reproductions of dominant discourses
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are correlated with the making of O&éstereot)
unmarking modernity in the discourses of tradition deserves attention (ibid.: 33) as in the
global hierarchy of value, inequalities and marginalities are generated through discursive

and bodily practices, affecting craft practitioners, fksoughthe commodfication and
rationalisation of folklore, material practices entered books and museums, they became
disconnected from the everyday embodied materiality (ibid.: 198). Herzfeld further
suggested that as ideas spread to society, the increasingly educated thesselves

learnt to be rational and modern. These reflections were useful in framing the context of

thel oss of value that became part of my rese
of this craft and disembodiment, seen as beneficial forstiv@iving makers, were

intermeshed with the notions of modernity and values, as discussed in Chapter 6.

I n various settings, materi al cul ture he
performance, materialising its stories and continuities (Andet881, Boswell and Evans
(eds) 1999, DiaAndreu and Champion, 1996, Hobsbawm and Ranger 1983, Lowenthal
1985, Meskell, 1998, Wright, 1985). The relations of heritage pervade these regionalised
constructions of history and identity at the same time mgrkinader global processes of
managing the material past. The critical heritage scholarship investigated numerous cases
of such micremacro connections through studies of global discourses of UNESCO and
ICOMOS, Western principles of conservation, varioosventions and charters as well as
the connections with another modern phenomenon, international tourism (Boniface and
Fowler 1993, Butler 2007, Chambers 2009, Eriksen 2003, Joy 2012, Labadi and Long
2010). The global heritage imagination, aimed at trassgng national boundaries, has
projected universalistic ideas of value, commonality and shared humanity but also
extrapolated the constructions of national heritage along with sanitised, safe histories and
infrastructures regulating the past and futurarfldon and Hitchcock 2005, Hewison
1987, De Jong andowlands 2007, Urry 1995).

Traditions and heritage are selective (Williams 1963), far from neutral or uniform,
and constitute both common spaces and spheres of dispute and discord (Ashworth and
Tunbridge 1996, Holtorf 2006, Macdonald 2009, Scott 1999). In response to various
critiques of the reification of culture and its colonial and imperial roasswell as
marginalisation of regions devoid of monumental material heritage, new categorisations of

value have been developedncompassinglandscapes, people, oral pggssions,
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ceremonies, crafts amgerformance. In 2003, following thirty years of debates and using
Japanese and Korean models of heritage protection (Akagawa and Smith 2009), UNESCO

developedhe Convention for the Safeguarding of Intangible Cultural Heritage.

The Convention was designed to embed heritage protection in a more flexible,
inclusive and holistic framework and formed basis for new heritage programmes and
instruments of listing angrotectionof the nommaterial (Alivizatou 2012). Within the
growing landscape of intangible heritage, some of thdynavising concerns were issues
of commodification and metacultural production for economic and tourist purposes,
political uses of nomitions andthe reification or even fossilisation of the intangible
(Brown 2005, KirshenblaiGimblett 2004, Nas 2002). Other critigues concerned the
problems of new salvage agendas, implementation of the nominations, community
involvement andhe politics of authenticity (Agakawa and Smith, 2009, Bendix, Eggert
and Peselmann 2012, de Jong 2007, Kreps 2003). These debates were a backbone for my
understanding of Horezu craftsmanship in the changing hestgees of this site and its
recent nomination as theNESCO Representative List of the Intangible Heritage of
Humanity (Chapter 7).

Alivitazou (2012), in her recent review of museum articulations of intangible
heritage, provided a helpful context in the understanding of the various models of practice
beyad the fixed preservationist and salvage agendas. Of particular relevance to this thesis
was Alivizatouds examination of how i ntang
Museum. Exploring the permanent and temporary exhibitions, she agiszblematic
emptinessin terms of people and cultural practitioners. In the Horniman Museum,
intangible heritage was interpreted as a new category of muskjgnt acquisition,
situating his museological perspective withiproblematially fossilised and fixed
represetatioos. Anot her concern stemmed from the mi
communities. Alivizatoubs study offers a <c
incorporation of intangible heritage is being mediated, pointing to the inequalities

produed by such enterprise. In this context,

The combination of curatorial and academically grounded knowledge with
personal interpretations by community members emerges as a key
museological discourse of the Horniman, much in line with the current trends

of inclusion. There is little doubt, however, as to who is ultimately in charge

of the exhibition content and narrat
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i nterpreted as somet hing external t o
(Alivizatou 2012: 157).
This somewhatpolemical point is useful in thinking about the secondary value of
i ntangi bl e heritage i n r ebasadfocosnlt waa saliane i n s
aspect for the consideration of the perspective of craft practitioners-a®ators of
meanirg in the museum. The objective of the reassessment of this collection stemmed
from the need to take the voice and the knowledge of the maker seriously and install it

within the core of museum interpretation (Chapters 6,7,8).
1.3.4 Museum artefacts, knowlege and expertise

Museum objects are good to think with, drawing attention to the complex character of
artefacts as vehicles of meani ng, represen
Coombes 1994, HoopeGreenhill 1992, Kirshenblattimblett 1998 ,Karp and Lavine

1991, Pearce 1994). Following reflections on cultural heritagenasvention and act of

faith (Lowenthal 1985), critical museum studies are useful in rethinking the notion of
museumbased folk patrimony with relation to identity, ideolpodgnowledge networks,
performance and the relationship between tradition and change. At the same time, debates
considered questions about the nature of authenticity in the context of objects and persons
(Jones 2010, Jones and Yarrow 2013, Kingston 199&irRer and Steiner 2006a,
Reisinger and Steiner 2006b)

This thesis was driven by the contributions of the studies initiated by new museology
debates (Vergo 1989) that revealed that the museum model, established throughout
European history, favoureplarticular identities and carried specific social and political
concepts, generating institutions embedded in distinct power relations. The archetype of
the public museum, it was suggested, was a ritual of citizenship, a disciplinary institution
with encyclopaedic claims for the classification of culture, knowledge, artefacts and social
groups (Hoopeftreenhill 1992, Bennet 1995, Duncan 1995). Studies of the relationships
that museum collections are part of, in particular jsosbnial critiques (Ames 1994
Clifford 1997, Karp and Lavine, 1991, Thomas 1991), brought to light concerns of the
unequal character of identity representation in museums, highlighting issues of low public
participation in heritage interpretation, unheard perspectives of the angicammunity

and the neglect of shared interpretive authorship. At the same time, indigenous agency in
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the formation of collections received due recognition in scholarly debates on museums

(see discussion: Byrret al2011).

A number of critiques of mseological discourses drew attention to the problematic
character of ethnographic objects as representative fragments of a given culture. For
KirshenblattGimblett, in museum installations, objects serve as metonyms or indexes
replacing these broader s with specific holistic cultural models projected onto them
(1998: 388). At the same time, museum displays often fail to provide a frame of reference
for the artefacts, exercising a strong cognitive control over the visitor. As a result, museum
expositons result in amorphic accumulations of arbitrary, fragmentary narratives, offering
imagined geographical and historical entities. In order to respond to the critiques of the
new museum theory, it was essential for museum practitioners to reconsidgutiieir
role and institutional authority in relation to their audiences and surrounding communities.
One of such model s of reworking these r1el
transform museums into contact zones in which collections would befpantorgoing
historical, political and moral relationship between the culture that produced the objects,
and the members of another culture who came to view them. The contact zone was
envisioned as a space ofgentextualisation, collaboration and tsaalturation, wherein
members of community groups selectively used museum material to invent new forms of

interpretation.

Bell (2003) argued that working with museum matarial t he pl aces of <col

creates space wherein the host commun&searcher and holding institution

can revisit and rework intersecting histories as they are embodied and

displayed by their various bgyroducts. In returning photographs taken by our

anthropological ancestors to their ancestors, both the fieldworkehastd

community can re&ngage in dialogues that begun a long time ago: dialogues

€ which have remained unfinished (ibi

The profusion of visual and digital repatriation projects demonstrates a growing

interest in revisiting museum collections bytur@ing to the community. These
undertakings often advocate community empowerment for a museum model
conceptualised as a dialogic project of knowledge sharing and representation (Basu 2011,
Bouquet 2012, Brown and Peers 2003, Geismar and Herle 2010, g>aldth Modest
2013). The knowledge gained is frequently a basis for exhibitions or revisions of

collections.
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Recent new critical perspectives on museums and communities, however, have
pointed out the inequalities of the engagements implied by the @ethffomuseum
collaborative projectsGolwell-Chanthaphonh and Ferguson 2008, Waterton and Watson
2011)as well as thehallenges posed by the paradignthe contact zone (Dibley 2005,
Onciul 2012). Among the plethora of problematic issues of such ing&iiv museum
ethnography, | will focus on the notion of the relationship between the museum and the

source communities.

Within the principles of new museology, it is frequently argued that museums should
embrace interpretive capacities of source comnmasiiti a way that allows emwnership

of knowledge, builds communiyased control mechanisms and fosters partnerships,
empowerment and collaboration (Peers and Brown 208Bo cal | ed 6origin
Cc 0 mmu n, itheyl often Gramed as historical groups fravhich the collections were

acquired and include their contemporary descendants (Peers and Brown 2003:2). Watson
(2007) defines community as aandgidemtity by wi t h
association and participation. That identity is relational amkddent on the sense of self
and6ot hers6, formed with relation to a numbe
experiences, specialist knowledge, demographic/ssmmomic indicators or factors such

as age, gender, nation or regio@rooke (2008) reviews a range afefinitions of the
6communi t ydnting tonts peopessuatontextualand political dimensios and
themultiplicity of ends and purpes it can be assigned

In the context of this research, the applicability of the notibeaource community
appears limited. Given the composition of @57 Romaniarcollection, it was unclear
whether such community would be construed as a composition of local groups, gendered
practitioners of folk art or users of objects in a particulagaarWould it be a
geographically divided peasantry? Do the descendants of the collection donors consist of a
homogenous, correspondent static group? Who would speak for such a community or
sequence of communities almost seventy years after the collectjarsiéion? Facing the
above, I argue that the framework of 6sou.

understanding for an ethnographer revisitimg collection.
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Firstly, such project presents a risk of reificatiminthe notion of community and
thus reinforcement of the museum authoritgs a representational actor speakiog a
specificcommuni t yds need esetcosearSingpson $996p Mdeserton i v i t i
of communities abounded stable anf fixedocial bodiesinderpinning the museuat the
service of a communitynderplays the lived experience cdmplex attachmentsand
power relations between people as welflakl i encount ers i n which c¢
and skills are a@&d924).rSecdndly iwwduld suppotdhe nofiod af r p
the ethnographic present of folk art amduld continue to frameesearch participasitas

members of people fixedtmareas i t uat ed i n their &édethnograp

In the Romanian contexthis organicistimagination of a collectiveunfied subject
has to baecognized as a deeply problematic political projétt (h £ i dne Sacnescu
2008) For Basu (2013), the simplistapproach to source community is erroneous as it
rei nfaoarsteast iic i somor phi sm bet ween people, p
Al t hough Basubs cr it i gmuaityis vestdad m&Vest Afreea,ibis t h e
relevant here in its emphasis on fluidity, change, renegotiatiothamhgoing reworking
of identities and boundaries. Thirdly, the assertion of a two way model of museum
community engagement flattens the ethnogi@péncounter with multiple research
participants as representative of the social body of the community, masking the dynamics
of voices and experiences. Lastly, as this research investigates everyday objects
considered locally as discarded and irrelevanttb e descendants of t
communityd today, it i s uncl earUrdeafR0lS)e st or
complicates the idea of source community as applied to this collection through a
comparativestudyof Romanian local museumiSor Urdea, source communities constitute
Aunstable entities that maintain cathenecti o
than chasing an abstract source community, weldracknowledge complex claims over

identity andlocality as well as multiple engageents with objectsn the ground

Basu (2011) invites us to use migration metaphors to think about ethnographic
museums and collections as transnational and relational entities. For Basu, collections are
brought together by complex historical forces aathgactions, often resembling diaspora
communitiesibel onging neither o6hered nor Othere
consciousnessod (R0dl:%. SimimrdycTaombhsg201Bepointeéd otitat

Amuseums with et hnmeoegideatly hot products of lcanmuanities g a
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relationships, biographies and transactions, of networks of remarkably heterogeneous
kinds, involving pelohpdnasfd& oam dh eB as uadnsd d yhnear ne
understanding of the museum collecias a basis for more relevant grasp of the nature of

t he Romanian <coll ection. The objectsd roo
community, buin an assemblage of historical circumstances, relations and movements of
objects and people. My researcimaito account orhts multiplicity to rework the static

paradigm ofural material culture in Romania.

At the same time, this project acknowledges that museumsnstiutions with
continuous relationships and responsibilities toward those peopleswhitim their
histories are intertwined and whose cultural artefacts populate their stores and displays
This notion of curatorial responsibility, stemming from the literature about collaborative
museum practice was significant for the design of my ethnogragpigagement. Within
recent critigues, museums and their collections were explored as parts of complex social
and material networks; they were resituated as embedded in a nexus of political and
historical forces connecting places, people and thiggsd®, Larson and Petch 2007,
Harrison 2013larson, Petch and Zeitlyn 200Fhomas 1991).

1.4How to follow the story told by the collection: thesis outline

In addressing the research questions stipulated by the project and led by the course of my
independenresearch, this thesis falls into three parts. Part | offers a description of the
historical context of the 1957 Horniman Museum collection (Chapters 2 aRarB)| is
concerned with the artefacts from apes vill e
4, 5 and 6) and Part Il presents contemporary perspectives on the collection of Romanian
ceramics (Chapters 7 and 8).

