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HE POROPOROAKI

He poroporoaki tenei ki a Mina McKenzie r ua tahi ko Irih peti Murchie me Keith Thompson.
Enei rangatira i toko i te Whakaaro kia huamata rawa t5 te iwi Maori titiro.

Na wai koa e Kui e Koro!
Te urunga o te r5 te ata i te pari tahataha o te Rangitikei

Te Kupu mai i te marae Ng ti Hauiti, Turitea
Whakaheke mai nei te kakau o to hoe
Ng kéinga pupuri te rikau tawhito

Whakarongo kia koi te whiu
K0 koutou éna te aurere nei kia mau te ao o ratau m5!

E moe koutou i te moenga roa te whakaaratia
Ka tangi ki Te Papa ka tangi ki Potaka
Ka tangi ki Tun'tea ka tangi ki Aoraki

Ka tangi ki ma 0 K weka ki Ruahine ki Te Marae-o-Hine
Ko te taunaha onamata hei puapua nui

Te mahara nui ki 21 koutou
E moe! takoto!

Ka whakapae ki uta te takere o téne‘l waka o koutou!
Ko Irih peti ki te tonga

Te ipu Wh ngai i nge'l iWi e rua!
Mahue iho i to papa nei

Te huka o te tipuna wai a Rangitikei i tikeitia nei e Haunui- -Nanaia
Haere r5 koutou te puna o te kupu

E tuku e to uru é!
Aue! te mamae é!

Taiarahia Black
Te P tahi- —Toi
Te Whare Wananga o Manawat
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EDITORIAL

Mina McKenzie, former Director of the Manawatu Museum, Palmerston
North, died suddenly at her home in April 1997. Mina was known to her
museum colleagues as a passionate advocate of professional develop-
ment. To her, professional development included a commitment to
bicultural development and professional museological training.

Mina trained as a zoologist at Otago University before taking up a posi-
tion at the Department of Maori Affairs in Wellington. After moving to
Palmerston North she became involved in a wide range of community
initiatives. Active participation in the developing Manawatu Museum
Society led to her appointment first as Honorary Curator, and then as the
first professional Director. This was the beginning of a museum career
that involved Mina in heritage issues at local, national and international
levels. At the local level the Science Centre and Manawatu Museum will
remain as a testimony to her work for the communities of the Manawatu
region. At the national level Mina was a member and Chairperson of the
Council of AGMANZ for many years and was a strong supporter of the
development ofMAANZ in more recent years. She always gave particu—
lar encouragement to those who had the vision to work with Kaitiaki
Maori as equal partners in MAANZ.

Mina was a member of the Te Maori exhibition management team and a
member of the Concept Development Team for the Museum of New Zea—
land - Te Papa Tongarewa. This latter project was one which she fol—
lowed with considerable interest even when she no longer had a direct in—
put. As Chairperson of the Cultural Conservation Advisory Council Mina
was able to bring diverse groups of people together to begin developing a
national heritage preservation strategy. The demise of CCAC after the
1991 Budget meant that this work came to a premature end. The Taonga
Maori Conference in 1990 was a project she initiated in the belief that
building relationships with museum people internationally would enable
New Zealand to pursue issues relating to Maori collections held overseas
and to facilitate professional development opportunities. This has proven
to be the case. In recent years Mina had been a member of the Maori
Heritage Council of the New Zealand Historic Places Trust. She found
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this experience very frustrating for reasons which have now been well
documented by the Parliamentary Commissioner for the Environment.

Mina also made an important contribution to the development of the
Museum Studies Programme at Massey University, both as teacher and
advisor. Her considerable skills as a teacher and motivator are acknowl-
edged by students who attended her seminars.

Those of us who had the opportunity to work with Mina and experience
the passion of her convictions know that it was not always easy to keep
pace with her. The vigour with which Mina pursued her vision in recent
years sometimes tested friends and colleagues. As her understanding of
issues developed, her critique became more relentless and determined.

Throughout, there remained a constant stream of traffic to her door for
advice and support. Those of us who began our careers as young mu»
seum staff at Manawatu Museum or worked with her in other capacities
on committees and projects experienced the passion, humour, commit-
ment, challenge and intelligence that characterised this wahine toa, our
kuia. She was a kuia who fought hard against corporatism, managerialism
and racism. How many of us are as articulate in our critique of these
things which erode the principles, practice and ethics we say we believe
in?

Mina sometimes talked about the role her parents had set for her life.
She was to be a bridge between Pakeha and Maori. In latter years Mina
would occasionally observe that bridging the gap was at best an interim
solution. In the end she ceased being a bridge and began to say to peo-
ple... “If you want to cross the stream, you will have to learn to swim in
the current just the same as I do”.

