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When decolonising thought is at issue … then invisible mending is necessary. Gayatri C. Spivak describes this form of education as the weaving of invisible threads into an already existing texture. The resulting pattern is not determined in advance: the process of weaving never ends, and the weavers are at once the workers and the material to be worked on (Castro Varela 2007).

This text sketches out an attempt to weave “such (invisible) new threads” into an exhibition at the Weltkulturen Museum, Frankfurt by means of public, guided tours[footnoteRef:2] and in collaboration with their participants. The aim of this is to create a space for discussing collection policies, as well as the embeddedness of exhibited objects and the museum itself in colonial history, and for raising questions about the hierarchical representations of human beings, even in cases where the exhibition itself does not address such issues. [2:   Public tours were offered several times a week and were included in the price of admission. The names and professional backgrounds and experience of the guides as well as a possible topics to focus on were published on the museum’s website.] 


[Pull quote:]
This strategy is based upon an understanding of museum education that views itself as constituting an independent means of accessing an exhibition, which does not just passively reflect the narration proposed by the exhibition’s curators, but also takes a stance on it.[footnoteRef:3] [3:  See, for example, Mörsch 2009 or ‘schnittpunkt’/Jaschke/Martinz-Turek/Sternfeld 2005.] 


The tours were given as part of the exhibition THE COMMON THREAD: The Warp and Weft of Thinking.[footnoteRef:4] The exhibition, curated by Vanessa von Gliszczynski and co-curated by Max Carocci, Dr Mona Suhrbier and Dr Eva Ch. Raabe, was described in the museum’s newsletter as follows: [4:  The exhibition THE COMMON THREAD: The Warp and Weft of Thinking was on show at the Weltkulturen Museum from November 17, 2016 to August 27, 2017.] 


THE COMMON THREAD reflects on and presents the culturally diverse techniques of textile production, taking as its point of departure the museum’s Americas, South-East Asia, Oceania and Africa collections. Most of the 400-odd tools, fibres, fabrics and other objects will be on public display for the first time, including an ikat scarf laced with silver thread from Java, a pre-Columbian coca pouch from the Andes, a Maori cloak – which is a status symbol – as well as finely-knitted plush raffia fabrics from Central Africa.

The exhibition also features works by artists and composers created in response to the textiles, their symbolic power, meanings and contemporary connections. Tobias Hagedorn and Raphaël Languillat, two young composers from the Frankfurt University of Music and Performing Arts (HfMDK), translate Indonesian fabric from the Weltkulturen Museum’s collection into modern tapestries of sound. Artists Maren Gebhardt and Ruth Stützle Kaiser’s installations visualise the relationship between textiles and the digital world. Taking inspiration from plaited baskets in the Americas collection, North-American artists Shan Goshorn and Sarah Sense highlight the poetic relationships between text and texture as well as aspects of their own indigenous identities. Young people from Frankfurt produced their own film about alternative textile manufacturing methods.[footnoteRef:5] [5:  From the Weltkulturen Museum’s newsletter for October/November/December, 2016.] 


I will now give a brief imaginary walk-through of the exhibition, in order to make the subsequent written comments more easy to follow:[footnoteRef:6] [6:  It’s not possible to incorporate all aspects of the exhibition in this brief description. The imaginary tour given here merely serves to give a brief insight into what my interventions were responding to. For more information, see the exhibition catalogue: Gliszczynski /Suhrbier/Raabe 2016.] 


On the ground floor, each room was dedicated to a phase in the process of manufacturing fabric. To kick off the exhibition, a number of German and English sayings related to textiles had been painted in red on the central wall of the foyer, such as ‘umgarnen’ (to ensnare, lit. wrap yarn around), ‘Knotenpunkt’ (hub, intersection, lit. knot point), ‘thread of life’, ‘warp and weft of thinking’, and so on. Directly in front of it stood a vitrine displaying various raw materials and fibres as well as worked threads and laces from the museum’s collection.