In this introductoryChapter 1, | introduced the collection, the premise of the project
and the design of this study. Focusimgthe methodology and the scope of this thesis, |
presented the focal issues pertinent to the ethnographic and colleasied study of the
archives and craftsmanship. | also discussed the literature relevant to the main themes of
the study focusing onhée themes of folklore, heritage and politics, modernity and
tradition, as well as research on museum artefacts as expressions of crafts practice and

material culture.
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The first part of this thesis provides the insights gained from the historical redords
the collectionChapter 2 addresses the history of the 1957 Horniman Museum Romanian
folk art assemblage in the light of the history of discursive practices and international
encounters. It looks at the findings of the archival study to investigateh®wollection
material became part of the holdings in a London museum diln&@old War.Chapter
3is rooted in the encounter with the Bucharest curator and the object documentation held
at the Horniman Museum in London. Following the archival and bpgcal thread, it
provides a socihistorical perspective on the collection, documentation and exhibition
process and considers the archives as flayléred traces of the fragmented and often

contrasting story of the museum material.

The second part dhe thesis moves to the description of the insights gained from the
ethnographic research conducted in 20@Rapter 4 examines the context of collecting
objects fromVi 'Ht e a, F a goath Bradsylizania. Based docal resfonses to the
images of the museum artefacts, | locate the collecting event in the context of the agrarian
reform of the 1950s.

Chapter5f ol | ows t he Vi Ht ea c orbld oéthetartefaotsint hr o u g
the museum and the domestic environment. Firstly, it outlines how vernacular objects
were presented in Romanian museums to explore the local representational frames salient
to this collection. Secondly, it examines how 70 yearsthgV i Ht epmstiusted and
restructured their immediate surroundings. In the context of historical storms and social
transformations that affected the area, it outlines modifications that have occurred over the
century in the household. Exploring change ameéstic material culturen the local level
it provides insights into the ways which the household is used to mediate local
narratives about the past and modernity. It argues that local conceptions of display are in
contrast with the museological disgsses and need to be brought to the fore of

reinterpretation.

Foll owing on from the home enviGhaptement o
6 examines the production of textiles used in the household display, exploring the role of
domestic crafts across ti me. Dur i mlresf i el dw
and domesticity became very explicit in discussions about craftsmanship. Focusing on the

surviving generation of weavers, | describe the changing world of cottage production, skill
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and consumption of fabrics. | trace the recent decline of weanitiggi village, situating

the Horniman Museum collection in the current local understandings of material culture.
Exploring the historical dynamics ofocal representations of value, | argue for the
significance of material factors in museum interpretatamvocating reassessment of the

collection within the shifting perceptions on craft practice and personhoodviil&ge.

Rather than a unified and timeless phenomenon of rural production, the Horniman
Museum collection represents various types oftemadnship that, depending on the
context, might today be either obsolete or flourishing. In order to provide an account for
the contrasting afterlives of the collection and craft practice in Romania, the third part of
the thesis addresses the findings fréeldwork with folk potters. The two chapters,
vested in various pottery centres, propose to reconsider the ceramic collections through the

complex histories and relationships in which the craft practice is embedded.

Chapter 7 of the thesis investigatdbe case of the vibrant Horezu pottery centre
from which the Horniman Museum obtained tloel$ of the 1950s pottef.racing the
Horniman Museum artefacts back to the descendants of the donors andiogngluato
elicitation with contemporary potters epl@s nuanced perspectives on the pottery
collection. In 2012, this pottery centre was inscribed on the UNESCO Representative List
of the Intangible Cultural Heritage of Humanity and is widely seen as one of the
emblematic sites of traditional craft prodioct Interpretations of the site by scholarly and
heritage institutions fail to acknowledge the influence of socialism on the centre, when the
potteryds heritage was redefined and broug
cooperatives, craft fasrand exhibitionary practices. The last part of the chapter situates
the work of the potter within the wider forces of new heritage infrastructures and practices
on the ground. Folk pottery production emerges as a heterogeneous taskscape involving

negotiatons of meanings and identities as well as spatial, narrative and material practice.

The 1957 Horniman Museum collection consists of over a 100 ceramic objects,
collected from various folk pottery centres across the country. These artefacts represent a
multitude of relationships and material and social contexts. Examining the ceramic
assemblageChapter 8 explores the afterlife of the 1950s folk pottery collection through
an ethnographic encounter with contemporary Romanian makers. In the first peog | tr

museum artefacts from two locations in northern Romania to explore their story and these
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folk pottery centres within the transforming political economy of craft knowledge. In the
second part, | consider the perspectives of practitioners in pggRomania on the
artefacts and techniques. The voices of these often overlooked practitioners serve as a
backdrop for reassessing the museum material.

The goal of the concludin@hapter 9 is to synthesiséistorical and ethnographic
knowledge about the Heiman Museurd ®omaniancollection history and ethnography.
| impart my fieldwork experience with the makers of the objects and their desceragants
well aswith contemporarycraft practitionersAccording to the findings of this study, folk
art materials reassessed in dialogue witke expertise otontemporarycraftgpeople The
final part looks at the possibilities and limits of such research to enrich debates in the

Horniman Museum and suggests areas for future development.
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PART I:

SITUATING THE COLLECTION
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Chapter 2: The handsome gift

The generous gift from the IRRCS of a collection of examples of Romanian
fol k art has been received with greaf
Museum. The collection will form a most valuable additot o t he mus e L
exhibits and I have been asked to ¢
appreciation of this handsome gift

Excerptf om a Letter to Raharfhan ofNHdRRCE ifrbm QR bladi a n u
(Clerk of theLCC), 26 October 1956

2.1 Introduction

Some objects are perfect gift¥his chaper discusseshe creation of agift for the
Horniman Museurmand presentshe histoical contours of exchangesathactivated the
movement of what becam@museum objects. In order to explore the constitution and
deposition of the collection assemblad@gre et al 2011, Harrison 2013) in Londom
tracethe context in which the set of muse objects was positioned@he first part of this
chapter draws silhouette of the London curat@®{to Samsonlt describes hipersonal
motivations and thevisit to an exhibition that triggered the processtiod collectiod s
acquisition. The second paxplores the context ®omanianexhibitionsin Britain prior

to the 1957 Horniman Museushow and unpacks the secret dfet generosity of the
collectiongift. The critical reading of documents, images and displays, allows us to
explore the orimmal moment thatmobilisedSa mson6s i nterest, with &
it within the representational practices and histories of exhibiting Romanian folk art in
Britain. It is argued that the collection was constituwgthin the nexus of specifically

postwar exhibition practices and relationships framing things, ideas and people.

2.2 Collecting from exhibitions: Otto Samson and the Horniman

Museum

Dr Samson, who was really rather fond of children, tended to avoid contact with
them and was r e emotedanddathér amavesbneeifigurg, ore to be
avoided at all costs. They realised that he had a position of great importance and a

title to match, but did not always get the title right. One small lad announced the
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Doctords arrival ¢ébd .6 TWwhee nCrle attoolrdd st hciosmi Dnr

thiswasquite funny

Tony Gore, the Horniman Museum teachrecharge, 1958 1965

This section explores hovwé Horniman Museum collection @artly a product of the
predilectiors and preferenceof Otto Samswp, theLondon curatoand the creator of the
Horniman Museum postwar collecting practice. gresentthe context of hisacademic
background, curat@l practie and passionsithin which thecompositionof artefactan

be understood.

Samsono6s caeerledaminm ct he Ha mb u.rHis dostordtea wdé Maxc u | t
Stirner a n don then eadicad tinditideadist anarchist philosopheptly
demonstratedSa ms o n 6 s  ainiellectmabtendencies After his doctoral studies,

Samson entered the museymofession through the HambuiMuseum of Ethnology
Under the supervision@e or g Thil eni us, S a msndhe@esmam c t i Vi
Volkskunde,the diffusionist tradition and the monographicact i vi ti es of t he

A

Colonial Institute Thilenius 6 s t e-termexpedittonstonducted

extensive rather than intensive research; thathisy were to investigate as many
places as possible in the time period available, rather than spending long periods of
time in a particular regio(Buschmanr2002 80)
In 1931, Samson set off for his first field expedition to Chamal collected widely in
Shanghai, Hangzhou, Nanjing, Beijing and Taishan and in Shandong and Shaanxi
provinces. Heacquireda unique composon of objects, showing interest in vaus
aspects of material cultyrincluding ritual objects, folk art and craft arteflt®a ms o n 6 s
broad interests in material culture, technology and museology were demonstrated in a
discussion on the representation of China in ethnographic museum (5a8#s). This
critical piece questioned the prevalent institutional interpretations of Chinese art,
representing artefacts =either as curiositi

Samson problematised the selectiveness of museum collectionsoanddpto their

®The collection i ncshaddveplppetsatwmlarge setstofatents assogiated witho
weddings and funerals and a wide range of artefacts, folk arts and artisang todlsSwal | ow 1989 :

64



limited representativened$ie proposed that the ethnographic museum should engage in
Oproper ethnographyo, by displaying artef a
work or focusing on unrepresented regions that too deserpéate in the museum. This

short but evocative paper peenpted his emphasis on collection growth and reaching out

to regions that fell outside the museum frame.

AlthoughS a ms avorlovsasandored in the German acadensiorrents of its time, thee
colledions were notmerely instrumental products of such theoretical orientations.

As Gingrich observed,

During the 1920s, speculative theorizing by the emerging large schools of cultural
morphology and historical diffusionism became so inflisntthat serious
professional doubts were raised by many of those who did not support these
orientations wholeheartedly. Hamburg anthropologist Thilenius, for instance,
compl ai ned in a |l etter t o Franz Boas a
atmospe r e 0 when recommendi ngd ésias alteratvdel e nt G
forfiel dwor k training uGndreh20050l88 0s super vi si
In the context off h i | escepticisndver theoreticallyled fieldworkandS a ms @wnod s
anarchist academic backgraurand reflexive awarenessis researchand museum
acquisitions need to be framed as both expressions of individual fieldwork pred#ection
(Shelton 2Q1) and a aby-productoft he ant hr opol ogrgofed inthal s eum

European ethnographic traditig8ingrich 2005 Stocking 1985).

In 1933, due to the ar8emitic political climate in Germany, Samson was dismissed
from the museum on the basis of his Jewish origins laadng to flee the Nazi threat,
settled in London. He immdiately re-enteed museim circles through Chies Seligman.
Seligman andViorant suggested that Samsmetrainedin physical anthropologynd,
consequentl vy, Samsonbés first job in Engl an
from Sudan, conducted at the University Collega d o Gaiten LaboratoryDuring this
postheceaut hored an article on racial classi fi
measurements of Jewish migrants in New York, an ironic project for a Jewish refugee in
the 1930s (Barkan 1994: 161)

"Writing about thesexibitions, he argued that theitherdepresented China nor Chinese culture
in its entirety. One tHeadniludeahith atrhetarical qudsiioswhers not t |
shall it be represent&dd ( Samson 1945: 67)
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In 1935, Samson became a recipient of the Tweedie Fellowship in Edinburgh.
Samson's field research in Punjab and Darjeeling resulted in an extacgirsitfon trip
across Tibet, India and Burma. Between 1935 and 1937, he worked in field cglfectin
the Cambridge Museum of Archaeology and Anthropology in Burma and Orissa (Shelton
2001: 214). Travelling across India, Aequiredmiscellaneous materiah Upper Burma,
investigating Chinese influences in the region. Tdiffusionist study framedtie village
as a place of contact amdmarket locationand constituted a pioneering departure from
previous monographs of theea that largely focused dncal communities as discrete
social units (Swallow 1989: 20A unique collection of domestic, agnltural and

harvesting item& and artefacts relating to local craftesuledfrom this approach

On returningt 0o London, Samson worked in the Br
Oriental Antiquities and Ethnography, the Wellcome Historical Medical Mussnairthe
Royal Anthropological Institute library. In September 1947, he was appointed as the

curator of the Horniman Museum.

[l yy
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Fig. 2.1'Surrey House Museum: Oriental Saloon', 1891 (left) Courtesy of the Horniman Museum.

Fig. 2.20pening ceremony in Forest Hill, 1901 (right) Courtesy of the Horniman Museum.

The Horniman Museum originated in 1890 when Frederic Horniman, the Victorian
tea trader, opened his hotseas ed col |l ection to the publ:i
bequest, in 1@1 the Horniman Museum was established in a new location in Forest Hill,
becoming a public institution under the administration of ltbedon County Council
(hereafter LCC)The first advisory curator, Alfred Haddon, curated the collections in the
line of Victorian anthropology (Shelton 2001: 209), resulting in comparative exhibitions

presenting stages in the devel opmenti of mai

® He collected ploughs, ¥es, cattle handling bells, ornaments, harnesses, horns, baskets, containers,
kitchen tools, ropes, weapons, traps etc.
°ltemssuchas ope, hat, cloth and shoemaking, carpentry
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1905) and those of his successors, H.S. Harrison (the first resident curator, 19874)

and L.W. G. Malcolm (19371947), the museum was curated by natural scientists linked

to the Cambridge evolutionary anthropologghoo] with an intention to create an
educational institutionfocused on the evolutiomf the animal and plant kingdosn

including ethnography and archaeology of theman race (2001211). These
anthropologogists negotiated popular and scientific notions of culture and race in order to
provi de 6educat i oni994) Within #his linfperialisCfoamewbrk, s
ethnograplt collections denoted6t he evol uti onary status of
provided a tantalizing glimpse i0tdBWseste
2013h: 372)This progressivist interpretative framework for ethnographic collections was

key to the early twentieth century anthropological project uitsl postMalinowskian
functionalist turnAccording to Basu

dhe definitive closure of the era of museum anthropology came with the
functionalist revolution o-Browdmnstha1l980§aw Ma
and its associated emphases on social structure and the method of participant
observationé Malinowski was keen to distance himself and his new school of

social anthrpo |l ogy from what he (1930: 08)

anhropol ogy, 0 with its institutional base
against what he regarded as the fdpurel.y
ethnolog st s, di smissismngc theiver @infcceedd st or m &

Asci enterfidblcef.ROD §3 bt 373)

Despite anthropologyds abandonment of e\
evolutionary foll ower s &l19{certueyantiqparian2gp@&h 18 3)
at the Horniman Museum until the Second World Viaurring the war,the museum was

used as a store and finally closed dutimgbombing of Londan

Upon joiningin 1947, Otto Samson brought new elements to the practice of the
institution, dividing the departments of ethnography and musical instruments (ibid.: 206),
encouaging systematic curatorial fieldwork and focusing on material culture and art
(ibid.: 210). Known for his encyclopaedic knowledeSamson developed European

collections,** pioneered recreational activities in the museum and promoted public

19 According to Robin Place, thedt museum assistant teacher in the st period (1949 1952),

@®r Otto Samson was a man of personal charm who could be quite terrifying if crossed. He had an
enormously wide knowledge of anthropological material. Horniman Teachers 1949 1978,
Horniman Museum and Gardens Archives.

