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EXHIBITING OLYMPICS
by
Sherwin Podolsky

Many Olympic collectors are dismayed by the new thematic
rules for exhibiting because they shut out a documentary
approach to exhibiting.

The documentary approach emphasizes a philatelic and
chronological approach in the exhibit plan. The exhibit
plan or outline will have sections dealing with philatelic
material in some order, such as: essays and proofs, issued
stamps, stamp errors, postmarks, covers, meters, etc..
Olympic philately lends itself well to a chronological
approach by presenting material by Olympiad in sequence.
In the documentary approach, the philatelic material is
‘ usually described in each section of the outline.

The new thematic rules require a plan based on the subject
or theme, not the philatelic material. Thus a thematic
section may have a title such as Olympic Winners of the
First Olympiad. There cannot be a section title such as
Paper Varieties of 1924 Olympic proofs as can be found in

a documentary exhibit.

However, the new thematic rules allow for philatelic studies
to be subordinated in a thematic exhibit. This is the only
compromise tc the documentary approach in a thematic exhibit.
The problem comes when the philatelic material cannot be
thematically presented because it is overwhelming,

especially when the design elements are redundant. Such
material can include color and paper varieties of proofs,
rare postal usages on cover, stamp and cancel errors and
varieties, progressive color proofs, etc..

Normally when one seeks a theme, the outline will develop
to be comprehensive. That is fine when a subject allows for
accumulating philatelic material that is equally comprehen-

‘ sive. In Olympic philately, such thematic comprehensivenes
is not always reasonably possible, especially for earlier
Olympiads. I have seen some thematic exhibit outline plans
that seem unnaturally convoluted. This is because the
Olympic exhibitor has to first look at his material and
assign a subject category for each item. Somehow, those
subject titles have to fall into an overall logically
formulated outline plan.



Recognized exhibiting categories include Thematic,
Traditional, Maximaphily (maximum cards) and, in the

United States, First Day Covers. Olympic philately is

broad enough to be exhibited in any of these categories.
Let's take a look how Olympic exhibiting might fare in each
category.

In a thematic exhibit category, a chronological approach . \’ .
will not fit because its sections will usually bear 4

a title referring to philatelic material . Yet, Olympic

philately is broad enough to encompass such thematic

exhibits as The Life of Baron de Coubertin or the

American Contribution to Olympism. Such thematic exhibits

do well because of reliance on much recent material

consisting of postmarks and commonly available stamps.

A documentary exhibit emphasizing a chronological approach
would have to be put in a traditional exhibit category
because it won't fit anywhere else. How have Olympic
documentary exhibits fared in the traditional exhibit
judging? .This is fine if a documentary exhibit is devoted
to the 1896 Olympics or 1936 Berlin Olympics, for example.
such documentary exhibits will be devoted to material

of one country. However, how would traditional judges

treat an exhibit that jumps from Athens 1896 to Paris 1900
to St. Louis 1904 to London 1908 to Stockholm 19122
Traditional judges usually have expertise in just certain
areas, much fewer than are found in a wide-ranging document-
ary Olympic exhibit. I invite comments from traditional
judges of documentary Olympic exhibits. .

First Day Covers are a new exhibit category in the United
States. Some non-FDC material can be included, but there

is important emphasis on cachets. However, the Internation-
al Federation of Philately (FIP) has not recognized FDCs

as an exhibit category and I know no other country that

does either.

Starting at Seoul 1988, a competitive category was created
at OLYMPHILEX to allow judging according to national and
not FIP standards which are presumably those of the host
country. I doubt any other country would treat an exhibit
of FDCs with respect other than the U. S.A.. By respect,

I mean recognizing and valuing cachets and not treating
cachets as having no value or even considering the

cachets worthy of demerits. Yet, some very fine 1932 U. S.
Olympic FDC exhibits include cachet varieties and have been
presented on their own as single subjects. The FDC
exhibit rules even allow for thematic presentation using
cachets.

The non-philatelic element in maximum cards is the picture
on the postcard. Maximaphily, very popular in Europe, is
the only FIP-exhibit category with a respected non-
philatelic aspect.

The FIP recognizes maximaphily as an exhibit category. ) ‘

If private pictures are internationally recognized on maximum
cards, and, in the U.S., cachets on FDCs, there is another
non-postal element waiting for recognition: addresses. For



example, covers of Olympic organizing committees,
Olympic sponsors, sport federations and even IOC
presidents can fit thematically in many fine Olympic
exhibits. Often these and other covers have non-FDC
cachets. It is time to accept this material in
Olympic exhibiting.

My Proposals %

1. A separate exhibit category should be established
for the documentary exhibit allowing for philatelic
presentation of material. It may or may not be
chronological. However, it would not be arranged
alphabetically by country.

2. The documentary exhibit may include a subordinated
thematic section or sections. The thematic section
should bear the title of the actual subject such as
Minorities at the 1972 Olympics and not a title such
as Thematic Section.

3. The documentary exhibit should recognize and value
cachets and addresses if used in the material and
writeup.

4. The documentary exhibit must balance the use of
addresses and cachets with respect to the period
covered. For example, postmark variety is limited

for the 1932 Olympics, whereas cachet variety is
abundant. 75% of a 1932 exhibit might consist of cachets
and still be considered balanced. However, a 1948 London
exhibit might be only 25% cachet material because the
range of cachet variety is much smaller.

5. A documentary exhibit will allow material from

two or more countries to be included in the exhibit.
Exhibits limited to material from one country probably
belong in the Traditional exhibit category. However,
Traditional exhibits do not allow use of cachets and
addresses. One country exhibits using cachets and
addresses can be accepted in the documentary exhibit
category.

6. A further category of Olympic FDC category should

be accepted at future OLYMPHILEX shows. The rules used

by the American Philatelic Society for FDC exhibits should
be used. 1In such exhibits, a much higher number of items
may be devoted to FDCs only, including cachets and postmarks
and even addresses. However, a limited amount of non-FDC
material should be included. Cachets may be thematically
presented.

7. The new Thematic exhibit rules should allow use and
recognition and valuing of cachets and addresses. At
worst, such aspects should not earn demerits.

Conclusions
My proposals call for creation of two new exhibit

categories: Documentary and First Day Covers. These
categories should be adopted at national and international
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