In the doorways to each room short texts introduced visitors to the room’s theme. Starting from the entry area, in the first room tools for working on fibres such as spindles, beaters and combs were on display. The adjoining room was dedicated to dyes; its vitrines including both natural and artificial dyes. In addition to a variety of dyed fabrics and some photos of the dyeing process, there was also a photo from 2012 with the slogan ‘colour of the season’, depicting of a river covered in pink foam in the Philippines: an image of how textile manufacturing pollutes the environment. Two further rooms were dedicated to the topic of weaving. They contained a number of different weaving machines, fly-shuttles, a warp rack and lots of woven fabrics from the museum’s collection. Subsequent rooms showed films about textile manufacturing techniques from the visual anthropology collection. On the basement level works from Ruth Stützle Kaiser and Maren Gebhardt’s Weben und Web [Weave and Web] were on show. Along the wall of the semi-circular stairwell leading to the first floor, photos depicting “the people behind the manufacturing process”[footnoteRef:7] were mounted. [7:  Spoken by curator Vanessa von Gliszczynski during a tour for facilitators, 9 November 2016.] 


On the first floor, further manufacturing processes and textiles such as tapa cloth, mesh fabric and braided fabric were displayed. One room was dedicated to ikat and batik techniques, another to the development of patterns by weaving with differently-coloured threads. Also on the first floor, woven paper works by Shan Goshorn and Sarah Sense were on display, and visitors could listen to musical compositions by Tobias Hagedorn and Raphaël Languillat. In addition, the film Sechs Bunte Fäden [Six Coloured Threads],[footnoteRef:8] produced by Frankfurt school students, was screening in another room, and visitors also had the opportunity to weave something with a backstrap loom themselves. The inclusion of co-curators from both within the museum and elsewhere, the inviting of artists to engage with objects from the museum’s collection as well as the inclusion of the film in the exhibition enabled a number of different approaches to the exhibition’s theme. But which invisible threads were needed in order to weave in postcolonial perspectives and critiques of racism and dominant forms of representation?  [8:  See http://www.weltkulturenmuseum.de/de/vermittlung/projekte/8867 [accessed 10.01.2018].] 


Preparing the threads
To return to my research question:
[Pull quote:]
How is it possible for an educator to shed light on the cultural assets and the institution of the museum itself from different perspectives, and to make its contested nature both visible and negotiable, when the exhibition itself doesn’t address this?

As Muttenthaler and Wonisch have demonstrated, exhibitions also tell stories other than those created by the curators, and particular objects or displays have the potential to broach what is “hidden”.[footnoteRef:9] Whether these things are hidden, forgotten or omitted, in their collection and exhibition policies, ethnographic museums operate within a tradition of epistemological violence, and I want to incorporate these issues into museum education. [9:   “Every statement, every representation excludes ... other possibilities, but what is shown and what remains invisible are inextricably linked. Museums thus not only create images that correspond to social norms and values; they also address what is hidden” (Muttenthaler/Wonisch, 2006).] 


As preparation for this research[footnoteRef:10]  conducted as part of the TRACES project we held a number of joint research workshops. In the group we discussed what contentious cultural heritage means in the context of an ethnographic museum and how we can succeed in addressing this in an educational setting. As a museum educator I conceive of myself as forming part of the power relations and historical continuities that I seek to address. With feedback from colleagues and in close collaboration with Nora Schön, a co-researcher on the project, I identified a number of different objects from the exhibition that suggested themselves as points where we could weave in postcolonial, anti-racist and other discourses critical of dominant forms of representation. [10:  For my research I transcribed four of the tours/discussions in the exhibition from memory afterwards. An external observer was present for two of these tours taking notes.] 


To announce my tour I wrote the following text, which was published on the museum’s website:[footnoteRef:11] [11:  It is worth noting that no one actually attended a tour because of the announcement, so participants entered into the interactive education situation unawares.] 


A discussion with Stephanie Endter (Head of Museum Education). Further thematic threads will be woven into the texture of the exhibition through discussions with visitors. Objects from the exhibition will be contextualised from ethnographic, postcolonial, historical and anti-racist perspectives.[footnoteRef:12] [12:  In one of our collective meetings, I drew a colleague’s attention to the fact that the announcement addressed itself to an academic audience through its choice of words. While writing it, I had precisely this audience in mind, thanks to my experience of who normally attends public tours. Yet it is worth considering formulating the text differently, to try to address a different audience.] 