1n the 1950s and 1960s, these personal connections led to acquisitiordtfemia, Bulgaria,
Czechoslovakia, Denmark, Germany, Greece, Holland, Hungary, France, Scandinavia, Switzerland,
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accessibilityl mpor t antl vy, under Samsonés directors
the Horniman Museum established a number of institutional networks and personal

contacts with museums across Europe and ovetéeas

Samson transformed himself fromfialdwork-basedcollector in the 190s,into a
museum ethnographemnaking acquisitions on the basis of personal interests motivated by
exhibition visits. Samsond6s passion for m
knowledge was mirrored in a ollecting practice inspred by exhibitionsrather than
fieldwork. This passionate interest is wel/ i
as one from a walk around the State Ethnographical Museum in Amsterdam during the
1956 International Council of Museums (ICOM) Confere:

[T]here is a rich and interesting collection which proved so fascinating that we

overstayed our allotted time, so we were told by a busload of irate colleagues,

waiting, unknown to us, outside (Samson 1956: 148)

Samsondés doveretetHornimmh Myseum was a uniqgue phenomenon
within the British museum practice of the timEhis injection of European ethnology,
fieldwork dynamism and collection growth significantly transformed the institution and its

international reputatiomAs Shelton suggedde

his influence on the Horniman, despite sometimes tense relations with its governing

body, was enormous; again reorienting and revitalising its established networks and

its sources of acquisition, to say nothing of its focus, which now turned away fro

evolution to material culture to art (Shelton 2001: 213).

This refocusing of the material was also evident in the physical arrangement of the
museum artifacts. Bel ow are examples of H c
curatorship from 1956, directlpefore the Romanian exhibition. These museum cases
illustrate a curatorial interest in domestic tools and crafts, abandoning the paradigm of

evolutionisttypologies.

Czechoslovakia, Holland, Huagy, Malta, Poland, Portugal, Spain and Yugoslavia (Swallow 1989).
2By the 1950s, Samson had already established links with the Department of the University of
Zurich (1951), Museum fur Volkeskunde in Basle (1953), National Folk Art Museum in Bucharest
(1954), Polish Cultural Institute in London (1956)
214).
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Fig. 2.3The loom and textilenaking tools, 1956 (right). Courtesy of the Horniman Blus.

Fig. 2.4Pottery display in 1956, Horniman Museum (left). Courtesy of the Horniman Museum.

As Shelton suges wasdharacmrsedsby migae akilibyr ti
reorient institutional networks and generate acquisition opportunitiege 1950s,for
example, following the exhibition visits atthe Commonwealth Institute and Polish
Cultural Institute, Samson initiated various institutional connections. He made acquisitions
of masks from Switzerland (1953) and Cyprus (1959) and createdeatmoil of Polish
material through diplomatic networks. The Romanian collection was an outcome of
similar interest derived from a museum visit, followed up through the Romanian Institute
for Cultural Relations with Forgn Countries (hereafter IRRCSh the introduction to the
OFol k Art in Romaniabé exhibition catal ogue

Romanian material culture:
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A colourful exhibition of Rumanian Folk Art was held in London in 1954. At the

time there was no possibility of olméng any specimens there displayed for the

Museum, as this was a travelling exhibition. However, the request for specimens was

not forgotten, and in 1955 an invitation came from the Romanian Institute for

Cultural Relations with Foreign Countries for neeisit their country to see the

museums there and to see the fatkin its own setting. In the Museum of Folk Art

in Bucharest an interesting collection of material had already been assembled for

presentation to the Horniman Museum (Samson 1957: 2).

The Romanian folk art collection was unique in terms of size, content and value,
becoming a turning point within the context
and celebration of craftsmanship of a European country, generally neglected by the West
(Rodriguez 2001: 93). Samson, aware of the significance of this material, included
suggestions for the acquisition according his own curatorial interest. In the catalogue, we
read that he was Ainvited to inditiadtesd ac

(Samson 1957: 2)

I hope that this short cont e x t actioef Sams
demonstrated the significamhpact of the individual curator on thpatterns of museum
acquisitionand collection growth. In this lighthé 1957 Romanianadlection has to be
understood, tesome extentasanoutcome ot he cur ator és personal C

well as thenterpretative frameworks amvdder rehtions in which Samson operated

¥n the 1950ssour ces ARomani ao was ,uas tinee$ bppeariagese | | e d A
fiRoumani ad. The aut hor us e salfarm.élsinterasgng to sioteithtat ap p e a
spelling had a political connotation. Wher eas f
therefore, the West), ARumaniaodo |linked the count

White 2000:124)
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Fig.25The AFol k Art i n Rumadmon 2nd Mag £957. Otio Samsom (righ e ni n g
with the representatives of the LCC and the Romanian legation (left).

2.3 The collection as cultural diplomacy: Romanian folk art displays in
the 1950s

Otto Samsonds interest wa sfpearsors,ynstiutonst o f
and events that led to the construction of this set of museum ofjeetfllowing section
explores the scene of the collectlma ki ng process (O6Hanlon 200
the individual focus by a stress on the wideratiehships thatmade this collection
possible.

In a photograph taken during the openi ng¢
Rumani abd exhibition, we can see three me
representates of the LCCand the Romanian diplomatic misn. They are shown in a
semirelaxed conversation, surraded by artefacts representing a cottage intefibese
institutional actors seem to occupy the stagerhl setting at ease, in an almost theatrical

pose. The photograph expresses an ambivateatsection between the rural and the
71



elitist, the vernacular and the institutional. eTimage shows the main agents in the
network facilitating the donation of the collectiorthe Romanian and British authorities
and the curator of the Horniman Museut represents a moment opening and captures

an event embedded within the process of intersecting histories of contacts. | will now

consider the historical setting in which such interactions took place.

In the aftermath of the Second World War, the I@urtain, as Winston Churchill
called it in 1946, descended across the continent. In 1947, when Otto Samson became the
curator of the Horniman Museum, Romania was in the aftermath of Soviet occupation, in
the midst of events that entirely transformed thantxy. Under the new regime, the
country turned eastwards culturally and politically. (Deletant 2000: 8, also see: lonescu
Gura 2005, Tismaneanu 2003, Vasile 2011)

The newly installed socialist government meant that the state joined the Eastern side
of the Iron Curtain and engaged &Cold War with the Wesivith a cultural aspect The
Romani an sociali st state engaged -Saviet var i c
propagandadd, withdrawing Western publicat:i
pro-Western intellectuals, reformirtge higher education system in the spirit of Marxist
Leninist doctrine and introducing Russian as a compulsory language in secondary
schooling, amongt others. In 1948 the Communist Party abolished the structurée of
prewar Romanian Academy, expelled or prosecu

and started extensive control of publishing activities.

Onthe 1% March 1950, it was decided that all western cultural institutes, defined as
6i nf ormat i ont eosf fo fc e g woolgaar glasedgsfalldwed by arrests of
their attendants (Deletant 2000). During the Cold War, contacts between London and
Bucharest shifted in their form and palal context.Romaniarorganisedinternational
eventsand related cultutaliplomacy were run by the Institute for Universal Culture, from
1951 transformed into the IRR&ESInder the auspices of the Ministry of Foreign Affairs.
Cultural policy and foreign relations became part of the centralised planned ecBnomy.

“The Ingitute for Cultural Relations with Foreign Countries (IRRCS) was modelletherSoviet

institution VOKS (All Union Society for Cultural Relations with Foreign Countries)

!5 Recent research suggested that in this setfiegch cultural project and invitah of Western

intellectuals and scientists had to be approved beforehand by the party leadership. In the same way the
economy was planned, cultural relations with the foreigpunt ri es wer e(Vasileso coor
2009: 137)
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Becoming a tooln political propaganda, IRRCS activities followed the Soviet agenda,
dividing its activities into separate actions targeting socialist and capitalist stateseBetwe

1949 and 1956, the IRRC8rged partnerships with 58 countries, both from the socialist

and capitalist worldW a r i chpi Agl iisntsd i tuti ons i n Roma
cul tural contacts with \ersiteenrtne dil pirnotgerlelsesci tv
2009: 138), a number of psocialist friendship societies emerged in supportubfural

and political links with various countries on both sides of the Iron Curtain. The IRRCS has
organised its cultural and scientific actions through a vast netwadtelfite associations;
developing organisations in 44 countries1954*° All IRRCS operations were divided

into languagebased subsections: English, German, Spanish, French etc., with subunits

related to the type of cultural programme.

Exhibitions were part ofpropagamda ¢izualeanda | pr o
formed a signifiant part of the agendd Other tasks of the Institute included the
coordination and organisation of the traffic of guests between the countries, creation and
dissemination of visual and written material for the friendship societies (photography files,
policy i nformation, press, brochures, social.@
organisation of international visits. The Institute also carefully managed the exchanges of
6men of science and cul tur ed v gussistpayingga t he
visit to a Western country had separate files in the IRRCS with their résumé indicating
their political stance and family history.aéh journey abroad had to haveitten

permissiorfrom the Ministry of Foreign Affairs®

The IRRCS coordiated cultural diplomacy oBritish soil through the partnership
with the British Rumanian Friendship Association (hereafter BRFA). In 1950, following

the first visit to Bucharest commemorating the anniversary of the Great October Socialist

® The list represents theast extent of activies and networks: USRR, Hungary, Poland,
Czechoslovakia, China, Korea, Mongolia, Vietnam, Belgium, France, Italy, Austria, the Netherlands,
Switzerland, Denmark, Luxembourg, Sweden, Norway, Finland, Great Britain, USA, Iceland,
Canada,ndia, Indonesia, Ceylon, Japan, Israel, Egypt, Syria, Lebanon, Turkey, Argentina, Chile,
Brazil, Uruguay, Mexico, Bolivia, Madagascar and Australia.

Y For instance, in the annual report of 1955 in ¢hpitalist countriesthere are five spheres of the
Instituteds activity related to visual propaganda
folk art exhibition in Denmark, a theatre exhibition in Luxembourg, a book exhibition in England and
a philatelist exhibition in Austria and Argentina.

'8 Rejections were frequent and politically motivated, foe example in the 1954 reports found a case of
rejection of a medical doctor planning to go on a conference. The rationale was based on his
bourgeois family member.
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Revolution, Glym Evans, the secretary of the BRFA, wrote to the Institute of Universal

Culture in Bucharest:

| echo your remarks regarding closer cooperation and we can only pledge ourselves

to do our utmost to cement that friendship between our two peoples and snength

our fight to maintain peace in the world confident in the fact that the leadership in

the struggle for peace is in the hands of the Soviet Ution

According to the annual report of the BRFA, in 1954 the organisation admitted over
600 members with arodn450 in London Established in 1948, it cooperated with the
Daily Worker magazine and had its own publication, the BRFA bulletin. Examining the
contents of the bulletins from the 1950s, they emerged as propaganda tools, focusing on
the social revolution n Romani a, devel opmenYear ®an, t he |
Stakhanovissfa mong Romani an workers and present.
openingd6 visits to the Romanian Peopl ebds REe

The association strived to popularise the achievemeihthie Romanian stafg,
foster paceful cooperation betweenat i ons and fight the hosti
Republic through activism and the recruitment of new members. In the 1955 IRRCS
ARepor:t on the Activities ahhMiiskyeof BRIGNA O , wr
Affairs, it is stated that the association was based on the members and affiliates of the
British Communist Party or the trade unions. In the same year, the organisation
established a committee for the organisation of cultural evevith frozen diplomatic
relations, the exchange networks between Britain and Romania became possible
exclusively through the combination of satellite organisations in the Western world.
Heritage and cultural activities were managed, produced and cictwatiein the new
political economy of O6peacef ul exchangeso.

The opening of the 1957 Rumanian Folk Art exhibition has to be understood in the
context of the isolationist climate of early 1950s. In the aftermath of the Cold War, the
image inFig. 2.5acts 8 a visual document of the encounters between the competing
dream worlds, separated by the Iron Curtain (BMdkss 2000, Romijn, Sce@mith and
Segal 2012). This photograph was taken in the period when contacts between the East and

19 Arhivele Nationale Istorice Cemtle [hereinafter ANIC], Fond IRRCS 1774, Structura 2, file no.
342/1950, doc. 310.

“YNamed after the Soviet miner, Stakhanov, it was a system of industrial-sbdckemphasising
overachievement in the factory and output beyond production norms

L ANIC, Fond IRRCS 1774, Structura 2, file no. 338/41.
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West were limited tolei t es and o6cul tur al exchangeso, S
of conflicting worlds. The next part aims at providing a glimpse on the genealogy of these
operations in the early 1950s, as well as the historically contingent relations that made the
Hormiman Museum encounter of the 1957 collection and exhibition possible.

2.3.1 First contact:folk art bazaars

Since the establishment of the BRFA, heritage and folk artefacts were used to seal new
relationships. The IRRCSentfolk art alongside propagandaaterial as foreign gifts for
festivities and bazaars organised for the
from rural Romania was initially presented alongside industrially produced artefacts.
Bazaar inventories consisted of idiosyncratic covations of objects. For exampli

1952 there were 37 items sent, including a set of traditional carpets, ceramic objects and
baskets, alongside cigarette boxes, national flags, paper knifes, calendars, smoking sets
and drawings with socialist iconographnd national symbols. The BRFA also organised
anumber of displays ime mb er s 6 h o #esneexhibaionglin its headquarters in

London.