Haere ra e te whaea. Noho mai ra i te poho o nga tipuna.
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Professor Emeritus Keith Westhead Thomson CMG, MBE died 11 Sep-
tember 1997. After graduating BA from Canterbury University Professor
Thomson trained and worked as a teacher for a short time before complet-
ing MA and PhD degrees at the University of Washington. He taught at
the University of Florida, University of Washington and the University of
Adelaide before returning to his home town of Palmerston North in 1961
as the Principal of the Agricultural College. In 1964 he became founda-
tion Dean of the faculty of Social Sciences and Professor of Geography.

Professor Thomson began his association with museums as a trainee teacher
on section at Canterbury museum. By the time he returned to Palmerston
North in 1961 he had developed a strong interest in art administration. He
was a member ofAGMANZ Council from 1963-87, a member of the New
Zealand Historic Places Trust Board from 1985-88 and Chairman of the
Board of Trustees of the National Museum, National Art Gallery and Na-
tional War Memorial from 1980—1990. During this period he also partici-
pated actively in the Commonwealth Association of Museums, the Inter-
national Council of Museums and the National Commission for UNESCO.

In 1981 Professor Thomson wrote Art Galleries and Museums in New
Zealand and later published a guide to art galleries and museums in New
Zealand. Perhaps his most significant contribution to the development of
museums in New Zealand was his role in the establishment of the Mu-
seum Studies Programme at Massey University in 1989. During the 1980’s
he had coordinated a training programme for AGMANZ. The success of
this activity provided the evidence needed to convince the University and
the New Zealand Lotteries Board that a University Degree was required.
After his retirement in 1989 Professor Thomson continued to act as an
adviser and tutor in the program. He also contributed in his role as Secre—
tary/Treasurer of the New Zealand National Committee for ICOM until a
month before he died. In recognition of his contribution to the Museum
community in New Zealand it has been decided that several Professor
K.W. Thomson Scholarships will be offered to support attendance with
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ICOM Conferences in Melbourne in 1998.

The papers in this issue of the Journal are a selection of the papers sent
to the Editors by the organisers of the 1996 MAANZ/MEANZ Annual
Conference in Dunedin. Not all contributors to the conference provided
papers for publication. Some contributors provided notes which were
not suitable for publication in the Journal.

The conference organisers acknowledge the support given by Te Papa
Tongarewa - National Services which enabled the participation of a
number of guest speakers. Without this support it would be very dif -
cult to invite people from other countries to participate in museum con-
ferences in Aotearoa/New Zealand.

David Butts
Editor
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MINA MCKENZIE - POROPOROAKI AT RATA MARAE

Stuart Park, Te Papa Tongarewa, Te Whanganui-a—Tara

Téna koe, e Mina, lying there in the
porch of your ancestral house, on this
your marae, Rata. Greetings, and fare-
well - haere, haere, haere ki te Po.

I've been remembering.

Remembering and wondering when it
was I first met you. You were some-
thing pretty rare, a woman museum
director, of whom there were then not
many, and rarer still, a Maori woman
museum director - I think you were the
rst. It must have been in the late 70's

or early 80's, I think. We were Coun-
cil members of the body then called
AGMANZ, the Art Galleries and
Museums Association of New Zea—
land, of which you were to become a
President and later a Fellow. It's not
called that any more - in fact it's mostly
because of you that it's not. Now it's
the Museums‘ Association ofAotearoa
New ZealandTe Ropu Hanga Kaupapa
Taonga, a re ection of the changed,
bicultural perception of museums that
we now share, a perception you and
others were really influential in bring-
ing about. Many of us who have come
to be here today are members of that
organisation, from different museums
in many parts of the country gathered
to mourn, to fare-well, to remember.

I remember your involvement on the
Management Committee for the exhi-
bition Te Maori. We shared there a
concern as museum professionals for
the physical well-being of the taonga
that were to travel so far from home,
but I remember the sense ofdiscovery
ofyour concern for their spiritual well—
being too. Many of us Pakeha mu-
seum people found through the proc-
ess of that great exhibition, through
contact with you as well as others, that
other side of those taonga we were

responsible for whose care.

I remember talking to you about those
Rangitane ancestors of yours which I
had been surprised to find in that mu-
seum in Paris, and the very real con-
cern you had both for the way they
were shown, and for the lack of con-
cern for their spiritual well-being. We
both lamented that, but you did some—
thing about it. Through your efforts,
and those of others, the Taonga Maori
conference came about, where cura—
tors of precious taonga housed in mu—
seums all over the world were brought
here to New Zealand, and shown the
signi cance ofwhat they did, and didn’t
do, and how that had meaning in the
lives of people living in New Zealand
now. It was a real eye-opener for
them, something which has had last-
ing effect, and which I know forged
friendships which have only now been
severed.

