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1. The state of the research as compared to the research project

We started, by methodological reasons, by studying what, in that project, I named “local” issues. This did not mean an arbitrary separation between local and global, but the pure fact that we could not grasp an analysis announced like “local and global within the rural tourism” without learning what rural tourism really and effectively means for a community and for some people involved. And this knowledge started, obviously, with local aspects (i.e. contacting that community and those people). Nevertheless these local issues were, as I expected, not so clearly definibile, explicitly, they were more, and they were more complex that I announced. Anyway we were permanently aware of this situation and we talked about it on the field. 

In fact, we actually could not comprehend a reality from dozen points of view: of the hosts, of the local people and of the tourists; from the point of view of websites, touristic fairs, and booklets; from the point of view of travel companions and local authorities; from the point of view of national policies, international organizations, development studies, and sustainable tourism doctrine etc., in the same time, even we wanted to.

We developed our fieldwork between 7 and 11 April in the rural community of Albac (Alba County), on the Ariesului Valley in the Apuseni Mountains, central Transylvania. We lodged in one touristic boarding house and visited throughout the period another pensions in the village and in another village in the region, Garda.  

An unpredictable change was the fact that one of the student who previously intended to participate at the research had to join a scholarship in Belgium, and left us just before to start the fieldwork. We used the money calculated for her participation on other common expenses.

2. Research topic and hypotheses

Rural tourism. This is a legal, political, economic, and cultural already defined term and phenomenon that we attempted to study on the field, i.e. as it appeared in the life of people involved and communities affected, as well as within the local, regional, and international institutions and networks implicated. In that project I initially wrote I described some lines of analysis and I announced some questions. Certainly those lines were challenged by what did occur on the field, and this was a fact I took into account as writing the research project.

For instance, attempting to understand how a local element such as food (or environment) is integrated into a service, an industry and an economy like “rural tourism”, we had to assess in what extent and why they are local (i.e. “specific” for a determined area), how they are local (within the community culture and the touristic gaze and culture), and how they appear within the local processes and attitudes (social and power relations, identities, values, interests). 

This surely enlarged our specified topic toward a broader view on the phenomenon, and certainly toward a longer list of questions. One of the observation I made in the filed, I think, is crucial here: we cannot cut up a topic and then seek to detect just it and ask just about it – the village where we were and the life of people with whom we talked were entities with their inner logic and structure, inseparable by slices. Nevertheless our intention was not to compose a monograph. For this, we proposed before starting the fieldwork three research hypotheses and a plan of analyzing what we supposed as being interesting in the framework of this whole research. 

As the latter refers to „local and global within the rural tourism”, with the nuances to be precised further, the former, the three – linked – focus points we directed our attention, were the following: 

(1) the way rural tourism empowers people previously excluded or unable to participate to (hegemonic) politics, economy, culture, and social life; 

(2) the way rural tourism appears as a form of reinventing exhausted forms of economy, industry, culture, folklore, and social life; from this resulting an apparently incongruent situation of peasants (the hosts) wishing “modernization” while urban/global tourists wishing “traditionalization”; 

(3) the way discourses on rural tourism rhetoricize and counterfeit, in fact, the real life of those who organize and participate to this phenomenon (mainly in association with a nationalist, but also, a primitivist or even ecologist, discourse). 

In some (obvious) way by these focal points we tried to reduce the announced intention of studying “local and global” toward a more precised and approachable hypotheses. Meanwhile, we were aware that from the imaginable “food”, “folk objects” and “environment” to these sophisticated assumptions is a long way. 

Actually, after doing fieldwork and reflecting upon what we learned there, this way it seemed to me more clear and evident. I will endeavor to describe this way in an ethnographic account I will write together with my students.   