The growing interest in heritage artefacts was soon noted by the IRRCS and, slowly,
boxes sent to BRFA wereilléd with more typological collections: embroideries,
costumes, folk affo r  6falk-aar fahjécts. In the report from 19820533, there is a
mention of thiokartéadsesatefi @lcranéteived from
t he Secr eetfarrfyedds and meigbbours. Another IRRCS loan, a set of
embroideries and dolls, was shown in a house in Croydon and edatyvshows at the
Blind Headquarters, the I ndian Mejlis Mela
bazaar. There were also numes ad hoc display events in meeting halls &mel
households obrganisation members in London, Leeds and Newcastle. Yet in most cases,
they were dispahed to Britainto celebrate state occasihsnd BRFA community

events.

?The first mention of o6folk artefactd exchange
from January 1953, from Mihail Macavei, (IRRCS director) to the BRFA:
we would like to know if we can sdnyou Rumanian popular art things for bazaars
and if it was possible for you to open an exhibition in dom or in other city this year.
8 ANIC Fond IRRCS 1774, Structura 2, file no. 345
*The largest collections were sent for the Liberation Day (23 $u044, commemorating the
entry of Red Army) and the proclamation of Romani
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Fig. 2.6Socialist hisbriography and ritual timé Romanian commemorations in the BRFA bulletin
Fig.27The i mportance of del egat i oinhexchandes af Brdish o f sc
intellectuals, scientists, artists, politicians and presentation of their changingtpsrse®n Romania

during public events, BRFA bulletin, 195tight)

Building an activist community in Britain by celebrating Soviet commemorations
and internationalisits were important emphasestbé IRRC®propaganda. For example,
23 August and 30 Dember were pivotal occasions theRomanimP e op |l e 6 K sRepub
state building rituals, staged as mass events in the country and exported to several
friendship societies. These events served as markers of the successful process of the new
society in themaking. Those BRFA members who attended these celebrations in
Bucharest were to report back to the BRFApaace delegate® share the discovery of

the realities of the other side of the Iron Curtain.

The socialist celebrations generated a cycle of senta new community. As Lane
suggested, Soviet ritual s depl oyed a rang
activities, body movements, persons, relationships, events, spatial units, words and
soundso (Lane 1981: 19 2)ngthelfragméntsefahbewnitdad n ¢ o
temporality to the other side of the Iron Curtain was mediated through exhibitions and
bazaars. The combinations of artefacts, w e

illustrating the communalist theme and the nesion of society. In this field of reference,
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Hammer and Sickl e, Tricolour Banner, peasa

of the Romani an®Peopleds Republico.

Material culture displayed in bazaars was a showcase of socialist Romania, objects
of ofalk-aarftts 6 serving as collective signs wi
historical events and the labouring masses. The rhythm of socialist temporality constructed
a new frame of reference and alliapbetween objectsntegrating thesets in the context
of material manifestations of this successful history. In the next section, | will trace the
changing frame of reference concerning folk art in the 1952 exhibition, in order to
illustrate how objects were exported to make claims abdmeitRomanian history and

modernity.
2.3.2 Anewworld in the making

The first major exhibition organised by the BRFA and IRRCS was entiRedhanian
Exhibition. Achievements @dndtook placRin18%2rnn an P

London and Leed® It was part ofthe wider exhibitionmaking activities of the Institute

and a series of di splays on the diplomatic

Romani an Peoplebés Republic in the <capitald]i
Anew dmebhopropagandado by setting Avitrines
and fAorganising document af Yhe manrthemeaai the f ol k
exhibitions was the Fiv&¥earPlan and the process of building socialism with folk

artefacts ilustrating the modernisation projects.

> ANIC, Fond IRRCS 1774, Structura 2, file no.. 67

%61t took place between #Decembeand19" January 1952 in R. W. Salleries, 26 Coduit Street

in London and then moved to Leeds. The travelling show, exhibited in Leeds in February 1952,
followed directly an exhibition of folk art in Stockholm that took place betweeh argl 27
November that year (ANIC, Fond IRRCS 1774, Structurdild,no. 15), exemplifying a unified
Ovisual propagandad strategy of the I nstitute.
"In the Annual Plan for the Propaganda Section we read that the main aims of the department was
setting up new Friendship Associations, exhibitions and intensifying tintias of the existing

groups (ANIC, Fond IRRCS 1774, Structura 2, file nqp7 35). That year, there was series of ten
exhibitions located in Austria, Belgium, Great Britain, France, Holland, Italy and Sweden (ANIC,
Fond IRRCS 1774, Structura 2, fit®. 15pp.3 6 5) . At the same ti me, fift
received sets of artefacts for the bazaars Bfd3ugust and 30 December
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Fig. 2.8A poster of the 1952 Exhibition in the BRFA bulletin

For a visitor to the 1952 exhibition, the first panel to be seen would have been an
image of political figure€wi t h the foll owingniimmmscPeppl ef¢
Republic is the fatherland of all who work
panel entitl ed: AThe Past Ful | of Mi servyo,
6 b o u r-fgeewd asl regi med and awarsstuggletagaihst glassor y o
exploitation, using examples of mining an
framework for the show was initiated by the events of the Soviet entryRomania (23
Augug 1944) represented as lilagion from fascism. The histoal thread continued
through the installation of the Romanian P
Afthe monarchy, the pillar of the exploitin

the king was represented as a dawn of the new Romania.

The new era of planned economy was illustrated through panels on nationalisation,
electrification, the collectivisation of agriculture, the construction of the Danube Black
Sea Canal and t thesetting wpvoi Bovromb, éHe fRGmMaridnviet
enterprises. This panel was illustrated by an example of Sovromtractor and Stakhanovite

8 petru Groza, the prime minister and C. I. Parhon, the President of the National Assembly
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factory workers. As the new era continued, the visitor would move throusgt af
displays representing nesocial services and cultural development of the sociahse,st
including education, medical care, worker holiday schertes,development of the
cinema industry, sports and the rise of livetgndardsA separate panel on the cultural
revolution and peace was accompanied by images of workers signing appeast agai

American imperialist aggression in Korea.

Fig. 2.9The 1952 exhibition panel, quoting the prime minister Gheorghe Gheedbgjiiu

For the first time in history, following the historic victory of world importancenvby the

Soviet Lhion in the Secondorld War, the Rumanian People obtained its freedom and
became the master of its destiny. The sentiment of deep gratitude towards our great liberator
T the Soviet Union permeated the conscience of every Rumanian patriot.

The stateplan was scientifically proven. The exhibition was abundant in visual
evidence of development, displaying graphics, statistics, architectural sketches and
construction plans and photographs of masses working and building socialism. In the
Stalinist visual frsmework, the temporality of Fiv&¥ear Plans, BuciMorss (2000) nted,
was one of acceleratioit:was a race against time in order to catch up and overtake the
West. The Stalinistmodern future was represented by a series of prognoses on the
realisation ofthe plan in 1955Kig. 2.11 andFig. 2.12. The O0El ectri fi cat

epitomised the futureriented framework:

79



The plan for the electrification and the utilisation of the water resources will lead to

the great prosperity ol IttstherefoRrahmaauseafn Pe o
the working class, the cause of the men of science and the progressive intelligentsia,

the cause of all who love this country.

Fig. 2.10Exhibition panel on Cultural Revolution exemplifying the development of cultetalities

in the country: houses of culture, libraries, artistic teams, dances, theatres and choirs.

Fig. 2.11Statistical prognosis of the success of the state planned economy, BRFA bulletin (left)

Fig. 2.12 Peasants in a traditional interior enjogithe benefits of electrification, BRFA bulletin
(right)
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The panel representelet scientific credentials of thisrthcoming success:

By the end of 1955 the installed electric power will be 1.700.000 kW. In 1955, the
consumption of electric energy wilicrease by 200% per inhabitant. By the end of
1955, the total production in the electrotechnical industry will increase by 385%
compared to 1950.

Let us take an imaginary walk in the exhibition space tiéhBRFAreviewer

The rest of the exhibition, lch consists of examples of peasant folk art,

attractively shown in glassovered cases, is the most colourful section of the

whole show. Here we can see the wonderful national costumes, the richly
embroidered blouses and woven skirts, the decoratgtier belts and sheepskin
jerkins, and the colourful aprons, which are still worn today in Rumanian villages.
These and the decorated pottery in traditional designs and the examples of
woodcarving are examples of what is rightly claimed to be thesicfolk tradition

in Europe. This popular art is immensely alive and it rounds off the whole exhibition
in a way which clearly shows that the Rumanian people have a tradition of culture
which they have preserved through years of oppression and whichimthe new
inspiring conditions of Socialism, will continue its development into the future
(Carpenter 1952:4)

As illustratel in the above descriptionjsitors were presented with the modernity
and the future of the Romanian tstdefore movingon to the folk art section. In this
spati al arrangement , folk art acted in har
creativity present t hroughout hi story and
unitary narrative, the rurartefacts were representative of both the peasantry exploited by

feudalism (old era) and the emancipated peasariters enjoying the new material world.

SN |
oy ! Uy

Fig.213Wooden stands with images of O&épeasant wor ker s
Fig. 2.14Peasant costumes displayli®52 In comparison to the previous section of the exhibition,

the folk art space had little tefteft)
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2.3.3Too fewthings, too much future- reading the visitor book

The 1952 display as a showcase of the way Romania wanted itself to be seen, premised

on the concept of socialist progress in th
an opportunity to demonstrate the development of the Five Year Plan and was intended to
actatvi sual propagandabtd.

In a report on the London and Leeds exhibitions by the president of the BRFA, it
was pointed out that there wgsneral agreement that the exhibitions were well arranged
and designed and, as one visitor pointed out, constitutedeaardvi ng fipl easur e
behind the I ron Curtaino. Visitorsdéd respon
included in a seltritical review by the British Romanian Friendship Association sent to
IRRCS headquarters in Buchar&st.

Studying cookn nas natclsival rebords poses limitations regarding
representativeness (Reid 2008). Archival materials on public responses cannot by any
means beseen as aepresentative ef | ecti on of viewerso6 opini
their sincerity, examine vt type of visitors wrote them or how they engaged with the
artefacts on display. The evidence given by
of public responseincluding agendasyisit motivations or the particularities of the
ex hi bi tect@m $pscificechtdgories of viewers. At the same time, this limited
resource can offer insight®ncerning public perceptions tife opposite side of the Iron
Curtain, showing the contrast between the intentions of the exhibition makers and the
visitordd i nterpretations. Tracking the visitor

i mpact and fAsuccessoO in conveying the inter

While several viewers wrote that the displays were attractive and aesthetic, there
were numerous negative commeabout the lack of information on the historical context
of Romania prior to 1944. The London audience recognised the lack of contextualisation
beyond the unitary theme as a pivotal drawback of the exhibition. It was sisgrh#hat
the exhibition represgeda n exampl e of Acrude propaganda
Ameagr e o0 isitorsinotednthat incorr&ttly written captions made the photographs
appear absurd. One example was an image with children enjoyingsbasored summer

2 ANIC, Fond IRRCSL774, Structura 2, file no. 338p.198-202
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camps described s : Achil dr en ar Howeaver,miost ¢ritics exgressedc ol o n
concerns that there were too few artefacts on display. There were several comments about

insufficient material and:

fiToo little of the products of Rumania shownjust a few vases, &ew dresses

(costumes), a little folk art. There should have been more of the lovely embroidery

work, and there should have been displayed products such as the food, wine,

tobacco, musical instrumentssomething shown about the road and rail transport.

Of the actual display there was no indication what district the vases, dresses, carpets

came from and what district the costumes are worn.

Typically, the visitor felt a need for more craft objects on display but also looked for
more detailed information ahothe local specificity of the materigresented Another
visitor stated: AShow us more next timeo a:
many photos and not enough Thisltammgnssentimelkte t he
about the scarcitpf artefacts was often related to the problem of the progressive theme

framing the exhibition:

fiThe growth should have been shown not only by photographs but real things. Even

if only a sculpture or painting by the moderns, more craft work and folk ggwA

musical instruments, a model of the diesel or other engines now being made in
Rumania, even if some ball bearings on a tray. These things are being produced now

for the first time. This could then be stressed.

The concern for arhd nmgeed wasr emmprhea sd rseeadl |

sent to Bucharest:

fiThe criticism made above, | agree with to a large extent, especially that there is not

enough things and the contrast between the past and the present. The statistics show

too much of the futureRumania can show enough of what it has achieved in the

very short period the Republic has been in béing.

I n this context, vi ewersdé6 comments al on
critical message for the exhibition designers in Bucharest. Thes¢iveegaaluations
demonstrated that the exhibition provoked strong reactions and constituted a site of
friction. Visitorsé feedback subverted the
show performed outside its intended representation of sociéisarinChaikov 2013:

168).

The | ack of propaganda Osuccess®6 and We

problems faced bthe 1952 exhibition organisers. Another more tangible concern was the
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lack of permission to exhibit. For example, despite sewataipts to show the exhibition
in Manchester and Liverpool, the BRFA did not manage to secure space for displays.

Similarly, in Italy an exhibition was closed down because of its politically radical

character.
Public opinion was a key site of the Coldiwas cul t ur al front . I
publ i c reception, the exhibition became a

illustrating the Western reactions on the projections of utopian socialist modernity. It was
pointed out that the Cold War wasteuggle of representations (Crowley and Pavitt 2008)
and

a confrontation, but also a negotiation and accommodation between competing

i mages of modernity and the good I|ife, wl

socialism and capitalism. (Reid 2010: 4)

Modernity imagined by this exhibition was linked to the temporal scal@stdry
asprogress (BuchMorss2 0 0 0) . The viewersd responses
convincing frame for the London public who misread the educational purpose and looked
for re a | things, stating that O6statistics sh
vanguard socialist temporality, displayed in panels with numerous spelling mistakes,
became a caricature of itself outside its ideological context, leaving the public tamfocus

the section containing oO0traditional artefac

Studying visitors was part of standard practice in the Soviet cqntexdrder to
improve the effectiverss of propaganda efforts (Re&2010: 40). The voices collected for
the visitor book revealed bothd lack of agreement with what wasseas propaganda
and British expectations of what an exhibition should be of and look like. As these
visitorsod reactions were collected and rep
exhibition became apparentttte IRRCS andhformedthe constructions of the following
shows, affecting their spatial arrangement, installation within specific settings, selection of

artefacts and display scenarios.