You showed your concern for taonga
in your work for the Cultural Conser-
vation Advisory Council too, work
which yielded good results along the
way, even if it ended in disappoint-
ment and frustration at the lack of
willingness on the part ofGovernment
to accept its on-going responsibility
for the care of cultural heritage. That
was not through any want of prompt-
ing from you. You served on the
committee which produced Nga
Taonga o te Motu, the report which
guided the early development of the
Museum of New Zealand Te Papa
Tongarewa, the museum I now work
for. You continued to remind all those
involved of the commitments and un—
dertakings that were made in the proc-
ess of that development.

I think of the way you used to describe
yourself as a bridge between several

parts of your heritage, a bridge be-
tween Jew and Gentile, a bridge be-
tween Maori and Pakeha. And like all
bridges, you would say, you got tram-
pled on. Yes, we trampled, indeed we
trampled. And yet you also prided
yourself in being a thorn in the side of
those whose views you disagreed with,
so that, if I can mix up the metaphors,
we got jabbed in the foot as we tram-
pled.

Even when you were being difficult,
you were always concerned for your
colleagues as people, always support-
ive especially of those who got into
difficulties. That concern was particu-
larly strong for those Maori, initially
very few and mostly quite young, who
were beginning to be attracted to work-
ing for museums. I wasn't here, but I
know it was on this your home marae
that you called a meeting of those
young people, out of which grew Nga
Kaitiaki Maori, that grouping ofMaori
museum workers which has developed
so strongly from that small beginning.

It wasn't only young Maori whom you
supported either - I can think of a
number of our Pakeha colleagues,
amongst whom are several who are
now directors ofmuseums, whom you
mentored and supported, and bullied
as well, as part of the process of their
development as museum people. Some
ofthose people, Maori and Pakeha, are
here in this group of museum people
who have come to farewell you today,
others have been here or will be here
during this tangi, while still others are
here with us in spirit, being prevented
by distance from joining us today.

Standing here on this marae today, I
remember being on many marae with
you, usually as part of a
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MAANZTRHKT group. Iremember
some wonderful times; I remember
some difficult times. I remember some
embarrassing times, especially when,
as I am now, we were coming to the
end of a whaikérero, and had to think
— what will our waiata be? After sev-
eral painful renditions ofvarious songs
we half knew, I remember that you
decided this wasn't good enough. You
asked Canon Wi Huata for a song for
AGMANZ (as it was then). He will-
ingly obliged, adapting an old Ngati
Porou waiata so it spoke of the muse-
ums of all the corners of New Zealand
and their responsibilities for caring for
taonga. I remember the tape recording
you made of yourself singing it, play-
ing it over and over again on the car
tape machine on the way to a hui so we
could stand and supportAunty Mina in
singing our waiata.

But gee it was dif cult for Pakeha
minds and voices! When we stood to
sing it, we were usually awful. Before
I came today, I looked for that tape, to
play in the car on the way here as we
used to do, so I could sing it for you
now. Probably you're as relieved as I
am that I couldn't nd it, and I'm not
going to try to sing it. Because you‘re
not here to lead, I can't follow. And
that's a sadness in many respects, not
just about that song, but about the fact
that all of us here who have looked to
you for leadership, for support, for
example and for prompting will now
have to carry on without you. But you
will remain with us in many many
ways, in that museum in Palmerston
North which is very much your crea-
tion, in the lives and careers of so many
museum people whom you helped and
supported, and in those taonga which
you care for so very much.

Haere ra e Mina, haere, haere, ki te Po.

Stuart Park
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PUBLIC SCHOLARSHIP AS A VOCATION

Ivan Karp
National Endowment for the Humanities Professor, Emory University

Let me begin with a series ofexamples
that illustrate the ways people are en-
gaged in public scholarship, and the
many forms it can take. Some deal
speci cally with museums, others with
topics that different kinds ofmuseums
might try to exhibit. Taken together
they suggest a wide range of issues
that apply to museums, just as what
museums do applies to other institu-
tions of civil society.

An anthropologist/historian ofscience
studies the culture and social organi-
zation of physicists working in high
energy accelerator laboratories in Palo
Alto, CA and Japan. Japanese scien-
tists approach her to ask if she can
help them nd out why Americans are
so much more successful than their
Japanese counterparts at attracting
government support for research.

In the 1930’s a primary school teacher
in rural Kenya, among the rst of his
ethnic group to become literate, de-
votes himselfto becoming the premier
historian ofthe island ofZanzibar and
dies without ever visiting there.

In an article on the dissemination of
American history, a leading historian
asserts that more American History is
taught at Walt Disney World in Florida
than anywhere else in the world. In
another article, a Canadian museum
director notes that more Canadians
visit Walt Disney World each year
than all the museums of Canada com-
bined. At the same time, Walt Disney
World hires curators to help develop
their displays and borrows objects for
its museum exhibits from the
Smithsonian Institution. The collec-
tion manager ofthe National Museum
of Natural History notes on Disney’s
request forms that the Disney
“Imagineers” are very concerned that

the objects they seek to borrow have
scholarly authentication.

