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In the mid-1990s at least two peculiar art exhibitions were held in Tbilisi.  One of them was called chemi tojinebi (‘My Dolls’), no one can remember what the other one was called, only that it happened. What is peculiar about these exhibitions is that they were exhibitions of dolls, made by Georgian artists and intellectuals.  These exhibitions of dolls illustrate the emergent antinomies of Georgian urban life under postsocialism in several ways. What could be more dissonant than the grim realities of everyday life in Tbilisi of the mid 1990s, a period of war, chaos, poverty, gloom, and the happy childlike figure of the doll?   
But these dolls were not simply an attempt to flee the grim realities of adult life by retreating into the happy daydream world of childhood play.  These dolls also had a serious calling to play in adult life.  These dolls, though they were exhibited as art, were at the same time commodities, they were made and exhibited to be sold.  In fact, my friends who were involved in this exhibition told me point blank that in this period, they survived primarily by making and selling dolls.  At a time when their professional salaries and savings, if they had any, were wiped out by hyperinflation, one might survive by selling dolls as souvenirs to foreigners for valuta, for around 20 dollars.  And so they did.  In much the same way as other socialist period artists began to sell their artwork, and, importantly, change the kind of artwork they made for sale, to foreign tourists in the park by the ‘Dry Bridge’, so these members of the intelligentsia began to make dolls to survive during these grim times.  The park adjoining the so-called ‘Dry Bridge’, erstwhile Madatov Island, is a well-known spot in Tbilisi with very different meanings for tourists and Georgians.  For tourists it is a picturesque bazaar, for Georgians it is virtually synonymous with economic desperation, a place where precious family heirlooms and the work of Georgian artists are sold for a fraction of their value.  In many ways, the Dry Bridge and the unequal exchanges that happen there encapsulates in miniature the Georgia predicament of postsocialism.

These doll exhibitions, like the permanent installation of the Dry Bridge, illustrate some of the emergent changes in intelligentsia life as socialist models of high art came into contact with a postsocialist world in which art was now a commodity.  In the same years, the Tbilisi doll museum was robbed, and its most precious masterpieces, including rare 18th century French automata, were carted away and sold god knows where for presumably much higher prices.  The childish world of the doll is never free from adult realities, the doll, as a figure, is a servant of the imagination, but as a material object is a transactable commodity.
In a curious way, then, the figure of the doll reflects all the antinomies of the lives of the intelligentsia authors who made them, of the crises of urban life in Tbilisi in the mid 1990s. The doll becomes a symbol, not only a metaphor, but also a metonym, of the conditions of Tbilisi urban life, an irruption of the world of childhood in the hellish reality of adult life, now exhibited as ‘high’ art, now sold as a ‘low’ commodity, intelligentsia who under socialism had defined themselves and gained salaries in the high arts now reduced to making the prototypical low art form, dolls and puppets, sold as simple commodities, just as other Georgians sold off precious family heirlooms and artists sold their artwork at the infamous ‘Dry Bridge’, the place where high intelligentsia art and dreams becomes a low commodity serving reality.  
Surely, in the grand scheme of things, the doll exhibitions in Tbilisi, the very fact that there is a doll museum in Tbilisi, founded, by some horrible irony, at the height of the great purges in 1937, and the fact that it was robbed of its most precious items in this not quite equally horrible period, seem as trivial as the dolls themselves.  Because it is difficult to think of dolls in any other way, than as trivial childish objects at best.   Like the Marxian commodity fetish, the doll ‘appears at first sight, a very trivial thing, and easily understood. Its analysis shows that it is, in reality, a very queer thing, abounding in metaphysical subtleties and theological niceties’ (Marx, Capital).  But we are not claiming here that to treat dolls as trivial objects is a mistake, rather, that they ‘very trivial things’ is their very essence.  The work they do as representatives of low urban culture could not be accomplished without recognizing their essential triviality.  