By focusing on the ffierent curatorial strategies dhe 1954 exhibition, my next
section reveals the dynamism and performativity of the folk art displays in Britain.

Through the comparison of the 1952 and 1954 exhibitions, | will illustrate how folk art
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material was reimagined ife continuing struggle of Rom@an selfrepresentations in
1950s Britain.

2.3.4 Modern folk art

As noted previously, walking through the rooms of the exhibition organised by the IRRCS
and BRFA in 1954 triggered Otto t&othensonods
acquisition of the Romanian folk art collection for the Horniman Musdwenus follow

Otto Samsondés steps in the space by revisi
start by looking at the opening panel, accompanied by images of rurahdmstrial

workers and images of political leadéfs

il n the Rumanian Peopleds Republic the t
account on an unprecedented scale thanks to the support granted by the State of
Peopl eds Democr acy.n h@uaedtdownuronm genetatoe to t r a d
generation, the popular men of art continuously enrich the artistic creation of the
peopled
Looking through the display plans and photographs, just as in 1952, there was a
strong emphasis on the presentation of socialistiemity®' New to the 1954 show,
compared with 1952, was a template presenting these modernising technologies as
benefici al for the peasantry and workers,
of the socialist state. A further modification wa#bging into context historical elements,
including the unique creative legacy of peasantry and the richnesssd@adist material
culture and rural craftsmanship. For example, Otto Samson could admire the
AAppreciation of Populran eAr ttd ep an alt etblsate fd e
art and O6épeoplebdbs cultured by building mus
for the production of folk art. He could be interestedh@costumes on displaylivided
by ethnographic areggone atografice) and emphasising the aesthetic qualities of the
objects. The exhibition cases with traditional clothing were accompanied by lively images

of dance ensembles and Agrand artistic mass

% petru Groza, the head of the Romanian Workers Party, and Gheorghe Gh&mijgtihe prime

minister.

%1 The 1954 Exhibition displayed the mechanisation of agriculture through emphasis on productivity
inapane entitled 6Pl entyd. The success of the soci.
Living Standardsd exemplified by electrification

and provision of social and medical services
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Fig. 2.15Romanian fabrics with imaged the phases of textile production, 1954 exhibition, London
(left)
Fig. 2.16Displays of peasant dress, London 1954(right)

Fig. 2.17 Agricultural tools shown alongside photographs of modern farming technologies, London
1954 (left)

Fig. 2.18 Glass @ses representing the main centres of Romanian folk pottery, London 1954 (right)

Wal king to the next part of the exhibitdi

aspectdé6 of peasant vernacul ar architecture.

fiThe elements of arcleitct ur e and decoration util i s
house attest to the richness and variety of the artistic forms created by
popular masters in wood, brick and st@ne.

He would perhaps admire the photographs of traditional architectonic detail such as
carved gates and cottage intesiar One such I mage showed a ro
village key to the Horniman Museum collection. Throughout the exhibition, built heritage
was represented by displays of historical
proportions and beautif details that attest to the mastery of the popular builders, creators
of these artistic valueso. Hi stori cal bui l
Bucovina region, were framed as architectural treasures and presented as inspiration for
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new designs. Demonstrating this correspondence of forms, the visitor was presented with
plans of emblematic projects of Socialist Ngassicism and constructivism, with peak
realisations in the form ahe 1950s socialist realist Spark House, the opera Imgldh

Bucharest or the Romanian pavilion at the Moscow Exhibition of Architecture. The last

parts of the exhibition featured pottery and woodcraft. Craft production was explored by
highlighting the progressive fr amnafismenk wher
cooperatives and of the works of plastic artists draw their inspiration of the priceless art of
the peopl eo. The final panel presented a
Secretary of the Romanian Communist Party, Gheorghe Gheddghiu

From this reconstructed visit to the exhibition, it is interesting to explore the
differences between the 1952 and 1954 exhibitions. Although the emphasis was still
placed on the modernisation project, the propaganda of Romanian progress was reduced to
four panels, a significant limitation in comparison to the 1952 show. Responding to
previous concerns, there were more things on display. Rather than illustrating the future of
the country through traditional artefacts, folk art was presented as a seaegfer\c
Firstly, it was arranged typologically, dividintpe artefacts into costume, architecture,
ceramics and woodcraft and presenting regional variations of forms and decoration.
Secondly, the display acknowledged the regional diversity of materia¢ssipns with
labels indicating the provenance of thijects and ethnographic areapresented. The
information provided offeredrgater detail and displays emphasis@ster craftsmanship,

thecreati vity of Othe popubesofarmfactss. of art dé an

In contrast to the 1952 exhibition rejecting the feudal past, the 1954 show
exemplified an extended historical perspective, visually acknowledging th&aprpast
and material culture as valuable and relevant to the understanding teinpomary
Romania. The incorporation of history through the manifestations of the past (including
religious artefacts) marked a signif+4cant
making practices. In contrast to the 1952 exhibition, wghdefinal historical starting
point of iberation by the Red Army in 1944, in the 1954 exhibition we get a sense-of pre
socialist prehistory and heritage as privileged sites of inspiration for modernity. By
including these materialities, the interpretation emgdeassiharmony, continuity and
support for creativity, painting a sibrtrait of the progressive state as the inclusive

patron of all folk art. In 1954, the template shifted from the former triumphalist view of
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t he Peopl eds Republ| materialcaltura createdeby tenpopalarimenn o f
of arts. The sulmarrative of modernity was displayed through new themes of quality of

i fe and sociali st consumerism (OPl entyo
foreshadowing broader rhetoric of the-S&inisation period with the Khrushchara

visions of universallaundance and comforiC{owleyand Reid2000: 12).

RUMANIAN i
FOLK ART
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Fig. 2.19Cover page of the exhibition catalogue, 1gledt)
Fig. 2.20Images of interiors, exhibition catalogue, 19Eght)

This holistic composition of old and new was embedded in longer traditions of
Romanian representational practices. Popescu (2010) demonstrated the Romanian drive to
become modern had been embedded in a longer trope with roots in"tend @6
century culturbpolicy and statéuilding practices. In the first half of the 2@entury,

Romanian modeaity under constructonwas O pol ymor phous conceptd
cultural map (Popescu 2010: 12), a joined territory combining drives toward

westernisationansdt r ong r el ationship with national t

This doublesided discourse was driving intellectual debates of the period and
penetrating different spheres of cultural production includingitacture, literature, fine
artandexibi ti on desi gn. The overl apping ideas o

6modern | ivingd we meakiagkpeaotipesThd materal cblture ahu s e u
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the Romanian Orur al civilizationd became ¢
Buchaest (Demetrescu 2010, Badica and Nicolescu 2007) and was exported abroad
through the Romanian pavilions for World Fairs in the 1920s and 1930s (Demetrescu
2010: 162) . Romani ads participation in the

an occa®n to represent these faces of modernity,

progress, which they promoted by means of the most advanced experiments and
tradition, often in pastiche form, reduced to décor capable of throwing into sharper
relief the discourse of modernity (Popescu 20110)16
When in 1947 the country turned to the Soviet east, its modern project was pushed
in the socialist direction, accelerating in a Stalinist spirit. Evesugh this political
imagery announced a rackhl break with the past, even the 1950s fragmentsf
Otradmadermmmaali onal 6 framewor ks of modernity
for export in the form of &évisual propaganr
Marxist historiography, there is a strong return of the narrative of irdéezcel
temporalities, where authentic, specifically Romanian traditions and innovations benefit
the nation €& or, in the 1950s the working
of that trope, combining international spheres of modernisation (herfeirstalinist
frame) with the representational tradition of the interwar. The 1954 exhibition was a
manifestation of recycled ideas and undercurrent continuities within the vanguard socialist

state cultural policy.

At the same time, the 1954 exhibitiomleodied a specifically postar figure of

materiality. I n the conditions of building
appropriated by the state. Fol k art tradi
guestion for the socialist Romaniarcsb et y 06 ( Hor Hi a anwekre®let r esc

in the 1954 exhibition catalogue, creative peasant workers

are people of prestige now, and their arts are honoured, as they never were before.

The tenacious conservatism of the past is being transforrteed ffood of new folk

creation and experiment, with new forms being born, and old taking on new content

(Folk Art in Rumania 1956: 7).

The state encouraged current craft practice and secured its future by creating new
means of production a centrally rursystem of craft cooperatives to salvage this cultural

activity:
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The making of peasant clothes was declining fast. At present, however, thanks in
part to the formation of village garmentmaking cooperatives in the Rumanian
Peopl eds Repuden a aonsidetables reveval in ghe usé of traditional
costume styles, and in the creation of n@eatative patterns. (ibid.: 11).

Folk art was increasingly mediated by the state, overlooked by experts, turning it
into a hybrid between tradition and modéynin this context, the progressive state was to
transform folk art into degn. Design was one of the most significant aspects of the Cold
War rhetoric, carrying ideological visions and manifesting materialised modernity on both
sides of the Curtain. Gwley and Pavitt 2008: 14). In the 1954 exhibition context, design
served as a link between temporalities, mediating between the past acdnihey
socialist future and allowing c angoupmwith t he West d i n har mony
national historical lgacy. The discourse of scientific design allowed the modern building
to be linked to historical wooden sacral architecture. For example, one of the panels in the
1954 exhibition provides the following caption:

AT h e new architectur e s &dpublic,hwhich Riawsaitsi a n
inspiration from the treasures of the national architecture, is achieving buildings
designed to cope with the ever growing and livilegnands of the working peope.
In a similar harmony, we read from the exhibition panelsctaismen employed by
state cooperatives could draw from peasant folk creativity. The state was a master designer
and a specialist overlooking the process and enabling the makers to embrace the new
notion of creativity, using traditional design prototypath new machinery.

As the BRFA engaged with the British publictesiding the 1952 exhibition,
interpretative themes were gd@and remade in the actioternational encounter, leading
to modification of the means of conveying their messadge 1954 exhiition, compared
to the 1952 show, demonstrated a shiftha curatorial practice of the IRCS, actively
responding tainexpected readings of the British public and proposing a modified visual
rendering of history and materiality. It was a testing growrdeikchanging ideas and
forms of representation, echoing a particular moment in the Col@ Wauoal history. At
the same time, the 1952 and 1954 exhibitions were acts of propaganda stiting
Soviet imprint. They were modelled on similar practicegxdfibition making across the
Soviet Union and its satellites, with thgical rendering of temporalitfSsorinChaikov
2006: 356).
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Analysing the 1949 Stalin Birthday Gifts Exhibition, Sse@ihaikov showed how
exhibitions pr elgoog of sodialien, heh réatdsahe present fiom the
point of vi e(®00&358).tThieenotibruof Statingtimeélessness is useful in
understandinghe 1954 exhibition and its incorporation of historical content. In this light,
the inclusion of a new repertoire of objectshistorical artefacts and sitesould be
interpreted as reinforcing the idiom thie timeless modernity of the socialist state and the
models of life and materiality it had set out to promote. It was a totalising vision, a
tempoal framework of past and present harmonised fameggery in creating aocialist
future for all people. All types of material culture, all elements of history could be
i ncorporated in this nartintitdhistericabend At 2 On®6 t h
371), in the 1954 display with folk art and modern objects side by side.

In the 1954 exhibition this holistic message was intended at those who, if convinced
by this vision, could pass it to other sections of society. The exhibition was anurpyort
to showcase the potential of the socialist gift of modernity (S<@iimikov 2013: 183) for
the Western elites. This strategy had been inspired by the model Soviet institution of
cultural diplomacy, the AfUnion Society for Cultural Relations witloFeign Countries in
the Soviet Union (VOKS) that provided structural and operational contourshéor
| RRCS. I n 1926, Ol ga Kameneva, t he dri vi
intelligentsia in bourgeoi s -Foo20b2t 3).iltéss pl ay
within this context that we can better und:c¢

and its significance in terms of diplomatic relations and IRRCS actions afigifig.
2.3.5 Serious attention

Otto Samsonds vi s atthe Rogal Hotelavasenot & ¢oibcidénceoOn 1% e | d
March 1954, the BRFA sent a letter inviting the curator to be involved in the Sponsorship
Committee of leading anthropologists, folklorists, archaeologists and public figures related

to the folk art exhibibt n of a fAseri ous a¥shown prgriouslyinnt c o
Paris, Helsinki and Vienna. The exchange of correspondence between Glyn Evans

( BRFA) and t he curator il lTustrated t he S |

organisation of the exhibitorAs t he Hor ni man Museum curato

% |etter from Glyn Evans to Otto Samson, Horniman Museum Archives, 15th March 1954
Arc/Hmg/Exh/1957/001
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came quite late, the BRFA proposed that Otto Samson would assist in the oatong.
Samson was also offered thessibility of a loan of material tthe Horniman Museum.
He was sent photographs ofetliorthcoming exhibition setup and was invited to examine
the artefacts before their display as,

it is quite understood that no one <can

no clear idea as to the scope and importance of the Exhibition. Biese now

appear to make it something quite special in its field, we are most anxious for it to
receive serious attentidn.

Around 3,000 people, mostly students and academics, viewed the London exhibition
at the Royal Hotel in Woburn Place betweerAp#il and 20 May 1954 The catalogue,
written by Albert L. Lloyd and Henry G. A. Hughes, was sold in 1,000 copies. The text of
the catalogue adopted a scholarly style and divided the artefacts into typological examples
of costume, architecture, textiles andl@oidery and musical instruments. There was no
mention of the political setting in pegtar Romania. By creating a catalogue for the 1954
exhibition in Britain, the BRFA overcame the problem tbE | R R C S adgquate n
English, which had been heavily criged in the context of the 1952 exhibition.