Agricultural extension of cers in Si-
erra Leone are distressed to nd that
the “green revolution, ’ rice plants they
are disuibuting —the fruits ofthe best
work done in molecular biology labo-
ratories—are cross-bred by local fann—
ers. A specialist on indigenous knowl-
edge systems nds that non-literate
women farmers are crossbreeding the
plants to extend the range of local
environments in which the plants can
thrive, thus sacri cing some crop yield
in exchange for a better t with vola-
tile climatic conditions. The scholar
also nds that these farmers use a
model of genetic change based on the
alteration of several characteristics at
once rather than the simpler model of
altering single genetic traits conven-
tionally used in most Western labora-
tories. The researcher discovers that
this knowledge is restricted to women
and not readily expressed in the public
forums that tend to be dominated by
men.

Academics concerned with the poli—
tics of knowledge and the declining
prestige ofthe academy have begun to
write about the demise of the, "public
intellectual.” At the same time natural
and physical scientists have begun to
write about the threat of “anti-sci-
ence” to their activities without seem—
ing to be aware of the large body of
materials on the philosophy, history,
and sociology of science that ques-
tions notions of linear progress and
the accumulation of knowledge. A
sociologist ofscience remarks that the
dismay of the scientists may be due
less to what has been written than to
the recent loss ofprestige that scholar-
ship in general and science in particu-
lar enjoyed in the broader society.

The Deputy Director of the Museum
of the Chinese in America receives a
fellowship fromthe Rockefeller Foun-
dation to conduct research on memory
and the use ofphotography among the
Chinese community of Peru. She
works a portion ofher research into an
exhibit that will be seen primarily by
non-Chinese. In the meantime her
museum struggles with the demands
ofproducing exhibits and educational
programs that serve both the local
population ofChinatown in New York
City and educate non-Chinese visitors
about the complex history and social
life of Chinese in the Americas.

Introduction

I speak and write as a born again
academic, a former museum curator
who had once been an academic, and
has now returned to the scene of his
rst crimes. Ithink I have some sense

of how life is conducted in two kinds
of institutions that I am going to call
“academic” and “public.” Obviously
all organs of civil society concerned
with the production and dissemina—
tion ofknowledge are public, but they
are public in different ways, with dif—
ferent but overlapping mandates and
they make somewhat different but
overlapping demands on their person-
nel. But I believe that academic insti-
tutions differ in signi cant ways from
other kinds ofpublic institutions, such
as museums.

Of course the public institution I once
worked in had its own speci city. It
was not just the Smithsonian Institu-
tion, but the National Museum of
Natural History, a peculiar institution
if ever there was one. I also had the
opportunity to work with the
Smithsonian’s art and history muse-
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ums. In the process I learned that
tribal warfare was alive and well in my
nation’s capital and that the more we
had in common the greater was the
distance among us. Then I moved to a
university rhetorically committed to
interdisciplinarity, but so radically
divided that the science departments
would not ask an historian of science
to participate in their plan to develop
an introduction to science. I felt right
at home.

With the hope of narrowing the dis-
tance among different kinds of muse-
ums, not to mention other public insti-
tutions I began to think about the
broad category of “public scholars,”
which I intend to refer to the large but
often unacknowledged body of
credentialed and uncredentialed work-
ers who produce and disseminate
knowledge forthe various segments of
civil society that we call “publics.”

This category can include many ofthe
employees who work in museums,
and even artists (especially if we as-
sume that the act of producing art is
also an act ofproducing and distribut—
ing knowledge). I am drawing a con-
trast here between public scholars and
academics. The contrast is both ideal
and real, but what I am trying to get at
is the difference between producing
knowledge that will be disseminated
to a community composed of like
minded and trained professionals, no
matter how contentious, and produc-
ing and disseminating knowledge
across a cultural and social boundary.
The latter is for me a signi cant fea-
ture ofpublic scholarship. The bound-
ary may be de ned by different lan—
guages and cultures or by different
standards of rhetoric and truth. There
can be fundamental differences be-
tween the rhetorical tools used in ex-
hibitions and those used in a scholarly
article - just as the classroom has its
own skills and standards. Yet as
educational institutions, museums and
universities have much in common.
Smithsonian researchers have found
that the only signi cant shared at-
tribute oftheir museum audiences that
they can isolate is education. It may be
that the boundary between those who

hold a college degree and those who
do not have one is a boundary that
American museums, at least, have yet
to cross.