The catalyst for this approach was a text by Adriana Muñoz entitled ‘The Power of Labelling’ (2009). In it Muñoz, a curator at Världskulturmuseet (Museum of World Culture) in Gothenburg, Sweden, describes a research project at her museum involving the reinvestigation of the Niño Korin Collection. To this end, various researchers were invited to participate, one of whom was Walter Quispe, a Kallawaya medicine man. His knowledge enabled the museum workers to completely reclassify the collection. One of the research project’s main points of focus was the prevailing one-dimensional knowledge that operates in museum contexts:

All the knowledge constructed around the collections is one-dimensional. The objects in themselves have multiple levels of understanding, physical as well as metaphorical, ideological, etc. However, with [a]one-dimensional level of information, all the information comes from the same paradigm (Muñoz 2009, 10).

Considered in the context of museum education, this means addressing an object through the multiple layers of meanings that are inscribed within it. This also includes meanings that are not present in the curator’s or museum’s narrative. 

IMAGE 01. Image caption: Exhibition view of THE COMMON THREAD, Weltkulturen Museum. Photo: Wolfgang Günzel, 2016.

Seemingly inconspicuous labels 

One of the objects chosen was a bundle of fibres and its descriptive label, placed in a vitrine in the foyer. The threads were approximately 40 cm long and light-coloured, and had been given the description ‘spruce-cone fibres’. On almost every tour, at least one of the participants raised doubts about this description/ascription. Actually the ‘spruce-cone fibres’ could be explained by a probable mistranslation. ‘Piña’, Spanish for pineapple, had been translated as ‘pine’, the family to which the spruce belongs. The fibres gave us the chance to discuss how objects come to be in the collection, which details and categories are conveyed and which are not, and how objects are administered. I encouraged the discussion participants to interrogate the things hanging on the museum walls and what they were told by museum representatives, myself included. On one tour this led participants to further doubt the truth of a number of other labels in the exhibition.

The participant asked me about another textile; we puzzled over whether the label could be correct. The participant smirks and says, ‘ah, maybe that too is one of the museum’s fairy tales.’

Then in the next vitrine she doubts the veracity of a ‘pre-Columbian’ textile because it seems ‘unused’. We talk about the black market and I explain to them what I have read about illicit excavations, laws and their effectiveness and say that there certainly are a lot of counterfeits, but that I’m not aware of any such things among the exhibition’s textiles.[footnoteRef:13] [13:  GP_SE_17052017.] 


The error on the fibres’ label not only made it necessary to rectify the museum’s ‘truths’, it also allowed us to broach controversial topics.

IMAGE 02. Image caption: Exhibition view: THE COMMON THREAD. Weltkulturen Berlin. Photo: Wolfgang Günzel, 2016]

(Not) all spindles are created equal

At another ground-floor vitrine, predominantly filled with spindles, I expanded our examination of labels by considering the supposed neutrality of language.

One of the other researchers observing the tour recorded the sequence before the vitrine as follows:

Next room: spindles. Stephanie explains that the emphasis in the spindle vitrine is on cultural comparison, i.e. that European spindles look very similar to non-European ones, that different people arrived at similar things, that here too there are sensitive objects in collections … Stephanie explains that the delicate spindles date from the pre-Columbian period, and that such objects often come from graves. One must always inquire into the provenance of such objects; many of them made their way into the museum before laws pertaining to this process were passed.[footnoteRef:14] [14:  BP_KS_01032017] 


Expanding on the curatorial narrative of cultural comparison, I began to discuss the issue of “sensitive objects in the collection”, here the pre-Columbian spindles. The spindles and their labels[footnoteRef:15] allowed me to bring up multiple issues at once: the use of spindles and illicit excavations. The inclusion of the captions made it possible to introduce another narrative, thus to “use these ‘threshold object as a springboard by which to organise the transition from a way of speaking that follows the curatorial narrative to one that questions the exhibition’s subtext, without losing one’s listeners in the process.”[footnoteRef:16] [15:  Label descriptions included among other things ‘pre-Columbian spindles, Peru’, and ‘Spindle bowl, Mexico’. They were not described as grave finds. So-called pre-Columbian objects mostly come from graves.]  [16:  From the theory-memo ‘Transitorisches Objekt’ by Karin Schneider. The figure of the ‘transitional object’ arose out of a group textual analysis as part of a TRACES workshop at the Weltkulturen Museum held on May 16, 2017.] 