3. Overview of previous studies on similar topics

As basic literature we started, besides studies on “local” and “global”, so common for the anthropological papers written last years, from a bibliography on “anthropology of tourism” and “tourism and anthropology”, and then focused on specific articles treating a more particular kind of tourism (i.e. rural, or cultural or ecotourism, which are similar), and a more specific approach, as for instance treating the relationship between tourism and state, tourism and development, tourism and (national, regional, identity, “authentic”) culture, or tourism and discourse. There were five articles we, my students and me, read and debated together before starting fieldwork, as preparing our research strategies and hypotheses:

· Reiner Jaakson, Tourism Development in Peripheral Regions of Post-Soviet States: A Case Study of Strategic Planning on Hiiumaa, Estonia  

· Moya Kneafsey, Tourism and Place Identity: A Case-Study in Rural Ireland

· David Turnock, Prospects for Sustainable Rural Cultural Tourism in Maramures, Romania

· Paige West, James G. Carrier, Ecotourism and Authenticity. Getting Away from It All?

· Siegrid Deutschlander, Leslie J. Miller, Politicizing Aboriginal Cultural Tourism: The Discourse of Primitivism in the Tourist Encounter

Then, as my students and me continued documentation, we considered other studies worthy to be read, as well. We read, individually, studies (books and articles) such:

· Dennison Nash, Anthropology of Tourism 

· Fiona Williams, Given the Take? The Role of Peripherality in Tourism Development 
· Noel B. Salazar, Developmental Tourists vs. Development Tourism: A Case Study
· Florina Bran, et al., Turismul rural. Modelul european 
· Marinela Gheres, Sidonia Culda, Turism rural
· Elena Matei, Turism rural si ecologic
· etc.
Prospected further readings would enclose more on anthropology of tourism and local-global relationship within tourism considering, especially, treating heritage and social relations.
4. Methodological approach

We made prior documentation, then, on the field, observation and participant observation, interviews (survey interviews, semi-structured interviews), on-field documentation, and took photos. We gathered a favorable quantity of information that we are currently in the process of transcribing, systematizing and analyzing.

We observed (fieldnotes and photos):

· the pensions, interiors, rooms, objects, facilities, services, food etc. and how these are integrated within activities, preferences, values, identities, interests, social and power relations

· exteriors and natural environment, routes, timber deposited around, domestic animals, gardens and courtyards

· local community (social structure, official institutions, informal interactions, economic activity, applying policies, participation to religious life and Sunday fairs, attitude towards leisure and towards local and national history)

· local economy (domestic agriculture and households, land and wood exploitation, timber industry, food industry, informal economy and unemployment) 

· local infrastructure, historical monuments, public services

· families, kinship, economic and political local networks

· gender, age, class, ethnic relations and segregations

· local and individual behavior, values, and events 

· the relationships between hosts, tourists and other villagers

· and between these and local, regional, national and international organizations, networks and values related to tourism etc.

We interviewed the following categories of individuals (audiotapes, notations, notes):

· host (a middle-aged woman)

· host’s daughter (involved in family’s activities, guide)

· host’s second daughter (involved in promoting tourism abroad, guide)

· host’s father (“involved” in chatting with tourists)

· host’s mother-in-law (the one who made the carpets in the rooms with her own loom)

· host’s sister-in-law (also pension owner, see next)

· the major of Albac (host’s brother, owner of the most famous hostel in the village) 

· other touristic lodge owners (in Albac and in Girda)

· (foreign) tourists (from Belgium)

· local teacher (also involved in developing touristic activities in the region as coordinator of Apuseni Adventure Project and future manager of the major’s hostel)

· local woman working in timber industry and her daughter working in a local hostel

· other local people (drivers, unemployed workers, retired people, handicraftswoman, people at local marketplace, people at local Hall etc.)

We gathered other information on (original documents, photocopies, floppy disks):

· statistical and monographic data of the village and plans on developing the region

· legislation and policies regarding rural tourism in Romania and in the region 

· documents on regional economy, agriculture and industry

· documents on human geography, social history and community culture of the region

· documents on a touristic fair recently held in the village

I proposed to my students, as a way of systematizing the information from the field to revise their fieldnotes and to take a look on the photos we gathered and then to write short descriptions of frameworks, people, processes, events, contacts, topics of discussion, connections, comparisons, ideas, little conclusions or meanings.

These short depictions I intend to use as writing the final ethnographic account.