But however the boundaries between
the academy and other institutions of
civil society have always been penne-
able and blurred. The popular image
of the university as an ivory tower is
now less than ever an ideal toward
which academics should strive. Yet
the specialization and expertise that
are necessary in technologically com-
plex societies require that institutions
of higher education play a major role
in producing and reproducing know
ledge and society. Increasing spe-
cialization in the production ofknowl—
edge often results in that knowledge
being increasingly “owned” by people
who possess the resources and creden-
tials that enable them to operate at the
highest levels of the national and in-
ternational public spheres. The acad-
emy is thus pulled in two opposing
directions at one and the same time, to
produce specialists and specialist
knowledge and at the same time to be
relevant and engaged in applying that
knowledge to society.

Communication across the boundary
between the credentialedspecialist and
the complex ofcommunities that make
up the broader society is but one casu-
alty of an age of specialization. Lim—
ited access to the knowledge and sym—
bolic capital of expertise also hinders
the exposure that different communi-
ties composing the social fabric of
societies have to one another.

As experts and specialists take advan—
tage of the ow of information made
possible by new technologies, other
members of their societies may have
ever more limited access to knowl.
edge, experience and interaction with
each other than they have to the differ-
ent cultures presented to them in mass
media. The unintentional product of
the advanced stages of this process is
that fewer opportunities are created
for people from different backgrounds
to explore what they may have in
common and what may make them
different, both across national bounda-

ries and in the same society. Their
interaction is replaced by specialists
and experts who act as their surro-
gates but belong to transnational pro-
fessional communities.

A second consequence of the separa-
tion of communities is that the
knowledges local communities and
different cultures use to manage their
lives and solve their problems also
become unavailable to specialists
whose work it is to aid those commu-
nities. As the boundaries between
communities harden, it becomes dif -
cult for experts and specialists either
to communicate across those bounda-
ries or to work in multiple community
settings. '

Specialization and expertise are both
necessary and bene cial, but the sepa-
ration of societies into rigid classes of
specialists and clients is neither nec-
essary nor a social good. Social or-
ganizations based on expertise tend to
ignore the body of specialists who
operate in community settings, who
may not be academically credentialed,
and work across community bounda-
ries. While these scholars and spe-
cialists may not have the same pres-
tige and power as those who work in
formal educational, research, consult-
ing and development agencies, they
are better placed to know and serve
people who are not at the pinnacle of
transnational social systems. [have in
mind scholars and specialists whose
work requires them to be intimately
involved in more than one community
and one cultural world at the same
time, and to connect those worlds.

Museums can be institutions that re-
inforce the divide between specialists
and clients or they can be institutions
that regularly criss-cross boundaries,
for example, by working with commu-
nity scholars or by bringing the mu-
seum into differentcommunities. Thus
the broad category of public scholars,
based in communities or cultural in-
stitution themselves, might include
community physicians of the sort that
John Berger described as “clerk re-
corders of the community, “ museum
curators interested in working with
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underserved audiences, community
arts organizers and activists, health
educators and activists, strike leaders
and labour historians working with
labor unrest, some documentary lm
makers, and folklorists and perform-
ers who seek to preserve and renew
community—basedperformance forms.

What all of these gures have in com-
mon is that they are highly trained and
technically competent scholars whose
scholarship works in the service of
understanding the perspectives em-
bodied in the visual and verbal modes
of communication of different cul-
tures, of documenting multiple forms
of art and performance or of working
on problems that people of different
communities all face from a point of
view that includes their issues and the
knowledges they draw on to manage
their lives. At the same time they
work with local (vernacular) scholars
who may not themselves be
credentialed, including AIDS activ-
ists, strike leaders who have theories
and ideas about the history of the
relationship between labor and capi-
tal, so—called untrained artists (who
are trained but not in academic tradi-
tions of art). Often public scholars
workoutofinstitutions ofPublic Schol-
arship, such as museums, which have
the potential to become spaces for
developing models of collaboration
that might bring together participants
from different cultural worlds, whose
joint scholarship has the capacity to
speak across many boundaries. The
key to making scholarly work that is
multifaceted and multi-perspectival,
that extends across boundaries rather
than reinforcing boundaries, is the
mediating role played by public schol-
ars themselves who work on the front
line between the academy and com-
munities, as well as between many
communities. Museum professionals
t this de nition of public scholars.

They are asked to cross these bounda-
ries continually.

The challenge for academics who as-
pire to do public scholarship and for
public scholars themselves is to nd
ways ofturning the spaces where they
work into settings where they can

draw on the best ofthe academy and of
multiple communities.

Specialization is necessary and im-
portant but it too often produces disen-
gaged scholars and professionals who
are “Specialists without spirit, sensu-
alists without heart,” in Max Weber’s
evocative description of the modern
predicament. In universities, in large
museums, in think tanks and founda-
tions, contemporary scholarship,
teaching and service are often far too
self contained. In many public insti-
tutions service appears unconnected
to scholarly goals and teaching or for
that matter, exhibiting, is perceived as
more a price to be paid for occupying
an academic position rather than as an
integral part of an academic calling.