We wish to show that the imagining of low culture in Tbilisi throughout the socialist period can be reflected through the figure of the doll, a childish trivial object without pretensions, but which, as Scott Shershow argues in a brilliant analysis, is full of a ‘dizzying multiplicity of meanings’ (1995: 82).  For Western modernity, Shershow connects the dialectic process by which folk culture is created in elite imagining with the figure of the puppet or doll:
The specific process by which any mode of cultural production is defined as ‘folk’ or ‘literary’, ‘high’ or ‘low’, ‘popular’ or ‘elite’, is inseparable from the process of appropriating and using the products thus categorized.  The puppet theatre is a particularly illuminating example of this process.  Even in its literal conditions—in which a material icon or figure serves as the vehicle or mouthpiece for some absent and invisible ‘author’—are a virtually inevitable metaphor for the entwined processes of cultural definition and appropriation… (Shershow 1995: 2)
The puppet was repeatedly inscribed in Western culture as a marker or rubric of the ‘low’: as a cultural practice literally situated in the marginal social spheres of the carnival, fairground, and marketplace; as a parodic or degraded form of theatrical performance subordinate to ‘legitimate’ or literary drama; as an inanimate object associated with the bodily and material in their conventional opposition to the spiritual; and even as a sign, trope or metaphor in a hypothetical hierarchy of being and representation, the passive vehicle of a mastering authorial form. (Shershow 1995: 6)
As Shershow makes clear, we should not proceed as if the ontological oppositions between ‘low’ and ‘high’, ‘folk’ and ‘elite’ cultures figured by ‘literally diminutive’ objects like the doll or puppet  (1995: 12) were primordial givens. Rather, the self-construction of ‘elite’ culture in Western modernity as in Georgian modernity requires positing itself against the presupposed alterity of a ‘popular’ culture (whether this is to be disdained or celebrated), which is also  a ‘low’ ‘folk’ culture whose products and practices must first be defined as different before they can be appropriated.  The trivial figure of the doll or puppet serves both as a metonym of the low material culture of which it is an undistinguished part, but also  “as metaphor…the puppet links materiality, servitude, and multiple forms of ontological and cultural lowness in a tacit system whose only logic is the logic of domination itself’ (Shershow 1995: 68). 
What Shershow argues is true generally of Western culture (1995: 66-90), is, we argue, even more particularly true of Georgian culture, where the figure of the tojina, a term which, in Georgian, indifferently means ‘doll’, ‘puppet’ or ‘automaton’, is mobilized in intelligentsia discourse to represent the ‘low’ urban culture that Georgian intellectuals have sought to appropriate in their quest for elite self-definition. The figure of the doll in this respect resembles the figure of the kinto, the urban street peddler who represents  in 19th century intelligentsia the ‘low’, intimate picturesque register of the urban milieu in which the Georgian intelligentsia sought to locate their imagining of Tbilisi as an urban Bohemia, an appropriate home for the intelligentsia.  The figure of the doll serves as a mute embodiment of this low urban culture, the kinto increasing is a disembodied voice to be appropriated by the urban intelligentsia (see Manning and Shatirishvili, this volume).  But both at the outset are stereotypically urban figures. The doll is typically a mute, but sometimes mobile, feminine presence, in the case of the popular dedopala (‘lady’) doll is essentially modeled on the stereotypical dress and comportment of Georgian urban female nobility.  The Kinto, who sometimes also takes the form of a doll, is a masculine urban figure, a street peddler, who seems to vanish into disembodied appropriable fragments of distinctive voice and motion.  Each of them represents, in different but comparable ways, a fragmented form of ‘low’ urban embodiment whose alterity the urban intelligentsia can both define themselves against and appropriate.

While the history of the doll and Tbilisi culture has antecedents before the 1960s, and continues into the postsocialist period, in this chapter we wish to focus on two  central moments in the socialist history of Tbilisi culture as refracted through the figure of the doll.  In the first section, ‘the doll museum’, we track the appropriation of the doll as an ethnographic object into elite culture beginning in the period of High Stalinism with the creation of the Georgian doll museum (1937).  In the second section, we discuss a key movie, ‘The Dolls are Laughing’ (1964), which came out at a time when Tbilisi urban culture was being reconfigured by a massive influx of population and when new cultural forms were being created to create a new socialist cityscape.  We believe that exploring the role of dolls in articulating the antinomies of urban culture provides a crucial key to understanding Tbilisi urban life of high and late socialism.  
The Doll Museum
What kind of social world is represented by toys? What, more specifically, are the demographic characteristics of the social world to toys qua human representations? How does this social world of toys compare with the real world populated by people?  (Ball 1967: 452)
The founding of the Tbilisi doll museum in 1937, at the height of the Great Purges, might seem to be a particularly macabre illustration of Stalin’s famous remark just a year before that “life is becoming more beautiful, and happier too”.  The doll museum to that extent is a trivial example of the contradictions of high Stalinist socialist realism, a joke at which only the dolls are laughing.  The opposition between representation, the beautiful happy childhood world of the dolls, the world as it is becoming, and the grim realities are only too obvious, they do not bear much thinking on.

The doll museum also illustrates other sea-changes in Stalinist cultural politics of the 1930s.  In the immediately prior period, the modernist intelligentsia in Georgia, as in Russia and in Europe (see Shershow (1995: Chapter 4) for an excellent survey) found in the figure of the doll or puppet an ambivalent source of inspiration.  As a foil for naturalism of bourgeois theatre, the Russian director Meyerhold was like many other modernists in finding the unnatural figure of the puppet as having irreducible and possibly superior histrionic properties to that live actor (Shershow 1995: 208, Manning 2009).  In an almost completely contradictory move, where Meyerhold and others celebrate the unnaturalness of the movements of the puppet, the recalcitrance of the object to the intentions of the puppeteer, other modernists find in the puppet a completely passive performing object whose very passivity magnifies the absolute intentionality and sovereignty of the author and the authorial text over the variable world of performance (see Shershow 1995: 189).  Above all, for many modernist writers, the puppet or doll is representative of a kind of hypostasized folk aesthetics, and the appropriation of the puppet or doll by the intelligentsia at once allows them to valorize the aesthetics of the folk, and at the same time set themselves apart from the folk in a singularly essentializing way by their stereoscopic view of the same object, seeing now through the appropriated eyes of the folk, now from their own elite perspective (Shershow 1995: 214-219).