5. Preliminary results of the fieldwork

The form of raw data we gathered so far is circa 10 field notebooks; 15 audio taped interviews; several booklets, CD’s and other materials reflecting rural tourism in the village and region; approximately 1,000 photos; individual ethnographic diaries. 

In order to sort out the whole information we gathered I composed an outline with research items disposed, vertically, by chronological order (what we did on the field chronologically) and, horizontally, by methodological display (as observation, as interviews, and documentation).

Among the working hypotheses, mentioned ahead, the first appeared as more obvious, including for people we did not expect initially (we followed women, young people and town-industries laid-off people, but older people and intellectuals confirmed also this hypothesis). The second and the third, more suitable associated with “global” aspects of tourism, appeared more clear with respect to forms as “refolklorization” or “defolklorization”, which I am going to refer further.

Other ideas were revealed during (or after) the fieldwork and were mentioned in the students’ reports. For instance:

· the observation that there is a misused cultural capital which, despite comprising a significant touristic potential, is not utilized (Andreea Micu)

· the idea that there is a continuing negotiation between hosts and tourists regarding  “authenticity” (Andreea Micu)

· the observation that there exists a contrast between those living along the valley and those living up the hills, referring mainly to infrastructure and to the way local elites are presenting their status (Cristina Stanc)

6. Preliminary results of the analysis and potential interpretations

After rereading the considerable quantity of preliminary theoretical notes and fieldnotes; after reviewing the photos we took and as being in the full process of transcribing the audiotapes with the interviews, I consider the main issue is to reduce the intricate information we have to some precise, depictable, and analyzable ideas. We exercised together some interpretations already on the field. Now, as I am writing this report, I think there could be the following preliminary results of analysis and interpretations:

a. Most of the pensions are adorned in less “traditional”, “authentic”, “folkloric” way that we expected after consulting promotional booklets and websites. More evident, no one villager is dressed in the “traditional/national costume” as is regularly present in brochures or touristic fairs. This could be interpreted, besides a critique on rhetoric, as the fact that people are much unclear about what “rural tourism” should be and, in fact, only the interaction (the encounter) with tourists is the way in which hosts clarify themselves how to adorn their own pensions or what to wear.

b. The uncertainty remarked ahead, possibly labeled as “defolklorization” and “refolklorization”, is much influenced by the revealed fact that there are two different kinds of tourists: “the foreigners”, and “the Romanians”. If the former are eager to spend their vacation in the most “unadorned” conditions (i.e. simple, natural, as the house were before becoming pension), the latter are seeking conditions similar to those of an elegant hotel but “adorned” with folkloric objects (i.e. artistic, national, “cultural”, rendering to the counterfeit image of the “peasants” or “ancestors”).

c. Two different meanings of “authenticity” are, therefore, here remarked, which are, as noticed before, continuously negotiated but also negated; and two different touristic cultures are certified and evident in the case of the frequent comparison between the “foreigners” and “Romanians”. 

d. Consequently, a remarkable difference could be noticed between what rural tourism assumes to realize (by marketing reasons): preserving traditions and nature, offering a simple and familial way of life, offering the possibility of involving tourists in domestic activities, and, the tense reality of its identity as tourism.

e. In fact, this “conflicting” identity of the rural tourism provides, probably, its dynamism and the fertile soil of involving and developing ones of the most interesting projects, actions, values and social changes, regularly less present in the rural areas.

f. Herein, one of the more salient aspects rural tourism brings on is offering occasion for empowerment. Women roles are becoming more numerous and of more importance; unemployed workers from former state enterprises are being employed in the new touristic hostels; young intellectuals have the occasion of becoming guides of the own home lands and are implicated in promoting local tourism throughout the world etc.

g. All the economy of the region, dominated beforehand by timber industry (focused on intensive wood exploitation and sale) and domestic agriculture (focused on individual use of products) is, in fact, challenged. Timber is good for constructing handicrafts and new hostels for tourists (and the major advanced recently a plan of tax exemption for those who are going to adopt this particular use), while foodstuff produced in the family garden and backyard stable is good for the tourists’ meals.

h. And, according to the last remark, a new view of environment, derived from observing its role in such an affair, would probably emerge. This would be probably not connected with the image of a “national nature” anymore, but with a productive industry of services and a dynamic exterior-oriented culture.