Both academics and scholar activists
badly need one another ifthey are both
to work on the project of producing a
society that can serve its diverse com-
munities in a just fashion. The skills
and systematic knowledge available
in academic settings need to be paired
with the local knowledges and sense
ofimmediacy that comes from immer—
sion in the life of communities.

A De nition of Public Scholarship
Museums and universities alike, even
private ones, are public places; they
are enmeshed in the social fabric of
the cultures out of which they grow.
Thus, broadly speaking, all scholar-
ship is public. It is made for commu-
nities of people and made out of the
shared resources of those communi-
ties. Even the natural sciences have
beenculturallyandhistorically shaped;
scientists conduct scienti c activities
within the context of social concerns
and needs. The humanities and social
sciences must explicitly study what is
publicly known, publicly evaluated,
and socially experienced.

From a more restricted point of view,
scholarship intersects with speci c
communities and publics. That is,
scholars often address their work to
particular communities—ranging
from other scholarly professionals to
members of the general public who
visit museums, see lms, listen to the

radio, and so forth. Academics often
address various publics or claim to
express public points of view; fre-
quently members of the public are
both the subjects and (often unac-
knowledged) collaborators of their
research and writing.

Of course, the relationship between
scholars and various "publics" has
long been a source of debate. Some
insist that scholarship may be divorced
from personal interest. They hold that
using certain methodologies, which
they deem objective, will produce the
distance between the student and that
which is studied that is necessary to
achieve validity. From this point of
view communities are objects to be
understood from without. Others ar-
gue that each culture has a set of
standards that are neither commensu-
rate with any other, nor are there any
universal standards by which they
should be judged. Communities can
only be understoodby their own mem-
bers whose “voices” have been si-
lenced by members of dominant cul-
tures. The rst position can be called
“objectivist” and places the scholar in
the position of the privileged knower.
The second position is strongly rela—
tivist and identi es the members of
communities as the only possible own—
ers of knowledge about them. The
rst position fails to account for the

ways that society itself is produced by
knowledgeable agents, who make his-
tory ~ if not always under circum-
stances of their own choosing. But
relativism has its aws as well. It is
simply unable to acknowledge or ac-
count for cultural, social and political
diversity in communities; real relativ—
ists nd themselves unable to exercise
moral judgments when oppression is
internal to different cultures and com-
munities. They also fail to allow for
the re ective examination of cause
and pattern in human affairs that only
distanced scholarship may be able to
provide.

Objectivism and relativism are hotly
debated in such divergent arenas of
academic life in the US. as the Politi-
cal correctness debate, in the concerns
about abandoning the canon in study
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ofliterature and art; the substitution of
non-westem history for western civi-
lization courses in history; and de-
bates about sexuality and minority
visions of identity. Even when the
issues are connected to debates about
what is critical for understanding other
parts ofthe globe, the arguments often
centre on which cultural traditions to
emphasize in the curriculum or the
museum or in the nation. In the US.
we have debated whether national his—
tory standards promote a “true” pic—
ture of the American past. These
arguments are surface manifestations
of underlying contests about what vi-
sion ofsociety will prevail in a nation
state, and even in the global public
sphere.

Surely it is possible to take a third
position, that is neither objectivist nor
relativist. I believe that all human
existence is fundamentally plural. All
societies are composed of communi-
ties that are both different from one
another and yet also share some cul-
tural traits and experiences in com-
mon. Cultures and societies are com-
posed of incommensurate goods and
value. If this is so, then rational
procedure cannot create a single hier-
archy in which all cultures, values and
goods can be ranked. The connections
among them must be mediated. A
fundamental goal of any plural social
order is to seek to specify what its
members have in cormnon and how
they differ. The most fundamental
freedom in a plural society is not the
freedom to do something, but the nega—
tive image ofthe freedom to do, which
is the freedom to resist the demand to
do something.

A pluralist perspective argues that
social experience itself is made of a
patchwork of commonalities and dif-
ferences. From this point of view a
fundamental goal ofsociety must be to
tolerate and even celebrate otherness
without seeking to own it. Pluralists
seek to uncover those shared aspects
of culture and experience that can
bring those who are culturally differ‘
ent together, and also to take the oppo-
site task, to highlight those features of
our lives that distinguish one commu-
nity from another. The task of a

scholar committed to a pluralist point
of view is to stand both inside and
outside ofany given community at one
and the same time. As it is impossible
to stand in no place at all, this also
requires public scholars to maintain
simultaneous positions in more than
one culture or community at one and
the same time, and to strive to make
connections among cultures and com-
munities.