For me it was important to use the example of the spindles to make the power of naming clear, so I asked the visitors what ‘pre-Columbian’ meant to them and together we considered its etymological meaning. This temporal descriptor refers to the time before (pre-) the so-called ‘discovery’ of America by Christopher Columbus in 1492. Considered critically, ‘pre-Columbian’ posits a Western ‘year zero’ in the history of the American continent; it expresses the dominance of European interpretations of history and historiography.

The topic of ‘grave finds’ likewise demonstrates how strong the normalising effects of names can be. For most visitors, the objects were simply archaeological finds, and they were amazed by their age and good condition. They didn’t associate them with any other topics. So I instigated a change of perspective by asking:

[Pull quote:]
Who actually did the digging? What do we know about the objects’ provenance? And what are burial objects doing here in a vitrine in Frankfurt?

I likewise pointed out to the visitors that the illegal export of archaeological objects has long been a problem and that various countries, such as Peru in 1822 (Larson 2015, 143) and Mexico in 1897 (ibid., 171), legally defined all archaeological objects as state property meaning that the export of such objects has since been illegal. However, that does not mean that the rights of indigenous groups to archaeological objects are thereby taken into consideration. At this point, participants became interested in the provenance of the objects in the vitrine, which expressed itself in questions about the legality of their acquisition. From the label it is not clear when the exhibited objects left Peru.

IMAGE 03 / IMAGE 04 Image caption: Exhibition view: THE COMMON THREAD. Weltkulturen Museum. Photo: Wolfgang Günzel, 2016.

What labels (don’t) say

Another time I went into more detail about the effects of the labels. Photos hung in the stairwell depicted people engaging in the crafts pertaining to the various stages of textile manufacturing. I asked participants to look at the photos as they went upstairs and to pay particular attention to the labels. What do they say? And what do they leave out?

We go up to the first floor, Stephanie points to the photos and suggests that we should think once more about what the photos say and what it means to represent people in such a way. Stephanie suggests that she finds it problematic that (with only one exception) there are almost no names on the photos. A visitor says that we can however see very clearly how people themselves used the objects. I cannot exactly remember what the visitor said after this, but in terms of atmosphere I recall that she had been very positive up to this point – she did not object to Stephanie’s critical remarks, but seemed irritated.[footnoteRef:17] [17:  BP_KS_08032017.] 



For the most part participants recognised the curatorial intentions of the images: they were supposed to depict “the people behind the manufacturing process”.[footnoteRef:18] For the visitors then, the presentation was a success. No-one noticed that the people depicted had no names and that only the technique being practised was referred to, such as “felt manufacture” or “Batik tulis at the Batik Institute”. The names of the photographers and/or the holder of the rights to the photo were listed on the labels. On one tour a participant responded that perhaps the names were not given for privacy reasons, which to my mind can be disproved by the fact that the identity of those depicted is already well-enough disclosed by the photos themselves. For me the more important question that arises is who remains anonymous and why, and who is referred to by name? The fact that photographers are granted individuality and authorship while those depicted are de-individualised is linked to traditions of representation in ethnographic museums, in which cultural others were/are reduced to nameless objects. The photographs served to document research objects in their traditional environment and to provide evidence of this research in the museum (see Heath 2017). [18:  See footnote 6, above.] 


Upon hearing my contextualisation of the photographs, one participant remarked that the way the photos are presented in the stairwell emphasised this interpretation, as the placement of the photos made them somewhat decorative or illustrative.   