In order to offer a systematic view of how these interpretations (and others like these) would be structured, here is a possible table of contents of our final ethnographic text:

(1) Tourism as anthropological topic; researching tourism.

(2) Short depiction of rural tourism as general phenomenon and in Romania (history, forms, laws and policies, economy and politics of tourism, marketing and culture of tourism, associations and local/global interests, development and strategies, issues of cultural and natural protection, human relationship within rural tourism).

(3) Rural tourism in Albac: an ethnographic account, with observing points as: local community and local development; objects, services, and environment involved in rural tourism; rural tourism as challenging local economy and social relations; the life of a family involved in a rural tourism – gender, age and class roles; villagers, hosts and tourists – a complex relationship regarding values and interests; the future of rural tourism as seen by hosts, community and local elites

(4) Local and global within the rural tourism: the case of Albac (organizations, associations, connections, networks; marketing, promotion, refolklorization and rhetoric of tourism; projects, development, interests; changing values and relations, changing power and empowerment).

7. Tentative conclusion

Rural tourism is a phenomenon characterized by a rapid and dramatic development. In the region we studied, an area dominated by exploiting woods, grasslands and animals, rural tourism influenced local people in a complex way, that we assumed to depict in an ethnographic account. A very concise conclusion of this depiction, following the points we paid more attention ahead should be: 

Rural tourism is not good because it preserves folklore (as webpages and brochures dedicated to it are saying), but, on the contrary, because it is a stimulus of change, of challenge, and of interconnectedness. The idea of re-inserting traditional objects in a modern discourse is already an emancipatory moment, that rural tourism gets ready. The hesitations, momentary uncertainties could be the fertile soil of an unpredicted development of rural regions and rural people. Surpassing the ineffective and exhausted traditional forms of economy, industry, agriculture and culture, by reinvesting and recapitalizing them, is an elegant and profitable way of going beyond dilemmas such as local versus global. In fact, speaking about rural tourism, this dichotomy is encompassed in a non-contradictory way within the very expression of  “rural tourism”, where rural renders the “local”, and tourism the “global”.  

8. Ongoing research

After researching the “touristic region” we are intending to cover more “global” issues. In this, interviews with national and international associations, organizations, touristic networks and activisms involved, as well as documentation on laws, policies, marketing, we are attempting to do in the near future.

The next  steps we already assigned are:

· documentation at ANTREC (The National Agency of Rural, Ecological, and Cultural Tourism) and OVR (Operation Villages Roumaines)

· interview with the manager of Apuseni Experience Organization, involved in enhancing tourism in the region

· interview with one of the host’s daughter after returning from a conference in France dedicated to rural tourism, in quality of promoter

· interview with a hostel owner in a more developed Romanian touristic region (Brasov-Bran)

· policy and discourse analyses on legislation, national and international development projects, booklets, brochures, and websites dedicated to rural tourism

· expand bibliography

We talked (and promised to our hosts) to return to the region on summer, as tourists, firstly, and then as anthropologists. With that occasion, when tourists will be more numerous, we should obtain other interviews and observe more things.

9. Aspects to discuss in more details with the ReSET resource professors and participants at the 2005 Summer Session

I would like if the following professors (with whom I already discussed on my research topic, and have already offered me useful comments) were provide me some precise comments regarding: the way a discourse analysis should be carried on here on the aspect of rhetorizing tourism (Michael Stewart, Enikő Magyari-Vincze); the way the concept of empowerment should be best integrated in this analysis (Enikő Magyari-Vincze, Michael Stewart); the way a processual analysis on local/global should be suitable further developed on this field (Don Kalb). I would also like to discuss with Kolozsi Adam (who, I know, is involved in urban cultures) about the issues of refolklorization and primitivist discourse and with Ileana Benga (who, I know, made fieldwork in the Apuseni region as well) on local community issues, especially social problems, economy and industry.