As a performing object, then, the puppet or doll is good to think, even if the points it illustrates are often flatly contradictory.  As a simple object or commodity, now a doll and not a puppet, ordered with porcelaine elephants, matrioshka dolls, laquered boxes, rubber plants and other trivial banal objects indicative of the intransigent untranscendent world of everyday life (byt, qopa), of poshlost and meschanstvo, the doll might well find itself among those everyday objects targeted for destruction in the creation of a new everyday life in the 1920s (Boym 1992: chapter 2).  If, as Boym argues, the transition from romanticism to realism (and especially ethnographic realism) might be argued to be developing a new set of eyes for poshlost, for trivial material objects like dolls that belong to the seen but unnoticed world of everyday life, then the modernist period might just as easily target this very world of dolls for its own purge of everyday life.  Thus, the doll figures ambivalently both as a way of portraying and appropriating the everyday life of the folk, and also for portraying the opposition between the intelligentsia and the folk.
But all these oppositions belong to the intelligentsia universe of the 1920s, the Tbilisi doll museum appears at a time  (1937) when these discourses are being assigned graves along with their authors.  No wonder the dolls are laughing, they are having their revenge.  The doll museum can be assigned to the Stalinist ‘new line’ on culture, the doctrine of ‘culturedness’ (kulturnost), of this period, which revalorized so many aspects of the everyday life that the ascetic avant garde intelligentsia of the 1920s had consigned to the dustbin (on Kulturnost, see Kelly and Volkov, Volkov, Fitzpatrick).  But the doll museum is not so simple as this, it is neither a straightforward illustration of the banalities of the contradictions of Stalinist discourse, nor yet again is it completely unrelated to the modernist intelligentsia discourses that precede it.  In order to understand the contradictions of the Stalinist doll world, we must first ask who founded it, and what kinds of dolls are found there.  We must do a demographics of the idealized doll world.

The original collection in the museum consists, at first glance, of two rather different kinds of doll.  On the one hand, there are precious European automata from the 18th-19th century, presumably donated from aristocratic collections, perhaps the collection of the founder (name), and virtually all of which were stolen in 1997.  On other hand, there are many dolls of the folk variety (most of these are not currently on display) as well as creations of modern artists, almost all of which fall into the dedopala type: as the name suggests (diminutive of dedopali ‘queen; bride’) these are representations of ‘ladies’.   The prototypical example of the dedopala doll found at the museum is typically a lady dressed in the stereotypical nineteenth century costume of an urban Georgian woman of aristocratic rank.  They strongly resemble the stereotypical urban female Georgian made to stand for Georgia as a whole in the writings and drawings of Russian romantics (see Layton 1992), but also in Georgian nineteenth century advertisements (the logo of Laghidze’s Waters [1900] is not unique for the period in using this well known figure (Manning insert reference), just as this costume anachronously grace various female protagonists in illustrated versions of the Georgian epic poem The Knight in Panther’s Skin.  This particular doll represents a specific stereotypical vision of Georgian feminity, it is the Georgian ‘Barbie’ (on which see more generally Meneley 2007).
The first inhabitants of the doll museum were primarily dolls of the dedopala genre, and the demographics of the doll museum is strongly feminine. Certainly we can see here the retrenchments of Stalin era culture on matters of femininity and cultured comportment, an almost perfect instantiation of the emergent Georgian nationalist ideology of the Georgian ‘cult of women’.  This theory was first explicitly proposed in relationship to the epic poem Knight in Tiger’s Skin by Shota Rustaveli by Niko Marr, but growing out of nineteenth century Georgian nationalist discourse. The idea of the’cult of women’ as a durable Georgian cultural institution became a familiar dogma in the Stalin period, adumbrated in the 1937 introduction to the epic poem by Pavle Ingoroqva which established all the major dogmas about this poem, most of which are still in circulation.  This idea articulated a suitably Georgian nationalist response to feminism, in effect a claim that the Georgian chivalric ‘cult of women’ (a primordial and unchanging trait of Georgianness) both preceded Western ideas of female emancipation and rendered them irrelevant to Georgia.  The standoffish and haughty beauty of the artistic Georgian dedopala doll representing the stereotypical cloistered Tbilisi woman of the nineteenth century along with its trivializing diminutiveness, incarnates the very essence of the stereotypic ideal of Georgian femininity that lies at the center of the ‘cult of women’, and the museum of dolls, on one reading is nothing other than a miniaturized temple in the ‘cult of women’.  