The BRFAalsoacknowledged the significance of a new type of visitor, the expert
viewer. One example of the focus on attracting an educated audience is a letter from the

BRFA to Bucharest, regarding a review thie 1954 exhibition in the British journal

APottery Quaterlyo. Ithe 13t ¢f May 1954 the s=crqtaoyrofd e n c e

the BRFA appealed to the Institute:

We most urgently require serious factual and scholarly answers to the enclosed
questionai re on the Romanian fol k ceramics
documentary material of sufficient detail and scholarship on all sections of the
Exhibition will follow in due course. Meanwhile, we hope you will learn from the
enclosed questionnairthe extent of professional and specialist interest in the
Exhibition, and also realise that, unless better informed by you, we are totally unable
to turn this interest into good accouint.

Reporting on the London exhibition, the BRFA praised its scientgpecialist

é

character, appreci at e d®Thesucdess ofrthe exhibition, tho er s o

% Letter from Glyn Evans to Otto Samson, Horniman Museum Archives, 8th April 1954
Arc/Hmg/Exh/1957/001

% The BRFA reports Oct. 1953Sept. 1954

% ANIC, Fond IRRCS 1774, Structura 2, file no. 351, p. 138

% ANIC, Fond IRRCSL774, Structura 2, file no. 342, p03
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BRFA report suggests, illustrated the potential of extending the scope of cultural actions
amongst specialist and academic ciréfeSerious attention ttheir voices and provision

of 6sufficient det ai | and s ¢ h dndirafeedback p 6 we
influenced modificationg the exhibitios preparedor other audiencegor example, in a

letter to the BRFA, MihaiR o Hi, then IRRCS chairman, advised the 1954 exhibition

material to be sent back to Bucharest for amendments before its redisplay in D&mark

The involvement of Otto Samson marked the success of the BRFA strategy. In October
1955, Samson visited Romaniei t h a group of Omen of cul tur

6major exhibitiond of*Romanian material in

The historical background of the Horniman Museum collection of Romanian folk art
revealed much about exhibition practice of the period. In tB@g,9Romaniaexhibitions
emerged in a nexus of representational transactions. The story of the 1952 and 1954
Romanian exhibitions in the UK shows that these preceding exhibits can be
conceptualised as a sequence of encounters, leading to visual reagatsgé€iompared
to the 1952 exhibition, the 1954 display represented a conceptual return to the &arly 20
century models of framing peasantry, tradition and rural life as prime resources for
modernity. Reading through the 1954 panels, displayed photogaamghthe exhibition
catalogue, devoid of explicit politicahessages, it is clear thatiltural practice abroad
turned back i n ti me and | ooked for 6comp
representation in the interwar period. At the same time, follbbecime framed as a
progressivestatesponsored form of creation, a notion linking the traditional artefact with
the contemporary needs of a modern society and transforming the rural material object

into an object of design.

Folk art was a legitimate fganent of material culture to perform that functiom
the past made by the labouring collective, quintessentiallybooangeois, linked to the
nationali st sensitivity and 6the Romani an ¢

in an allencompasing project of appropriation by:

37 ANIC, Fond IRRCS 1774, Structura 2, file no. 342, p..216

3 ANIC, Fond IRRCS 1774, Structura 2, file no. 35156.

% ANIC, Fond IRRCS 1774, Struata 2, file no. 342, p. 117

S a ms o rofosal was recorded in the minutes of a meeting with the president of IRRCS,
19.10.1955
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promoting, directing and developing the assets of folk art, rightfully considering

them the original and authentic expressi

|l arge towns of the Rumanmlowadmustens pdveebéen Re p |
opened and organised according to the mostotgate methods, offering to the

public the possibility of becoming aquatinted with large part of our inheritance of

peasant art. Numerous exhibitions organised at home and abroadrjzaptihe

treasures of Rumanian art.

Showcasing Romanian folk art was a medium through which the newly established
socialist state aimed wisplayits past and future on the opposite side of the Iron Curtain.
Following the story othe 1952 and 1954 exhifoons, the Horniman Museum collection
was an outcome of the relationships of diplomacy and exchange created duytuina!

politics of its time.
2.4 Interpreting the generous gift

The particularity of the 1957 collection stems from its character ag,alggffirst of its
kind in the context of poswar BritishRomanian relationship®’ It resulted from
exchange practices designed to enchant, embedded within a political mosaic of aesthetic

fragments playing a role in the spectacle of the Cold War.

The poblem of reciprocity has captivated the attention of anthropologists, who have
outlined the role of exchange in generating and maintaining social relatiomay
discus®n, | will focus on thepolitical relationships embedded in gifiving*". Seveal
studies focused on the notioof tension, asymmetry and temporality of exchange
(Bourdieu 1990, Gregory 198fr detailed discussion about exchange see: Graebey 2001
Mauss 1990 [1925], Sahlins 1972, Weiner 99homas (1991) points out that exchange

is apolitical process,

one in which wider relationships are expressed and negotiated in a personal
encounter. Hence the particular characteristics of transactions at once reflect and
constitute social relationships between both groups and individuals {pid.:

“0 Following the Horniman Museum collection, in 1957, the IRRCS presented a smaller collection to

a museum in Brighton. (ANICFond IRRCS 1774, Structura 2, file no. 365). The IRRCISr ect or 6 s

l etter to the <curator e x eva fedriefl tha you trd mterdstadsin i t ut i
receiving a gift consisting mainly of Rumanian folk art for your museum. In the caseeybkely to

receive this gift for showing it in a permanent stall, we can send you some Rumanian stuff of folk
art. o

“L For a discussion on gift and commodity related to this collection, see Urdea 2015.
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For Sahlins(1972) exchangecreatesrelationships of sadarity and acts as social
glug at the same time generatitemsiorsor makingit he s ociead 0 faapifpta roefnts
is an inbetween relation where material flows express various positiotiseospectrum
of social distance, ranging from generalised reciprocity (altruistic, shariegted and
free) to negative reciprocity, a type of exchange based on the principle of maximising
oneds assets at the expentwaradaicfatthebBammetome,her p
gift exchange plays a significant role in the process of pkeeping, settling conflicts
and minimising hostilities (Sahlins 1972: 221).

Thomasd@d S ansight allewbous to use the practices of exchange as a lens
through which wecan interrogate the nature pblitical relationships between the sides.

Graebeexamine the moral logic ouchexchange, arguing that

What is at stake is not an examfjuivalencd even if there were some way to
measure & but a back andforth process tending towards equivalence. Each side
tries to outdo the other, but itds easi
the outcome more or less even. shmilar tension exists with the exchange of
material goods. Often there is an elemehtcompetition; but both sides keep
accountgGraeber 2010: 8)

Exchange can be comal, playful or competitive. ltconstitutes acomplex

relationship, golitical process obngoingpractices andnovingthingsback and forth.

This discussion of gifgiving andpolitics brings a valuablmsight intothe initiating
moment of giving away the 1957 collectiand its ongoingpolitical nature The generous
act of offeringwas a political act of securing a representation of Romania in Britha.
Maussianobservation that things exchangemhintain something of the gives of a
particular relevance hertn 1957, he gift was designed to be a mirror image of Romania,
a selfrepresentationstate andits people. It was embedded in the politicasual
propagada andcreated a debt the museum was obligated to show the Romanian
collection to the publicAt the moment of acceptands the museumthe gift was a

political victory in the game ofold War cultural diplomacy.

The Romanian material was not depasit@ the Horniman Museum store by
accident. Rather, the body of this collection was born into a particular ptyf@aal for

international exchanges ofts time. It was a product ofransnational museological
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relationality (Basu 2011) and an apogee @f tontingent relationships and exchanges of
the 1950s.

SsorinCh ai kov ds (2006) study of gi fts t
interpreting reciprocity in the 1950s socialist contexts and related idioms of widespread
international altruismGifts assembled for Stalin were embedded in the models of public
gift economy and global diplomatic culture of the Cold War (ibid.: 38¢rording to
SsorinCh ai kov, in the socialist visions of moc
vision ofthe future. The past and the future are represented aétoine same timethis
temporality of the Orushed | eap -df-cardsvar doé
e f f e cSsainrChatkev suggested,

in relation to modernity, this public gift econgntonstitutes a mirror in
whi ch t he totality of relationships
contested, and inverted (ibid.).
Looking atan exhibition of gifts to Stalinin 1949, SsorirChaikov evoked several
cases of perishable or decomposed giftsroliph the vulnerability of objects, the
metaphor of projected timelessness proved fragile (ibid.: 371). One of the symptomatic
metaphors of that fragility was the story
Moscow confectionery factory in the 138 Walking along the corridor, one of the
children in his groupknocked down a chocolate Stalin bust in front of the factory
directorods office. When the director rushe
horror and ordered the children to eat tieenains immediately. All of the pieces of
crushed Stalin were eady consumed, leaving no crummbmaining as evidence of the
blasphemy (ibid.: 358).This metaphor of disintegration proeisl a context for
understanding of the interpretative vulnerabitityat characterised the Romanian falit
displays in Britain in1952. The totalised meaning of the exhibitiocembining the past
with the future, when confronted with visitors abroad, proved just as perishable
consternatiorcausingasthe broken chamate bust of StalinObjects, once put in motion
and into interaction with the Cold War 00
overgrowing the neat and contained message designed by the IRRCS. Following the 1952
vi sitor6s book, Cuntain the remdematio igpresehtation lcame o be

exposed to multiple viewpoints beyond the initial script, becoming a-teggycaricature.
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In the case of the Horniman Museum collection, the interpretative power was
handed over to the British expertiseavoid this housef-cards effect. The decision of the
Romanian authorities to present the material ¢oLitndon museum was a gesture within a
knowledge economy and the politics of location. Holding a permanent place in a reputable
British heritage instution gave the presence of Romanian artefacts legitimacy and
secured stdb fixed space in a physical sensdthin the scientifically authoritative
institutional spaceand amongsthe specialists andaudiences the Institute intended to
appeal to. By giwng the collection away, the IRRCS received a guarantea ohgoing

6seriousd interest i n Romani a.

2.5 Conclusion

In this chapter, | presented the historical context in which the 1957 Horniman Museum
collection of folk art emerged. It was argued th& thc ol | ecti onds coming
an outcome of the intereahd predilection®f the London curator. At the same time, it

has to be understood in the spaces, imageries and visual economies of the Cold War era.
Ethnographic collections constitute a sfggant means by which knowledge of other

places and people is constructed and codiffesl.we have seen, the presence of the
collection gift in the Horniman Museum was embedded in a specific dgtiomroject

aiming to export aepresentationaimage ofRomania to the West. The historical analysis
demonstrated that the collection was both an ideological tool of the time and a site of

negotiations between the partners of the B¥ésst cultural exchanges.

Buck-Morss (2000) imagined the end of the Cold Veara moment of a crumbling
dreamworld and a catastrophic breakdown of historgducing a landscape of scattered
images. In the postold War world, the rush for modernity and the thread of constant

progress is broken arlde utopia turns inteuins. Innavigating through this landscape:

only partial interpretations of these images are possible... But they may be helpful if
they illuminate patches of the past that seem to have a charge of energy about them
precisely because the dominant narrative do¢scoonect them seamlessly to the
present. The historical particulars might then be free to enter into different
constellations of meaning (Budkorss 2000: 68).

Working our way through the rubble of representations and bringing the traces up

close, provigs us new opportunities for interpretati®uch rearrangement of historical
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traces and seeminglyedtat ed 1 mages and obj ectappgas conc

inretrospecd i n or der t oin-storesnteanings bnd ® enake & @itica gpac
for re-appropriation (ibid.: 97).

Whilst in the space of the 1950s museum, the folk art collection appeared as a
unified composition, seventy years later the assemblage seems less intact. In the next
chapter, | examine the elements of the historicabndscof the collectionarguing that in
the postCold War context, the gift of the Horniman Museum collection loses its
homogenous nature, becoming a multifarious assemblage and illuminative rubble of

traces.
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Chapter 3: The making of the Romanian fragment

Fragmentation is vital to the production of the museum both as a space of posited
meaning and as a space for abstraction &
life world cannot do for itself. They bring together specimens and artifacts never
found in the same place at the same time and show relationships that cannot
otherwise be seen

Barbara KirshenblaiGimblett1998: 2.

3.1Introduction

The previous chdpr explored the context &@old War giftgiving in which the collection
came into beingin this chapter | move on to discuss the content of that gift. What sort of
gift was it? Of what objects and under what logic was it composed? What stories can it tell
if we read between the lines of official archivegsamine what happened in the Ronaani
museum at the time and speak to those involved in the acquisition of the collection?

In the following sections, | will explore the fragments that constituted the
gift. These scattered things and images provide insights on the complex material histories
(St ahl 2010) beyond the wunitary o6édreamwor |
backstage of the 1957 Homan Museum vighe Folk Art Museum in Bucharestvoking
the context of the exhibition practices and the memories of the survivingctoolle
Secondly, | provide a critical account of a selection of visual and wrigeords of the
OFol k Art i n Romaniad exhibition at t he H
together into a new constellation demonstrates the unique character of tieokgcts
that were deposited in London. At the same time, it represents tensions within and
between different institutional frameworkadapersonal agendas. These st@ies that

require going beyond the objabeld. s6 front st e
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3.2 A particular collection

In August 1956, the folk art collection reached British customs. The cargo consisted of 31
cases of objects and several boxes of documentatioe. &y aft er Ott o Sams
Bucharest, a letter from the clerk okethondon County Council, dated @&tober 1956,

confirming that the collectiorhadarrived séelyinBr i t ai n and woul d be
coherent whole to enabl e *Realing through theo app
correspondenceit becomes apparent thaduring his visit in Bucharest, it was Otto

Samson who had proposed a permanent display of the Romanian niat@mR6July

1956, during a neing of the LCCEducation committee, it was decided that the
collection would be displayed in the newly reatad South Hall for three months. The

opening night, May 1957, was attended by a number of ambassadors from the Soviet

bloc and institutional guests, mostly from the heritage sector. With an opening speech by

the Romanian minister, M. Nicolae Corcinsdhie collection was officially presented as

gift to the museum. Initially scheduled for twelve weeks, due to its success, the exhibition

was extended till the end of December 1957. The Romanian diplomatic mission showed
continuing interest in the project the end of the show. OnJanuary Saturday morning,

the Rananian Minister and the First Secretary of the Legation arrived unexpectedly at the

closed museum and walked through the displays as they were packetf away.