The goal is realizing a plural society
can be vital for the institutions en-
gaged in the production and dissemi-
nation of knowledge. Public institu—
tions and public scholars have the
potential to incorporate plural per-
spectives in their work, to recognize
that sources of knowledge are as di—
verse as society itself and that aca-
demic and specialist scholarship in
the broadest sense must strive to con-
nect with knowledge produced out-
side of academic institutions.

In order to take this stance public
scholars need to understand that
knowledge produced within a single
community or from a single perspec-
tive is just a starting point, and that
knowledge produced within academic
institutions is often incomplete and
unconnected to the problems and pros-
pects ofcontemporary life. Academic
knowledge is shaped by 19th century
disciplinary structures that can be sig-
ni cant impediments to good inter-
disciplinary work. I share Bruno
Latour’s bleak vision of an academy
staffed by isolated scholars working
on partial solutions to half problems:

Offer the established disciplines
some ne sociotechnological net-
work, some lovely translations, and
the first group will extract our
concepts and pull out all the roots
that might connect them to society
or to rhetoric; the second group
will erase the social and political
dimensions, and purify our net-
work ofany object; the third group,
nally, will retain our discourse

and rhetoric but purge our work of
any undue adherence to reality -
horresco referens - to power plays.
In the eyes of our critics the ozone
hole above our heads, the moral
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law in our hearts, the autonomous
text, may be of interest, but only
separately. That a delicate shuttle
should have woven together the
heavens, industry, texts, souls, and
moral law - this remains uncanny,
unthinkable, unseemly. (1993:5)

Public scholars can not afford to work
only on arbitrarily selected aspects of
the problems they choose, or from a
single perspective; nor can academics
hope to produce significant results if
they continue to do so. The world that
specialization made no longer con-
forms to the forms of specialization
that created it. Public scholarship has
got to be organized by the acknowl-
edgment that society is composed of
people who live in complex and over—
lapping cultures and communities and
have complex identities themselves;
that the creation of identity is a com—
plicated and enigmatic phenomenon;
that knowledgeable actors produce
society, but that the society they pro—
duce is not always the society they
imagined; and that knowledge (out of
which identity emerges) may be pro-
duced and disseminated in a variety of
forms and by, "experts" who may or
may not be credentialed. As I imagine
it, projects animated by the combined
ideals of public scholarship and plu-
ralism endeavor to bring together ex-
pertise derived from diverse contexts—-
and produced in forms that are more
diverse than the scholarly article—
and to create a setting which does not
establish hierarchies of knowledge
without rst examining how those
hierarchies are made.

Public Scholarship and Museum
Controversies

Public scholarship is no easy task.
Public scholars must be specialists
who cast a cold eye on their own
specialisms, generalisers who work
across many boundaries and are keenly
aware ofhow their work affects and is
affected by the mosaic ofoverlapping
communities with whom they work.
And I haven’t even mentioned that
dreadful topic of all museum confer-
ences, the crisis in funding.

For museums the demands of public
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scholarship can be seen clearly in the
sphere of exhibiting. Exhibit making
crosses an extraordinary number of
boundaries. Exhibits are clearly forms
ofscholarly activity, but except in the
smallest museums, they are not the
solitary work of the library bound hu—
manist, nor even the highly coordi-
nated but socially isolated work of
laboratory researchers. Despite what
curators would like to think, exhibits
are not made by heroic scholars clos-
eted in studies writing scripts. In the
largest institutions, the team that ac-
tually makes an exhibit is composed of
a formidable array of specialists, who
interact in terms of complementary
skills and con icting interests. Cura-
tors who hold the knowledge and de—
fine the interpretations to be exhibited
confront designers who believe that
theirs is a higher calling, that they
have a true picture ofthe real arrange-
ments of things. Conservators who
feel that the very act ofexhibiting will
destroy an object jostle with script
writers, exhibit developers, audience
researchers and members of the edu—
cation department, who are left to
explain to the public what little coher-
ence may have emerged from the un-
ruly process of exhibit making.

Obviously my description is extreme,
unless you were employed by the same
museum that I worked for, but the
tendency to disorder is ever present in
museum exhibits. It is matched only
by the order claimed by museums and
expected by the public. Speaking of
his library Walter Benjamin once said
that “The disorder of a collection is
matchedonlyby the order ofits catalog
(actually quoting Anatol France) .”
True enough for museums, and even
truer for their exhibits.

The internal boundaries and con icts
entailed by exhibit making are noth-
ing compared to the external bounda-
ries crossed in exhibit making. Ex-
hibits, all exhibits, cross at least the
boundary between the museum and its
publics. This is a fundamental cross
cultural experience that may include
crossing more cultural boundaries than
the one that separates specialists and
the general public. The context of the
exhibit may have its own cultural

boundaries to cross, and museum au-
diences are more frequently than not
composed of people who have com-
plex identities and memberships in
multiple communities.