Multidirectional connections	Comment by Office 2004 Test Drive-Benutzer:  @ NORA & MARION: Hier ware es vermutlich gut, auf unseren Begriffe Text “ Conflict learning” zu verweisen

A further theoretical point of reference for my interventions was the US literary scholar Michael Rothberg’s concept of “multidirectional memory” (Rothberg 2009). In his text, Rothberg thinks perspectives on the politics of memory regarding both the Holocaust and colonialism together. He investigates the question of what happens when different historical memories come into contact with one another. Does the one memory efface the other? What happens when the memory of slavery and colonialism is juxtaposed with the memory of the Holocaust? Is it inevitable that a kind of competition between victims arises, as many historians presume?

Rothberg suggests

that we consider memory as multidirectional: as subject to ongoing negotiation, cross-referencing, and borrowing; as productive and not privative. ... Multidirectional Memory considers a series of interventions through which social actors bring multiple traumatic pasts into a heterogeneous and changing post-World War II present (Ibid., pp. 3-4).

It is more productive here to avoid understanding the different narratives of remembrance as competing with one another: “... pursuing memory´s multidirectionality encourages us to think of the public sphere as a malleable discursive space in which groups do not simply articulate established positions but actually come into being through their dialogical interactions with others” (Ibid., p. 5.).

When applied to objects in an ethnographic museum this approach means that a single object can provide stimulus for a number of different, co-existing and perhaps even diametrically-opposed narratives. And that the museum can be a place where, if multidirectional memory is taken into consideration, new connections between different historical events can be created through dialogue. In Rothberg’s words:

When the productive, intercultural dynamic of multidirectional memory is explicitly claimed ... it has the potential to create new forms of solidarity and new visions of justice (Ibid., p. 5.).

I what follows I want to apply the thought of multidirectional memories to my tours in the exhibition and to a sequence in front of the vitrines in the foyer. Along with the plant and animal fibres, it also contained a bundle of human hair. I wanted to use the hair to discuss the issue of sensitive objects in ethnographic collections in the context of debates over demands for objects to be returned to their traditional owners or contexts.[footnoteRef:19] When is human hair ‘profane material’ and when is it subject to ethical considerations? I prepared a short text on the basis of the Deutsche Museumbund’s Recommendations for the Care of Human Remains in Museums and Collections:	Comment by Office 2004 Test Drive-Benutzer: . @NORA und MARION: Vielleicht hier auf Annas Text in diesem Kapitel verweisen? [19:  See Empfehlungen zum Umgang mit menschlichen Überresten in Museen und Sammlungen, Deutscher Museumsbund e.V. Available online at http://www.concernedhistorians.org/content_files/file/TO/295.pdf [accessed 6.11.2017]. [English text: Recommendations for the Care of Human Remains in Museums and Collections. Available online at https://www.museumsbund.de/wp-content/uploads/2017/04/2013-recommendations-for-the-care-of-human-remains.pdf.]] 


Many German museums and other collections are home to human remains from all over the world. … Ethnographic museums/collections in particular also hold human remains in a variety of forms, for example shrunken heads, tattooed heads, scalp locks, mummies or bone flutes. In addition, human remains such as hair and bones can also be incorporated into (ritual) objects.

Human remains are highly sensitive items in a collection. They can provoke intense emotions and can be of intense interest and concern to third parties. When dealing with human remains it is of fundamental importance to always consider issues pertaining to ethics and human dignity.

In order to weave in even more perspectives, I prepared 10 half-page information cards on the topic of hair. The little cards were printed with details from discussions with colleagues as well as results from newspaper, internet, and academic research.[footnoteRef:20] This method was based on Teresa Distelberger’s “multi-perspectival information” model from documenta 12 (Distelberger 2009). For her ‘open tours’, she created brief statements, each one sentence long, about two artworks that she handed out to participants to read before viewing the works. Distelberger was interested in finding out if the information on the slips of paper changed participants’ views of the works. [20:  Kristina Werner, one of the museum’s conservator-restorers, commented on the hair from a conservation perspective. In response to a query about the hair from one of the facilitators, Oceania Custodian and Acting Director Dr Eva Ch. Raabe wrote an email in which she evaluated the hair displayed in the exhibition as profane material. I also conducted internet searches with queries such as “Obtaining hair for wig manufacture in Indian temples”, “Hair and its function for the human body”, “Hair in the production of food” as well as “Hair in feminist discourse” and hair in the (anti-)racist discourse of “Good Hair, Bad Hair”. I also prepared information about the topic of the “industrial use of the hair of concentration camp victims in the Nazi era”, as I knew from previous discussions with visitors that this association often came up.] 