The correspondence between Otto Samdbe LCC and the IRRCS
suggested that the curator was not informed about the exact contbet lmixes before
their arrival inBritain and mainly used théocumentatiorsent with itasto structurethe
1957 exhibition® The ehibition combined artefactsvith images and folk music
recordings sent by the Institute. These wemight together by Samson withalé direct
involvementof Romanian museum specialists aagbembled with thieelp of the LCC

architect and the use of BRFWho provided imag#olding stands

The themes of the Horniman Museum Romanian exhibition were envisioned

through displays with minimum written content in modern geometrical compositions on

“2 ANIC, Fond IRRCS 1774, Structura 2, file no. 3pp. 86.

“3ANIC, Fond IRRCS 1774, Structura 2, file r8%2,pp.103

“ A note from the Education Officer, 7th January 1954 Arc/Hmg/Exh/1957/001

“In a letter, dated 22. August 1956, Samson suggested opening date for December 1956 and
appr eci at suggestioR ® G&véd somebody sent from Romania to assist in the display of the
exhibition.
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white or black backgroundReading from the brochure, exhibition plans and photographs

of displays, the exhibition was divided into sections on ceramics, textiles, woodcraft,
Easter eggs, musical instruments, and religious icons. Detailed information was provided

on the tools, techniques of making, regional specificities, as well as ethniisamdcal

variation. Most artefacts were presented in display cases in typological sets, bringing
together cooking utagpmditles,0 sc awrhpert earnsdd ptooto
distaffs, spindles, pieces of peasant furnishings, barrels, panfiiges, bagpipes, lutes,
embroidered shirts and sheepskin jackets etc. Some larger objects, such as the loom or the

potteros wheel wer e presented i n t he mi d

Fig.3..The6 Fol k Art i n Remtraeca(e®d exhi bition

Fig. 3.2.The loom and South Transylvania interior display, Horniman Museum, (ti@fh1)

As we can sedhedisplay of theHorniman Museum collection constituted a
clear departure froraarlier1950s forms of presentirigomaniarfolk art in Britain. Visual
and written interpretation of the Hornim&shuseumcollection represented a significant
curatorial andinstitutional transformation within the practices of the IRRCS cultural
exchange programs. There was a clear shift filoeovert propaganda presented during
the 1952 and 1954 exhibitions. Instead, the narrative focused on typological assemblages
of ethnogaphic regions and folk art. For example, there were two dioramas of peasant
interiors and an extended textile display with a set of mannequins representing costumes
from various regions, including ethnic marities. Alongside the chang&iual means of
representation, there was a shift in the curatorial process and project management. Rather
thanbeingfiltered through the BRFA or the IRRCS, this exhibition developed as a direct
partnership between two museunhs. this movement away froncultural diplomag,

knowledge about the collection was buanithin a specialist environment of museum
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curators, withouthe direct intepretative interventions ofultural agencies. Instead, the
curatorial framework and layouts can be traced to the ways of collectindispidying

objects in the Romanian museum context.
3.3 Bucharest origins:exhibiting progressive tradition

The objects of the Horniman Museum collection are in part phantoms of their origins in
the Museum of Folk Art in Bucharest. In 1955, Otto Samsoitedighe museum, an

encounter that left him:

impressed by the tasteful arrangement, the instructive labelling and the many

photographs showing the processes of craftsmen. In Rumania folk art is still

very much alive and contemporary artists are givenespadhe museum

(Samson 1960: 131).

Samsondés Vvisit took place just a year a

reorganisation of the institution. In 1954, the former building of the Museum of Folk Art
was transformed into the LenBtalin Museum ath all folk art collections were moved to
theneeCl assi cal Atirbei Pal ace, nationalised
described the new principles of exhibition practice basedsoientific rigoud wi t h
historical and typological representatidmssed on materialist historiography (Bbesnu
1957:5). The museudnmission statement was focused on its cultural and educational role
of valorising popular creativityc(ea/ie), based on itholdings of 25,000 ethnographic
objects O6withbéa(tbstdic 88har dhitee museum was
organi smé, facilitating the flourishing of
6from advanced scientific positionsod. Fol
relationships with expertspecialist museums and institutions in the country and abroad,

exchanging objects, publications and images.

Fig. 3.3.Museum of Folk Art display, museum catalogue, 1957
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In Atirbei Pal ace, the displays were des
importance of folk art in the history and life of the people. Archaeological material
represented the artistic creati vipimtiveand t e
slavery and pré eudal i smo (i bid.: 5) . According to
illustrated by the emergence of the new means of produdionncrease inrade and
specialisation that enabled folk creativity. Here, qualitative chaages evolutionary
developments were represented through the examples of specialised settlements and craft

centres, introducing the ethnographic regiomscept discussed in the first chapter

This focus on regional specificity became the theme of thevatig eight rooms,
based on typological presentations of textiles, ceramics, metal, leather and wood. The
historical theme presented the capitalist social order as an era when folk art became
commercialised, nationalist,dn 6 r eact i o n adegaded its Tharactee leaddinga i t s
to Ahybrid forms of productiono (ibid.: 7
il lustrated how fnAsocialism wunder construc
devel opment of f ol k art rtodhe dldastistic traditioes ofi n n e
our countryo (ibid.). The displays present
design through objects made by state cooperatives. They demonstrated the new function of
folk art as one of the most importantare of &épopul ardé creative
display aimed to present the significance of folk art in the building of socialism,
highlighting the potenti al directions of a
geni uso i n porradgerrestsoi vieb utirladdi t i ons. o0 (i bi d.)
museum told stories of folk art through the idiom of emblematic centres, aesthetic
examples and techmies of folk creativity, in retsonship with the historiographical line

of interpretatbn required by the political climate of sovietised Romania.

In the Bucharest museum, scientific history was a backdrop for a standardised
exhibition model representing social transformation and cultural evoldittos washased
on the Morgan and Engetkerived tripartite modehimed at educating peasants into
workers (Nicolescu 2014b). In fact, the curatpraizeografijoften did not carryorward
the scientific message and the materialised display departed from the dogmatic historicism
outlined in the atalogue. For example, the rooms exemplifyihgancient past and the
socialist future weréransformed into spaces for temporasshibitions (Nicolescu 2014b:
43). Whereas the fixed tripari t € t empor al fand daroidedvbp the A f e ar
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muzeogafi,t he artef act so,waly te bebassembed andassenbled
anyt (ihde 44). The actually existing interptive framework focused omaterials

and labour, serving the purpose of socialist didacticidms,

the material consistency of jelsts on display as well as the means of
constructing exhibitions (glass cases, labels, panoplies, rooms) was believed
to facilitate learning and understandirgg. the message was believed to be
transmitted more effectively because of this immersion innthes e u moé s
space/discoursevhich by force was spatial and consequently material. This

is another reason to understand and explain the role of neat displays, clean
glass cases, white walls in rectangular spaces, what can be labelled as
constructivist aesthies of the displayibid.: 47).

The impression made by the tasteful constructivist arrangement of the Folk Art
Museum on Otto Samson influenced the creation of the Horniman Museum display. The
moderni st atmosphere of the rHormi rReumeaMu saedu r
resemblance to the Bucharest exhibitioagtices. Although devoid of ttdidactic content
that framed folk artefacts in Bucharest, the Horniman Museum exhibition retained its
interpretative context through the narrative of ethndgmpreasand the division of

artefacts into forms of production (pottery, textiles, woodcraft etc.).
3.4 Feverish things on the collecting rush and limitless resources

Foll owing Otto Samsonds Vvisit to Bucharest
Fok Art to acquire a representative collection of folk art and gspson team was sent to

the countryside to purchase the artefacts. Collecting, documenting and exhibiting folk art

for export were key activities of the museum at that time. Between 1849357, the

institution contributed to fifty international exhibito ns ( Ba n a "He Romaniai 9 5 7 :
socialist ethnographic practice:

campaigns of scientific researches aimed at turning to account folk art are
initiated, contests and exhibitions are being organised, specialist journals,
albums and monographic stusliare being published, folk art objects are
intensely collected for museums (Har and Petrescu 1972: 69).
In 2012, Jadwiga Formagiu was the last surviving curator of the Folk Art Museum
team commissioned to gather objects for the Horniman Museum iicaqui®uring a
series of interviews, she reminisceabout the complex relationships between the

Romanian museum, the IRRCS and the central authorifies.narrative uncovers the
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tensions within and between different institutional frameworks and perageatlas. At

the same time, the voice of the curator provides an alternative perspective on the
museund pr acti ce. During our first meetings, [
opposition to the prevailing view that museum work under socialism ewmtisely

politicised. In contrast, she explained, there was some room to manoeuver, as folk art was

relatively apolitical and aesthetically powerful:

AFol k art was very good for internat:
need for propaganda. Thesgeaits themselves, woodwork, ceramics, dress
were admired; it was sufficient
During the interviews in 2012, Jadwiga mentioned that h@50s work was
dependent oministerial funding. The curatorial diary was often created ad hoc as a

productof constandemands from the government. As Jadwiga reminisced:

AThe ministry always needed somet hing
relationships with a museum abroad that was interested in exchange. We had
to respond to that invitation and these activites@efih our schedul eo
Typically, she explained, collecting was based on group field trips, each
curator working within their expertise in textiles, ceramics, traditional architecture
etc. Collections were commissied by state authorities whwould allocate fauds
for international exhibitionandcultural exchanges. The museum team embarked on
several journeydollowing repetitive requests fronthe central authorities. The
curator pointed out that due to the urgent character of these field trips the wider
context of the collected material culture was often neglected (Hed2008: 25).
She madea clear distinction betweeracquisition trips for exchanges and

ethnological fieldwork. In her words:

Our museum did not conduct research but we received funding for
acquisitions for other museums. On that occasion, while visitinljpge for

the purpose of Oshoppingd we conducte
funded.

MB: So you did not have the chance to stay longer in one place?

Jadwiga: It was difficult under the circumstances. Rarely were we able to
establishagoodpaport with the mayor to get go

MB: For those foreign exhibitions, were you only focused on collecting or
were you also responsible for what the exhibition looked like?
10t



Jadwiga: The director encouraged us to create thematic collectioes. Wéh
brought objects back from the field, we organised exhibitions abeutetv
acquisitions in Bucharesgé Oof t en, prior t o t he l
i nternational travel s, we were sent é
related to the venue given fase. Sometimes a member of the museum staff
visited the site prior to the exhibition in order to think about the show in a
specific location.
Mostly, however, exhibitions were created without plan and with short
notice. The curator was successful in thehed mounting of exhibitions in such locations
and took part in several international proj
foreign work, revealing the mechanisms of political monitoring that accompanied

exhibition making across the Romamiaorder. In her words:

il was told to pay close at tseeuristi on wh
advised me: oO61If you are told to make
or three copies, including one for me. He said that those who were very
Party-orientedi n t he embassies could é that i
here and there [and alter t he meanin
everything depended on who you dealt
Any member of staff with connections abroad, especially in the West, was

seen as a potential threat and their correspondence was closely monitored, as the curator

asserted:

A T ksexuristknew that | was writing letters to Poland and Germany and the
contents of what | was writing. | never included anything offensive to
anybody¢ but they did read everything. o
The political pressures of international work were best exemplified through the story
of the folk art exhibition in Athens. During the preparatory process, a Greek official
approached Jadwiga, informing her that the Scaebassador was interested in viewing
the exhibition. Although she clearly stated that the displays were not ready for viewing,
the ambassador walked into the exhibition room. She remembered that he was concerned

about the potential arRussian content:

ARnThe ambassador told me he would | eav:
was the first one who appeared on the
about that Soviet man, asking what does this ambassador wish; he visited the

day before and was meanttale e t he same evening é |

46 Referring to the Securitate officer, member of the secret police reporting on the activities of the
institution
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the reasoning behind tlatghe anmdneeofsttled or 0 s
exhibition, we placed regional maps from the period prior to the
establishment of the Soviet Union. The maps demonstrated Soviet i&sritor
as part of Greater Romania. The ambassador was unsure about these
representations even though it was oulf
Thinking about her professional practice during socialism, the curator recalled
several challenges of working Witthe socialist authorities and political pressures

encountered throughout the exhibitioraking process.

The problematic, unequal relationship between the Museum of Folk Art and the
stat e, presented in the curat chtorsto thear r at i

museund boldings. In the correspondence between the museum director and the IRRCS,

dated 18 January 1957, we | earn about the
repetitive loss of collections, used in exchanges and cultural dipjonidne director

wrote about the museumdéds inability to ful/
objectsdé for folk art exhibitions in Ger ma

were lost and damaged during the organisation of the exhilnitidostria. He pointed out

that this was a recurring issue, leading to a significant loss of the most important pieces
from the museum boldings. Although the museum acknowledged the significance of the
IRRCS mission, the director appealed fortheuse bfe | nst i tut eds own ¢
the improvement of collection management. The letter concluded with an urgent call for
return of artefacts from collections sent to Bulgaria, Italy, China and Vietnam. The

museum should not be treated as a limittessurce.

In the context of the institutional conflict between the museum and the IRRCS, the
Horniman Museum collection had little detrimental effect for the museum compared to the
collections in the travelling exhibitions. Most of the composition wascipally
coll ected (or O6shopped©6) , with avieweto formmgh d o n
permanent loan. At the same time, according to the documentatiaddaional number
of objects weres our ced from the museumés redradd t he |
fragmentary museum archives indicate that these objects became part of the IRRCS
holdings without information on the criteria of their selection or transactional
arrangements related to these transfers. In the 1950s, the museum was subject to
trangormation, state pressures and increasing demands from the IRRCS that affected

museum collections and the working patterns of the curators. At the same time, the 1950s
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curator observed in one of the interviews, it created an opportunity structure for other
acquisitions Often, during these field trips for the IRRCfie museum experts would buy
objects for the Bucharest museudn the sid§ economising on the spendirfgr

international collections.