As Shershow notes, the diminutive technology of the doll is a powerful condenser of multiple dimensions of hierarchy, marginality and lowness.  Accordingly, it is worth pointing out that there are actually two different kinds of dolls collected under the name dedopala, including both the stereotyped urban woman discussed above, as well as a folk variant which lacks the haughty beauty (since this type of doll usually lacks a face, or even eyes) and often the specifically urban dress of the type discussed above.  The haughty urban dedopala doll serves both to illustrate and trivialize the fetish object of the Stalin period ‘cult of women’, while the latter ‘folk’ dedopala serves to illustrate the Stalin period revalorization of ethno-nationalist difference and at the same moment marginalize it, since the museum’s collection in this respect takes on a strongly ethno-nationalist content, of course.  
Dedopala dolls of both types, artistic and folk, urban and rural, came to the museum by the agency of Nino Brailashvili (1899-1990), an ethnographer and artist who, on the one hand, collected and illustrated dedopala dolls as part of her more general work as an ethnographic artist (e.f. Brailashvili 1964, 1990), and on the other hand, was herself a doll maker, having already won awards in Pan-USSR competitions for her own artistic doll creations by the time of the opening of the museum (Museum of Dolls, 2006: 6-7).  As a result, the Brailashvili dedopala doll is already a hybrid, illustrating on the one way the anonymous ethnographic authorship of folk art collected or illustrated by Braliashvili the ethnographer, and on the other hand the individual authorial and creative agency of Brailashvili the artist, who appropriates this folk genre of doll to express her own creative agency as an intelligentsia artist (compare Manning 2007).

The dedopala doll as a created object expresses and mediates both the opposition between anonymous national folk traditions and the creative elaboration of those traditions by individual artists like Brailashvili and others following her lead.  Brailashvili herself is a hybrid, too, as an ethnographer she is a collector and illustrator of the former kind of traditional doll (which is merely one object among many in the material world of folk everyday life (Georgian qopa, Russian byt) that she illustrates as an ethnographic artist), as a doll-maker she appropriates these same folk-national traditions but the results become an expression of her own individual artistic agency.  The binarisms mediated by the dedopala mirror the static truisms of Stalinist aesthetics (which, after all, are no more than restatements of the 19th century Georgian intelligentsia consensus worked out in heated discussions over the authorship of the Knight in Tiger’s Skin and the originality and creativity and nationalness of its author Rustaveli (on which see Shatirishvili DATE: PAGES, see also Manning 2007).  