For me on the other hand, the cards would be used to interlace different discourses, to not merely recite them in a monologue, but rather to encourage participants to engage with the objects in a multi-perspectival manner via the texts. 

[Pull quote:]
My goal was for us to learn together and to blur the boundaries between the educator as ‘expert’ and visitor as ‘unknowing learner’.

During the tour, if anyone noticed the hair bundle while looking at the vitrine,[footnoteRef:21] I asked the group if they would be okay with making a short detour on the topic of hair and handed out the cards.[footnoteRef:22] I asked those present to take some time to read the text on their card. When everyone appeared to have finished reading them, I asked them if they wanted to share any information from the texts or their own thoughts about hair with the group.  [21:  Usually, somebody immediately remarked upon the bundle of hair. If this was not the case, a little nudge asking if we could only see plant-based fibres was of assistance.]  [22:  With the texts it turned out to be important that they were all of a similar length and were no longer than half a page. The sources were given with the text, so as to make clear the provenance of the information in each case.] 


When I tested the activity for the first time in a curatorial setting, I noted down the following in a memo afterward:

After reading a text by a conservator-restorer about the difficulties of preserving hair and sharing this with the group, a woman suggested that for her hair had completely different associations, namely that during the Nazi era people had their hair cut off in the concentration camps to humiliate them and also so that it could then be put to other uses. Another participant, who was evidently holding a card about this, said that she had a text on the topic, but she placed it on top of the vitrine and said that she could not say anything about it and fell silent. Another participant spoke up and said that hair from the concentration camps was used to fill mattresses, and yet another woman said that it was not only in the concentration camps that hair was cut off, but also in France, where women who had taken up with German soldiers had had their hair shaved off as punishment. The discussion quietened down. What else?

A woman said that she had a text in which human hair is described as a completely normal raw material. I said that that came from one of the curators and asked her to read it out. She did so. Then someone else suggested that human hair is already highly-charged, and seeing as no one else said anything, I tried to connect this to the idea of ‘sensitive objects’ and explained how ethnographic collections are often in possession of them. How this happens, what it means, provenance research, restitution, etc. – Nods. No questions.[footnoteRef:23] [23:  GP_SE_11022017.] 


In the episode mentioned here it is clear that the exhibiting of human remains is acknowledged as potentially problematic. Although the association between hair and concentration camps is far removed from the specific object at hand, it still triggers something in the visitors. I introduced the topic by means of one of the cards, yet in this case the association came from a woman who had a card about ‘hair and its conservational challenges’. By contrast, the participant with ‘hair from victims of concentration camps and its industrial usage’ on her card remained silent and placed her card on the vitrine. ‘Mountains of hair in Auschwitz’ is one of the images that has entered German popular collective memory. This association is more rapidly recalled than knowledge about the history of ethnographic collections, which includes that of the collection of human remains as part of the colonial exercise and demonstration[footnoteRef:24] of power. [24:  To give an example, during the colonial war waged by Germany against the Herero and Nama peoples between 1903 and 1908, the remains of many people killed in the war, sentenced to be hanged or who perished in concentration camps were brought to Germany on so-called ‘racial research grounds’. In many other countries too, the collecting of skulls, bones and hair can be traced back to colonial domination. Many such human remains are still held in part in research institutions, museums and universities. The overhaul of collections on the basis of their own histories as well as provenance research going back to the colonial period has become topical in recent years. Such research also addresses human remains.] 


Remaining silent in such a situation also bears meaning. As a facilitator I found the silence unsettling. What was being expressed by this silence and the placing of the card on the vitrine? Perhaps the person felt uneasy about speaking to strangers in a tour open to the public. Yet it is equally possible that she did not want to say anything about this topic, or that her falling silent was an expression of dismay.

[Pull quote:]
I asked myself if it is defensible to confront people with such difficult topics on a tour that is open to the public. My position on this is that the museum isn’t obliged to be a ‘comfortable place’.