The IRRCS as the sole agent in cultural diplomacy angnagement of Romanian
heritage for exportused a variety of almost limitless resources in the construction of the
event programme. As shown in the previous sections, it operated through friendship
societies deploying a wide scope of activities of cultuaefion 1 private displays,
publications, international visits, exhibitions, concerts and performing dance ensembles. In
this centralised model of cultural policy, institutions within the country served as
repositories of artefacts and human resources foseattivities managed by the Institute,
often subject to togplown pressures of participating in the IRRCS programme. Museums
were collecting and exhibiting under the conditions of the socialist culture of rush ¢Ssorin
Chaikov 2006: 359). This tempo of estant foreign projects created a milieu that
fial | owed the gift giving to be as if Spont
obligatory SsorinChaikov 2006 363). The Folk Art Museum was locked in these
relationships of obligation and played a dSeppentary role in the organisat of
diplomatic activity.

Artefacts were often sources of frictions and disputes within these transfers. These
conflicts reflect the oftelwomplex inerinstitutional negotiations ofthe 1950s political
milieu. The Folk At Museum employeewere required to operate inhéghly politicised
climate. Thelevel of collecting urgency for international exhibitions was beyond the
cur at o r,ghéir miseionias keepers of objeotsheir own perspectives on museum
practice. he HornimanMuseumcollection is an example of thesel hoccommissions
and hierarchical relationships between the Museum of Folk Art and the IRRCS. It
illustrates the conditions of work of those who navigated these circumstances, carrying out
the labouw of representative collectingnd carving out small selections for the holdings of

the museum.

In some contextsgeciprocityis a balancing act of giving, taking akédeping things
out of circulation According to Weiner (1992)he pressure to give awayasbedded in

thedesire to keepertain artefactsSuch hingsremoved out of reciprocal relationshige
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inalienable possessiong,r t ef acts fAi mbued with the intri
their owners which ar e [hnking¢heosghthetnationgfi ve aw
keepingwhile-giving and the related classification of alienable and inalienabl
possessions allows us to explore the curatorial strategies of collection management
prevalent in the 19506 h e Mu s e u mo sFor ahe cufades) nkusednr dollections

were seen agnalienable posssions thatwere to be protected from circulation in the
international exhibitions.Facing externalpressurefrom the IRRCS, the museum
professionalengaged in feverisacquisitiondor the cultural eghangesFirstly, acquiring

new materi al all owed t he museumos hol di n.
redistribution.Secondly, the acquisition trips constituted an opportunity for keeping some

of the coll ected artef act.sThrough the strategg bf t he
collecting and sending awayhe curatorsfulfilled their political commitments and

remained k e e p e r s @ruedd theio dense of prafessional conduct.
3.5 Things i n encounter: the curatord

Weiner noted that arteftsc onsi dered as i nalienable carr
identity and thus become more difficult to be given away. In this section, | will consider
whether djects acquired througlushed&shopping tripgc ar r i ed traces of t
journeys,intentions and biographies. The Horniman Museum collection documented an
encounterand material flows betweemural Romania and the museum collectors,
transformng the point of contact into a tangibdechivedmaterial. Although my initial

intention behid contacting the surviving curator wisexplore the story afollecting for

the Horniman Museumn 1956 soon our conversations movemh to interesting

bi ographical areas. Di scussions anchored i
complex narrave, unravelling the role of personal parameters in framing professional
practice and contextualising artefacts. In bringing this backstage to light, | seek to

highlight some of theoftea ver | ooked contexts significant

During conversations with Jadwiga, we of
the lost land of her clihood. When she was born in 1923, northern Bucowinan in
Moldova province was part of the Romanian state. During §ezond World Wait was
amexedby the Soviet Uniona territorial transformation authorised by the 1947 Paris
peace treatyShifting borders in the poswvar period resulted in mass movementshaf
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populationIn 1945 J a d wi g a 6 ss ortleaedto leaye th& dousewithin 24 haurs.

She often described her hetand, the family house with itgpulent garden of colourful
flowers for which Bucovina was renowned and which were lost when she and her mother
were placed owlaythe last train south to territories that remained Romaidaa.evwoked

the moment of reachinBucharest railway station where Jadwiga and her mother were
met by their uncle. He looked with horror at the two small pieces of luggage they had
brought with them and asked what had happened to their property. Her meghed:
fiThis is allthatwe have nowo.

This dramatic loss of valuables was a formative experience for Jadwiga, an event to

which she returned several times during our conversations:

Alf you have to | eave the hothygoe? withi
We took the documentsé | f I had to at
my fl owers?o

It was interesting to discover thlaér sense of displacement and recurring nostalgia
for lush Bucovina was reflected iprnabladwi ga
to return to her homeland, she made several journeys to northwestern Romaieia for f
collecting and assisting in the establishment of the -@germuseums in Sighetu
Mar ma ™Hi ei , the MaramureH Region and the c
fragment of the region that remained on the Romanian side of the border. The memory of
loss and her diasparadentity framed her perspective on the artefacts brought from the
field in significant ways This approach was welcomed by the director, who himself was
part of this diaspora andublished a monograph about tle¢hnographicareaof the
Bucovina regi on (Bana™Heanu 1975) . Hi s W 0

reengagement with homeland.

Jadwi gabds wo askelatecato a syrabolis precess ofaequiring lost
possessions and remaking connections with the region. Her poofdssledication
suggests a personal investment in rescuing folk artefacts from obscurity and the
consequences of change in the countryside.cBhgensated fahe loss of her personal
heritage through establishing collective national collections andnggarmanendall that
had been wiped oufThese intimate interactions with objects according to personal
preferences wer e al so rel ated t o Jadwi ga

graduated from the Bucharest art schadiichgave her a particular sinetic approach to
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folk art. For example, she could vividly remember specific objects collected many
decades ago, being able to describe in great detail their colour shades, structures of lines,
combinations of the O6counnhedhéehpaad@&r os 6.0

aesthetic typologies, Jadwiga worked inductively, she claimed, from the object to theory:

AMy conclusions are €& based on the o6&t
textile in front of you, you can talk separately about the embroiderthe
shoulder, on the sleeve, the cut ... this is a true source of classification within
which it is possible to make other de:
Jadwigads book on dress, with her own
used by Romanian ethnographers as w@haitative source of knowledge on folk dress.
Her memories of writing the book on shirt classifications revealed the process of

constructing typologies as a product of the museum rush:

have ti me twerebusycltaloguing,publ i

AWe didnot
ng and sorting out artefacts.

describi

The personal approach to the museum profession emerged nahanigh
Jadwi gads hee snpooniessewsth collections but also in her memories of
relationships with other museum professls. Under socialism, networking and
negotiation skills were a necessity, required both in affiliations with colleagues and with
institutional partners. According to Jadwi
acquisition of the Horniman Museumaterial, mastered these tactics in the most profound
manner. Following her career at the Museum of Folk Art, she moved from the museum to

work exclusively with international exhibitions for the IRRCS. As Jadwiga recalled:

AEl ena had r e leaple iinotimesfield that wey thé Rounger

museum empl oyees, did not have é She

well and kept in touch with the peasants who were her acquaintances. She

promised them things, gave them presents and this way, they looked for

objects on her behalf. o

For the museum professionals, these ins and outs and personal tactics were
essential for maintaining a degree of independence. For Jadwiga, sevetalddsy
negotiations were related t onchrectpabtidiirieg st or \
the Second World War he had been imprisoned in a Russian gulag]. For example, Party
membership was often the basis for career progression. She claimed that she was never

able to join the Communist Party as in order to be acceptedemted a guarantor. She
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had nobody to provide that reference, as she did not have Party members in her social
circle. She also recalled the difficulties in negotiating and contesting the political climate

of the period:

ARSometi mes, |  wpeaple bexgoise it cotlcenot heoconstandys e
done their way. Once | was warned: 0T
heard by somed to which | replied: 06l
rat her t han extracting r lilynmoabtaisingd Af t ¢
permi ssion for my publication. o

Jadwi gabs narrative a b o ut-making ecéentted oo thé ect i r
interdependence dhe personal, professional and political dimensions of work in a folk

art museum under socialism. Her merasrishowed that the creation of museum
collections and exhibitions ih950s Romania was not one of following the grand narrative

of the state cultural programme. On the contrary, it was often through personal
circumstances and preferences, that the cadlecticquisitions and displays could be

understood.

This exploration of museum practice reveals the understudied agendas of the
col | ect or and\\VesohrDad demanstrating that objects acquired by the Folk
Art Museum team werelosely connected tthose who purchased them hetvillages.t
is evident that the collecting rush of the Bucharest museum shopping trips for international
exhibitions was both an outcome of the external conditions of the Cold War cultural
exchanges and ddaleappmachea toanusewn wiork, dhieiv educational
background, preferences for particular locations and established networks. This collection
was constructed against the backdrop of international politics, rushed rhythms of socialist
acquisitions and persahmeaningmaking strategies. The Bucharest side of the encounter
represented a range of ways museum collections reflected the interplay of the idiosyncratic
forces that constituted the limitations and opportunities provided for the museum
professionals. file compositions of objects acquired for international museums were

fragments of these forces and the intentionalities of the collectors.
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3.6 Curious records: rereading the archive, revisioning the display

Once objects are classified, they are reduoesdiffened categories, erasing the nuances of
their social entanglements. The neat rubrics of ethnographic museum records and
documentation files often removed the lived contexts of things. | argudyHabking
deeper into the construction of the $ijet is possible to dig into traces of such contexts.
Betweenclassificatorycategories, the records of therdiman Museum collection emerge

as a complex assemblage that could be broken duwrfragmentf intentionality and
differentiated meanings (kvards 2001:29).

Archives and museums are technologies of preservation, reflecting certain
ways of ordering material culture, history and knowledge. They are collections of
incomplete facts and ways of remembering and ftrgg often posing questions
regardingthe control, access and cohererafeknowledge The travelling records of the
Horniman Museum collection spoke of the relational qualities of this archive.
Documentatiorwas integral to cultural exchangegenerallyand the Horniman Museum
collectiongift specifically as much a participant as thbjectsthemselvesAs the objects
left the asten side of the Iron Curtain, information was erased from the Romanian
museum register, translated into English and transferred to the London museum. These
fles were the official records of the colll
interpretation of the artefacts for the Horniman Museum exhibition. At the same time,
linking museums on the two sides of the Iron Curtain, they constituted a third space
between different museological traditions, delineating spheres of knowledge and reflecting
the ways objects were conceptualised in variagstutional settings.

From the outset of this research, | was informed that the field collectors and
employees of the Folk Art Museum in Bucharest, who coordinated the composition of the
set, provided the Horniman Museum with extraordinary levels tefpretative material
and scientific documentation. With impressive attention to detail, most files provide the
Romani an museumb6s evidence number and the
object or authored the piece of documentation. According to the documents, the majority
of objects were acquired through field collecting (often the date of collecti®b5 o
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19567 is specified wi t h some objects obtained from t
the IRRCS permanent collections. The contents of these records represented the different
notions of object classification held by the curators in Bucharest and fohdhin the
Romanian museum, the standard practice of cataloguing was the creation of individual
files on particular artefacts. The files were divided into numerous sectomesingthe
origin, physical and functional descriptgrand the process of ptaction of the artefact
in question. An example of the level of detail of information is the file describing the
potterdés comb (Object file 1957. 40) : A wh e
presses the sides with the comb to give the finishinghes. Used especially for bigger,
rougher potso.

Specific information was provided about the names of makers and sellers of
the object, as well as the time required to produce the artefacts or the frequency of use.
Other details concerned materials aadhhiques of production, well exemplified by the
file on the wall textile from the village of Yiea (Object 1957.179), described as made by
Mar i a Sandraolouved gebmetiicalwésigns on a red background arranged in a
sequence of symmetrical éns , covering two thirds of the
the textile was used for interior decoration; it required four days of weaving and was made
with a combination of homespun white hemp and commercially obtained cotton thread.
Finally, we learnfrom the file, the object was hatwbven in a twethread pattern with
designs fingepicked in the loom. There is a wealth of technical information on several
artefacts. These files speak about the Buc
techndogical, functional and aesthetic aspects of material culture, taking into account the
materiality of the artefacts, the context of production, individual authorship and local

provenance

“"In the 1950s, objects in the Horniman Museumenaassified using the typological system of the
Pitt Rivers Museum in Oxford. (Teague 2001: 122).
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DOCUMENTARY MATERIAL FILE lC'%:} ( q
/ No. L 3029

1) l.m_zmnﬁ
Literary: table

Loecal : -

2) Origin

Acquired by the R.P.R. Musesuw of Peasant Art in 1955, from loan
Clontea, Rumanian peasant, frow the village of Vigtea de Sus,
District of Faghrag, Region of Stalin.

3) Description

Fourlegged table. The top of the table wust be drawn aside to reach
the drawer, which is really a box fixed underneath the table. The
table legs are ornamented with notches.

4) Dimensions
Height: 72 cm
Length: 102 em
Width : 76 cm

5)

Use
Used for meals. Dry food iz kept in the drawer.

6) Iypologieal classification, frequency
It is an old table model,with e rixed drawer which can be reached
by drawing aside the table top. Formerly very common in tlis area,
though 1t has now been replaced by modern tables.

7) Materials employed

Firwood

8) Technigue and tools .
Made with rudimentary carpentering tools, such as the axe, saw and
chisel.

9) Time heeded for waking object - one day

1o) Made at home
11) Place and date of confection

Village of Vigtea de Sus, District of Figirag, Region of Stalin,
end of XIX®h century.

12) Artisan
Grandfather of the peasant seller,who died in 1920 at the age of 65

13) State of object - in bad condition
14) File compiled by Elena Secogan in May 1956

Fig.34Tabl e docume nt CGourtesy of thé Holnan Musei Ht e a .
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Fig.35Pi | | ow case documentation file, ViHtea. Court
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