The demographics of the dedopala doll world is not only divided into two types according to anonymous folk versus singular urban author, but also according to theme.  Brailashvili’s appropriation and adaptation of the dedopala doll has become in itself a standard genre for all following artists: the bulk of the dolls found in the museum by later Georgian artists adumbrate this theme into the 1970s, and indeed, exactly dolls of this type are the ones that can be bought in Tbilisi today as souvenirs.  These dedopala dolls have in common that they represent women, but they are further classified in terms of their clothing: the predominant, almost stereotypical types, are dolls in distinctive 19th century urban aristocratic dress, opposed to the next largest group, dolls in distinctive rural peasant dress, with a strong predominance here for Khevsur costumes (though one can find Gurian, Rachan and Adjarian motifs as well).  The demographics of Georgia in traditional dress are thrice simplified in the doll world.  First, the doll world is almost exclusively populated by ladies (at a time, when, the museum catalog wryly notes, there were scarcely any ‘ladies’ to be found in the real world, Museum of Dolls, 2006: 6). Secondly, the doll world is divided into urban and rural, and the prototypical rural type is the most extremely different and least numerous demographically, the Khevsur.  Here the tendency to simplify the map of Georgia into polar opposites Tbilisi/Khevsureti replicates tendencies in 1960s film (for example, Khevsuruli Balada, Shexvedra Mtashi) as well as earlier literature.  Lastly, of course, the urban dolls are aristocratic ladies, the rural dolls represent peasants in distinctive ethnographic costume.
The dedopala doll is now a hybrid of doll and miniaturized mannequin: the differentiation of the doll world in dress makes the museum look as much like an miniaturized ethnographic museum (for a similar process in ethnographic figures used to brand beer, see Manning and Uplisashvili 2007), the dolls now becoming tiny mannequins illustrating the range of traditional female dress from the urban ‘type’ to the various regional ‘types’ all the way to the extremes of the Muslim Adjarians and the ‘Pagan’ Khevsurs of the high mountains.   This tendency in the museum obviously, again, owes a great deal to the work of Brailashvili, whose illustrations of traditional dedopala dolls, of plans for her own dolls, differ little from her illustrations of Georgian ethnic types and traditional costumes and other elements of traditional material culture of everyday life (Brailashvili 1990).  The continuation of this hybridity between doll as object of traditional culture and doll as representation of traditional culture is found again in the very dolls of this type sold on the streets of the Tbilisi.  Even the intelligentsia dolls made in the 1990s, which are usually not of the modified dedopala variety according to the samples I have seen, have in common with the souvenir style dedopalas that they at least are often in Georgian traditional costume.  But the contemporary dedopala dolls I have found in the street or in shops are often found in plastic display containers that bear on the back the label ‘Georgian Costume’ or ‘Ethnography of the World’.   The demographics of the doll museum, then, are doubly ‘ethnographic’ in intention.  On the one hand, the opposition between anonymous rural folk authorship and singular creative intelligentsia authorship is developed by appropriation and elaboration of the folk genre of doll by ethnographer and artist Brailashvili, defining herself now in relation to folk material culture (including dolls) as ethnographer by collecting, describing and painting these, now as creative artist by developing her own versions of the same genre, thus at once establishing her own individual creative authorship (opposed to anonymous collective folk authorship) but containing both kinds of authorship within a national tradition by the use of the same genre.  On the other hand, the dedopala doll oscillates between an (ethnographic of artistic) object in its own right and a mere mannequin for the miniaturized representation of the ethnography of Georgia, again adumbrating the same opposition between Tbilisi (the home of the intelligentsia, the ethnographers) and rural areas like Khevsureti (the prototypical home of the people, the object of ethnography (Manning 2007, Manning and Uplisashvili 2008)) as interest is displayed from the doll to the costume: the doll as a sign versus the doll as a sign of a sign.  These durable patterns, initated by Brailashvili’s own hybrid activities as ethnographer and artist, become a central set of organizing genres of the museum.  Naturally, the museum contains a few male figures, often in traditional dress, including, of course, one kinto (Museum of Dolls, 2006: 42-3), and at the same time contains figures in European dress, whether Georgians in European dress or Europeans. But it is interesting the extent to which these latter are often themselves ladies.   If the appropriation of the dedopala genre by Brailashvili represents in effect a kind of sublimation of folk culture into authentic art, so too, Stalinist canons of art required a certain classicism, so we find that the folk form (dedopala) is also recruited to illustrate scenes from Georgian high literature, such as characters from the novels of Ilia Chavchavadze (Museum of Dolls 2006, 38-9).  Again, the opposition between folk and high art is enunciated and then mediated by the hybrid intentions of these dolls.

Thus the dedopala dolls represent one kind of hybridity of high and low culture, of folk and intelligentsia, of rural and urban.  The precious automata that were later lost represent another, a kind of aristocratic classicism, precious objects once squirreled away in private homes now being made available to the masses, latterly reprivatized by thieves and ending up god knows where.  But the mainstay of the doll museum is not the dedopala dolls discussed above, nor these classical 18th and 19th century European automata that have been lost, but the more recent automata of socialist vintage. A recent Georgian newspaper article (citation) about the doll museum draws attention not only to the Georgianness of the appearance (ieri) of the dolls, but also the Georgianness of their movement and gesticulation (მათი მოძრაობაც და ჟესტიკულაციაც).
  The second phase of the doll museum, after the dedopala collection begun by Braliashvili and continued by a series of female doll-makers until the end, is the addition of movement, moving, dancing, singing dolls, to the useum at the behest of its founder, Tinatin Tumanishvili (Museum of Dolls,  2006, 10-12).  The original inhabitants of the museum consisted of motionless dedopala dolls which were all the works of female or folk artists,  while the new automata (the first of which, the Women Playing the Chonguri  of Rapiel Begtabegishvili, arrived in 1940, Mueum of Dolls 2006: 10-11, 138-9) were all made by men, but they all represent moving versions of the original dedopala dolls.  In a sense the new automata represent a fusion of the two kinds of dolls that characterized the original exhibition (18th – 19th century European automata and Georgian artistic or folk dedopala dolls), but the moving dolls (automata)  also continue the same dedopala genre created by Brailashvili, adding to their stereotypical appearance (ieri) equally stereotypical forms of movement and gesticulation . One imagines the dedopala dolls advancing by some kind of parody of socialist stadialism from primitive dolls (lacking faces!), to beautiful and haughty bourgeois-aristocratic dolls, to fully socialist automata, unions of Georgian tradition and European technology!  
What do Georgian dedopala dolls do?  Why, Georgian things, of course.  And female things, too.  With these automata we see perfectly illustrated de Panafieu’s claim that 18th century automata represent ‘a masculine utopia’:

 Automata are very elegant, beautiful and esthetic androids: women, boys, and sometimes men.  In general they have five functional activities: writing, draughting, speaking, walking, playing music.  These functions are sexually attributed and reflect the social division of labor according to sex.  Males are the only ones to write and speak….Although the majority of androids are female, they were restricted to walking and playing music (Insert reference 128)