On a tour for adults that is open to the public, I can assume as a facilitator that most participants can judge their emotions themselves. By this I don’t mean to suggest that sensitive topics don’t need to be dealt with in a sensitive fashion. In this case, pressing someone about the reason for their silence would have been uncalled for. There could be many reasons for her declining to speak, perhaps related to personal histories, memories, experiences or even trauma.

Losing the thread?

I would like to take a closer look at the following passage from my memorandum, which I cited above:

Another participant spoke up and said that hair from the concentration camps was used to fill mattresses, and yet another woman said that it was not only in the concentration camps that hair was cut off, but also in France, where women who had taken up with German soldiers had had their hair shaved off as punishment. 

Is this a case of a productive exchange between memories[footnoteRef:25] in the sense of ‘multidirectional memory’? There are two ways of reading this passage. The first is that the memories are related to one another. The second is that the memories are opposed to one another, that the mention of the French women whose “hair was also shaved off” reduces the weight of the barbarity of cutting off hair in the context of concentration camps, and that here, knowledge serves as a possible diversion and allows competition between victims to arise.  [25:  Memories can be multifaceted, incorporating one’s own biographical memories or collective memories that are handed on and appropriated as knowledge of past events.] 


The texts on the cards together with participants’ associations unleashed a number of contradictions. Without the intervention of the facilitator, the situation remains unresolved and ‘multidirectional memory’ can’t really be productive. In order to counteract the possibility of competition arising between memories, I believe it is incumbent on the facilitator to take a stand, to set participants’ different memories in relation to one another, and even to explicitly mention the danger of competition arising between victims. Only then can new connections between different historical events arise. 

What now?

Regarding the general procedure, it is worth noting that the tour comprises of a mix of classical factual information and interrogating the approach/the museum (grave finds/photos). I had the impression that because of this it was always possible for visitors to get on board. I would describe this as a kind of gentle radical critique.[footnoteRef:26] [26:  Concluding comments, BP_KS_01032017.] 


The discussions were brief meetings of people who did not know each other. They expected something resembling a classical “affirmative museum education” (Mörsch 2009) experience, that is, receiving knowledge from a museum representative. Upon being asked at the beginning of the discussion, most participants wanted to learn more about textile production methods and the objects exhibited. As a facilitator I took their expectations seriously and gave them detailed relevant information. But at the same time I opened up fissures that obliged participants to take a position. It was a matter of opening up questions and possibilities for negotiation rather than aiming for consensus. 

Weaving invisible threads into museum education could therefore be described as picking up threads from the exhibition (narratives from the exhibition, the objects and their labels), linking them in a different way and weaving them further. For example, the fact that a space for discussion is opened up by inviting visitors to participate, or that more invisible voices were woven in. Historical knowledge, which played no role in the exhibition, can also be woven in and omissions can be pointed out.

With their omissions and intimations, objects and their labels provide points of departure. They also have something to say; they are used as ‘threshold object’, not in order to speak about them, but rather to speak with them and with their untold stories.[footnoteRef:27] [27:  Here I would like to thank Karin Schneider for her helpful hints.] 


The conclusion to be drawn from this experience is that by fulfilling visitors’ expectations (in this case that of receiving information about the objects exhibited and textile manufacturing methods), the educator can also create fissures and weave in other threads. In this way, visitors remain well-disposed toward the educator It is even possible to create a to-and-fro between fulfilling visitors’ expectations and the curatorial narrative on the one hand, and completely different, critical narratives that call the museum into question on the other, through questions such as “Who is speaking?”, “Where do the objects come from?”, and “Who is depicting whom?”

[Pull quote:]
In this case, “affirmative museum education” is the precondition for successful “deconstructive museum education” or even “transformative museum education”.[footnoteRef:28] [28:  For these concepts, see Mörsch 2009.] 


If the museum is a place that came into being through Europe’s appropriation of the world, something that people today engage with critically, then it can also be a place where this European view of the world can be unlearned.[footnoteRef:29] [29:  Statement by Nora Landkammer, Traces Workshop 1, 11.10.2016.] 
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