So much for the 18th 19th century European automata, some of which were found in this same museum.  What of the emancipated socialist automata?  In a sense, they seem to bear out the generalizations of de Panafieu, and inscribe the difference between feminine play and masculine labor.  These dolls can be found playing traditional musical instruments (the chonguri) (Rapiel Begtabegishvili’s Women Playing the Chonguri [1940], as well as European instruments (the piano) (Rapiel Begtabegishvili’s Eliso 1956, dedicated to Georgian pianist Eliso Virsaladze), and dancing in Georgian feminine style (Begtabegishvili’s Pirimzisa da Svetlana after World War two, and Prangulov’s dancing dedopala dolls) (Museum of Dolls 2006, 11-12).  Prangulov’s dancers are  particularly interesting projections of the still image of the dedopala doll onto the plane of motion: just as the long dress of the female Georgian dancer hides the concrete motion of her legs, giving her the appearance of gliding like a hovercraft, so too Prangulov’s tiny legless dedopala dolls glide across their tiny stage.  But the source of their motion is elegant: just as humans dance to music, so too the music provides these dolls with their agency, for it is the vibrations of the very song they are dancing to that also propels them in their gliding, circling motions.

In the world of automata we find a further way that the doll world fragments and reassembles the human.  Automata, after all, are not robots. The doll-automaton plays, it is a mimetic being, resembling the human both in its appearance and movements.  As its very name suggests, the robot works, it need not resemble the human whose labor it replaces, indeed, the more it is designed to replace a human’s labor, the more of its mimetic humanity it dispenses with.  As de Panefieu and others point out, the former is imagined as a female, the latter as male or neutered (also Add Black Citation).   But in the land of emanicipated labor, what is specifically socialist about the accomplishments of the socialist female automaton?  Part of the answer is the way that masculine domain of socialist technology brings the feminine domain of national culture to life: national in form, socialist in technology.  The other part of the answer is that she not only instantiates the haughty beauty of the stereotyped image of the Stalin period ‘cult of women’, but she also has the cultural accomplishments.  She is a cultured doll, one who can play a traditional instrument like the chonguri or a European instrument like the piano, she can dance with a perfect gliding motion in perfect time to the music, for she has no legs, and it is the music itself that propels her.  The museum of dolls is not only an exhibition of the new ideals of kulturnost, the recuperation of ‘domestic trash’ from the avant garde dustbin, but the very dolls of the museum are incarnations of kulturnost, their dress and their comportment, their achievements, are all exhibitions of the specifically socialist achievement of culturedness, an achievement in which women were particularly expected to lead the way forward, and apparently before them, the dolls march in the vanguard.
Synopsis of the film “The Dolls are Laughing (1962,Director-- Nikoloz Sanishvili, Author—Guram Pataraia)

Reziko could not get into the conservatory.  He and his father Ipolite decide to hide this from Reziko’s mother Elisa and grandmother Nutsa.  Reziko pretends to be going to the Conservatory, but his father gives him his ‘stipend’ every month.  After several months Ipolete’s friend Severiani, who is the director of a toy factory, sets Reziko up with a job with him at his factory—again, hiding this from Reziko’s mother and grandmother.  In the factory Reziko falls in love with a girl.  At the end the mother and grandmother figrue everything out, but nevertheless everything ends happily....

The film at first glance is built on binary oppositions like the following: musical conservatory/doll factory; intelligentsia art/socialist labor.  Even so, as a close reading of this work shows us, often these oppositions are asymmetric and ‘ternary’.  Specifically, a  ‘third element’—Tbilisi Culture—latently effects a diffusion and neutralization of the opposition between ‘High’ art and socialist labor.  
At the outset it must be stated, that the satirical object of this comic film is not at all ‘high’ art—the object of its irony is rather Tbilisian snobbery, which is represented in the persons of Reziko’s mother Alisa (Elisa?) and his grandmother Nutsa.

Tbilisi snobbery in the soviet period was conceptualized by official soviet ideology (culture) as a ‘bourgeois leftover’ (‘bourgeois leftover’ is a widespread soviet rhetorical figure of speech).  The the official formulation of  soviet dogma on the question was as follows: the soviet state is a workers’ and peasants’ state, but, at the same time, there exists, as a ‘stratum’ (and not a class), a soviet intelligentsia.  Obviously, factories are more important than, for example, consveratories, but the latter also has an important function: to provide ‘cultured leisure’ for workers and peasants.  Such was the official discourse, whose erosion also began precisely in the 1960s.

The binary opposition of official soviet dogmatic culture between the conservatory and the factory is complicated by bringing in the theme of dolls.  The factory is a doll factory.  As Shershow argues for Western Europe, in 19th and early 20th century Tbilisi dolls and ‘dollishness’ play a very important role as emblems of ‘low’ urban culture, which connects the semiotic function of dolls to the figure emblematic of Tbilisi low culture par excellence, the petty trader or ‘Kinto’.
In the film there is a yet one more interesting opposition between ‘high’ (serious) culture and ‘low’ urban culture, taking the specific form of the opposition between ‘high’ classical music and ‘low’ estrada music.  In the opening of the film, when he is taking his exam for entrance in the conservatory, Reziko sings a popular ‘hit’ of Tbilisian estrada, ‘Tolia’, instead of singing from the repertoire of Georgian classical music (Paliashvili).  In spite of the fact that the professors of the exam committee are shown to be secretly enjoying this song (the camera shows us ‘in parallel’ their bland, serious disapproving faces while, beneath the table, their feet are shown to be tapping along in rhythm to the song)., they do not accept Reziko,  because the song does not fit into the classical repertoire.   This is a significant (not quite right!) move, because this song’s real author – the composer Sulkhan Tsimtsadze, (1925-1991) was himself a professor at the conservatory and at one point, he was also the rector.  Thus, the opposition between ‘high’ classical music and ‘low’ Tbilisi estrada in the film is ambivalent and ironic.
But why do Reizko’s mother and grandmother want for Rezo to enter the conservatory?  Reziko’s grandfather, Nutsa’s spouse, Melitoni, was a famous singer.  Throughout the movie, Melitoni’s portrait, which hangs on the wall of their apartment like a holy icon, is constantly foregrounded by the camera whenever there is talk of ‘high culture’.  In filmic terms, the two dimensional classical portrait of the classical singer is a visual leitmotif for high culture and Tbilisi snobbery standing in opposition to the animated, three dimensional figures for low culture, the dolls.  For this reason, in their opinion, Reziko should continue his grandfather’s tradition, as a singer.   The name ‘Melitoni’ carries an important connotation in Georgian culture, the composer Melitoni Balanchivadze (1862-1937) was the author of the first Georgian opera (Tamar-Tsbieri, 1897).  For this reason too, the name ‘Melitoni’ ironically points to botht he family’s musical tradition and to the ‘great’ past, whose continuation does not interest Reziko at all, but both he and his father Ipolite (who is a dentist and a very practical man) are forced to submit to the will of the mother and grandmother.
In the film the ‘bourgeois’ snobbish attraction to high culture  of the 1960s is depicted ironically.  Also faithfully depicted are the mechanisms of ‘arranging things’ (chatsqoba), that is, achieving desired outcomes unofficially through informal networks of ‘friends and aquaintances’, something which in Tbilisi of late socialism, and generally in Georgia as a whole, took on a totalizing form.   Specifically, one of Ipolite’s patients turns out to be a professor at the conservatory, who in principle should ‘help’ Reziko out to pass the exam through his ‘friends and acquaintances’.  However, the possibilities for ‘arrangement’ inherent in this situation come to nothing—no one helps Reziko during the exam, as a result of which the father and the son are forced to think up a ‘story’ to fool the women of the household, to the effect that Reziko is actually studying at ther conservatory.
But the mother and the grandmother decide, that the professor, who supposedly ‘helped’ Reziko pass the exam, should be invited to a supra at the family’s house, which in Tbilisi culture to this day is an accepted practice of paying thanks.  Ipolite is forced to invite the professor (who, as it later turns out, never actually shows up), but, at the same time, he invites his own friend – the director of a doll factory—Severiani, who is to play the ‘role’ of yet another ‘professor’ of the conservatory.  Precisely here happens the substitution which represents the main semiotic linchpin of the film—dolls and the doll factory, where Reziko works, is substituted for the ‘high culture’ and ‘high music’ and their representative place, the conservatory.
The supra scene, which is one of the most comic scenes of the film, is interesting in several respects.  The director of the doll factory Severiani tries to present himself as a professor of the conservatory and in his toasts frequently uses musical terminology in a completely inappropriate way.  But from time to time he forgets his role and begins to talk about dolls.  At the end he says his favorite slogan – “Why were childen dim-wiited before the Revolution? Because they didn’t have toys!”  It should be said, that this absurd ‘aphorism’ already in the 1960s sounded as if it contained a hidden ironic sideways glance at Soviet rhetoric.  To this day this phrase has remained current in Tbilisian everyday speech, as a sucessful idiom.

Meanwhile, at the other end of the table, Reziko amuses himself by constructing dolls out of fruit from the table which are amusing caricatures of those present. Severiani, when he sees the doll which represents himself, is delighted, it turns out that Reziko has a real knack for designing delightful dolls, if not, perhaps, high culture in the form of music.

The doll factory, where Reziko ends up working, turns out to be a romantic locale—it is truly a woman’s world, where Reziko is the only man.  [Gender regime, doll as a figure for  the feminine] As a result, from the perspective of the young women working there Reziko becomes the object of light-hearted irony and flirtation.  [first animated sequence, dolls laugh at Reziko when he first enters the factory].  Reziko also falls in love with one of these women—Lali.  In the romantic finale of the film, Reziko’s and Lali’s unspoken love (the live actors never announce their love in other than significant glances which bracket this scene) is given voice by animated dolls, in which the male doll holding a guitar (the proxy for Reziko) serenades the female doll (the proxy for Lali), while the other dolls of the factory wake up from their drowsy torpor in their boxes and look on.  Sulkhan Cincadze’s third song in the film, which is performed by the dolls themselves, already clearly sounds like the ‘tune (kilo) of the muxambazi’, the sound characteristic of Tbilisi urban culture.  The Muxambizi is, on the one hand, a poetic genre of 19th century urban poetry, but, at the same time, is also a musical genre, whose rebirth happens precisely in the Tbilisi estrada of the 1960s.
But particularly interesting is the song, which became a hit when the film came out and to this day in Tbilisi culture is one of the most popular musical works.  This is Sulkhan Tsintsadze’s “Tolia”, the song that Reziko performs at the beginning of the film for his exam at the conservatory, whose status as a hit was anticipated in the film, and which today all of Tbilisi still sings.   This song’s melody (motivi?) clearly brings to mind well known American melodies of the period, which were the signal music of ‘the Voice of America’, and the secret popularity of ‘Voice of America’ began precisely in the 1960s.  It is clearly, that many ‘got’ this musical allusion, among them, people in official circles too, but this fact did not become a problem neither for the author, nor the song, nor the film.
In this way, the film ‘The Dolls are Laughing’ in itself carries several overt and covert messages.  On the one hand, its overt satirical object is the snobbish-elist petitbourgeois (meshchanuri)-intelligentsia culture, which flourished precisely in the 1960s and whose defining factor was genealogy – whose child are you?—precisely this is the primary mechanism defining the possession of culturedness (problems here). On the other hand, in the film there is a palpable covert irony towards official soviet rhetoric and culture, which is portrayed by the obvious “American” intonation of the song ‘Tolia’ and Severiani’s ‘absurd’ slogan about the importance of toys.  But there is yet one more “hidden message”, perhaps hidden even from the authors themselves – where both ‘high culture’ and ‘socialist labor’ are opposed to Tbilisi culture, a culture which in the ninteenth and early 20th centuries is typified by the ‘sound of the Mukhambazi’, the figure of the kinto, the baths and other commonplaces.  Particularly in the 20th century, dolls and  ‘dollishness’ become another presentative figure for this ‘low’ urban culture.
But the movie occurs too in a period in the early 1960s which is associated with new approaches to socialist commodity aesthetics and consumption.  Within a traditional socialist hierarchy of production, a doll factory is doubly a trivial form of production, belonging neither to heavy industry, producing mere consumer goods and not further means of production, there is seemingly no hjeroic story of socialist productivism to be told here.  Within the hierarchy of aesthetic production, the doll does not belong to the creation of ‘high’ socialist culture, but ‘low’ petit-bourgeois concerns for consumer goods.  A good socialist film in one sense, we see the production of the dolls throughout, but the end point of the film shows us the finished dolls as consumer goods too, displayed not as objects of production but as objects of consumption, waving to the two lovers from a store window, true commodity fetishes.
‘The Dolls are Laughing’ turned out to be a successful comedy precisely because in it the diffusion between official, semi-official and almost unoffical cultures of Tbilisi in the 1960s are elegantly represented.  But the film does not so much revive the nostalgic urban culture of the past, as it points to emergent tendencies within urban culture—from a certain sperspective, it is an anticipation of the coming postmodern cinema-poetics of Sergo Parajanov, where ‘Dollishness’ is one important artistic element, and, at the same time, Rezo Gabriadze’s “Doll” aesthetics.  Precisely Rezo Gabriadze’s Marionette Theatre, along with Robert Sturua’s Theatre, Otar Ioseliani’s and Sergo Parajanov’s cinematography, became in the 1980s one of the main ‘brands’ of Tbilisi Culture.  
� Here and there they are compared, in Grishashvili’s Literary Bohemia of Old Tbilisi (1927), which has provided generation after generation of urban Georgians with a foundational (and revisionist) mythology of the city as bohemia, the voice of the Kinto forms a comic register in opposition to the low, but serious and masculine voices of the city of the urban tradesman, in a manner that parallels the way the puppet theatre of Old Tbilisi is opposed to the serious dramas of the Ashughi poets.  In the popular nostalgic urban romantic comedy, Keto and Kote (1947), in whose earlier versions as opera Grishashvili also had a hand, dancing kintos and a doll who is being made to dance are brought into explicit alignment.  
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