The diversity of museum audiences
should not obscure for us the one
significant attribute they share with
one another. Members of the audi-
ence expect museums and their exhib-
its to tell stories. Surely enough,
museums do tell stories, and the sto-
ries they tell are inferred by museum
publics from the order they attribute
both to exhibitions themselves and the
whole of the museums in which exhi-
bitions are placed.

Museums tell stories through the use
of visual and narrative devices in ex-
hibits and in the spaces between ex-
hibits, which are far more important
than most of us think. Within muse-
ums, the boundaries crossed among
museum professionals and audiences
involve exhibit makers and audiences
alike in acts of mediation and repre—
sentation ——— translating meaning from
one cultural system to another, speci-
fying the different times, places, and
contexts referred to by the museum
and its exhibits, as well as creating
different settings and contexts within
the museum itself (permanent dis-
plays, gift shops, cafes, temporary
exhibitions, entrance foyers, etc ——
Andrea Fraser’s performance art
shows how important these differences
are by blurring and playing on them.).
The stories expected and inferred pro-
vide cohesion for these acts; they are
part ofthe interpretive process through
which boundaries can be crossed or
divisions can be deepened.

Broad exhibitionary narratives are
associated with at least two sites. The
first is the exhibition itself, and the
second is the museum as a whole. As
I try to suggest below, the overall
arrangement of museums, especially
the large art, culture, and natural his=
tory museums are not perceived as
intentionally made by the museum
professionals who work in them. But
the very ways that museums sort them-
selves into different genres and the
ways that they draw on their cultural

authority lead audiences to expect that
the narratives of exhibit halls are ex-
tended to the museum as a whole and
vice versa. These differences in narra-
tive expectations are part ofthebound-
arybetweenmuseumprofessionals and
audiences. Museum professionals see
different halls as different books in a
library, while museum visitors may
see them more like chapters within a
single book.

The major American museums, such
as the Metropolitan Museum ofArt in
New York, create elaborate installa-
tions, and expend enormous sums on
architecture in order to indicate to
their audiences that as they move
through the museum, they move across
times and spaces. They set up se—
quences oftime and space which may
seem haphazard to them and the audi-
ence, but are sequential none the less.

Even when museumprofessionals pro-
test that the sequence ofexhibits is not
designed to communicate messages
and ideologies, members of the audi—
ence will find meanings in their expe-
rience of the museum. In the
Smithsonian’s National Museum of
Natural History, the entrance at one
end of the Hall of African Cultures
was at the end ofthe Ice Age Hall. The
last display in the Ice Age Hall showed
a Neanderthal man standing in a cave,
perhaps in a ritual posture. Even I
thought he looked a bit apprehensive.
His eld ofvision took in the doorway
and he gazed directly into a diorama
in the African Culture Hall, the inte-
rior of a circa 1950’s dwelling among
the Himba ofNamibia. The Himba in
the house were dressed in customary
dress, women’s clothing derived from
late nineteenth century missionary
dress, while the Neanderthal man was
dressed in skins.

The curator ofthe Ice Age Hall and the
curator ofthe Hall ofAfrican Cultures
did not conspire with one another to
make this transition. The halls had
been installed about 15 years apart in
time. For twenty five years no audi-
ence member is recorded as having
remarked that in the museum the Ice
Age ended at a point where African
culture, circa 1955, seemed to begin.
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In the early 1990’s, however, this re-
markable sequence began to attract
notice. At least the audience response
began to be reported to the museum.
The museum received letters from
scholars and the public describing their
dismay at nding Africa put one step
above Neanderthal man in a scale of
cultural evolution. One woman wrote
of seeing a group of primary school
students in which the black students
were teased about their primitive sta—
tus by the white students. The staffof
the museum protested that this was
not their intention, that Africa didn’t
have an Ice Age, that the halls in the
museum had no logical or narrative
sequence, that the halls had been in-
stalled at different times and with
rather different intentions, and so on.

I made all of those protests myself. I
think they are valid, particularly when
a scholar as distinguished as Mieke
Bal interprets the culture halls of the
American Museum ofNatural History
as if they were made at one point in
time. Professional protests made with
good intentions ignore a fundamental
feature ofmuseums, that they provide
ready made narratives for interpreting
the objects and displays in them. No
matter how pluralistic and relativising
the curators of the Natural History
Museum in Washington might be,
they work in a display and research
environment that is dedicated to illus-
trating the theory of evolution. It is a
small step for its audience to extend
the theory of evolution from natural
species to cultures, which in a natural
history museum setting are easily re-
de ned as natural species. Eventually
the Hall of African Cultures was shut
down. The new Hall will have an
entrance in the same place, but Nean-
derthal man will no longer gaze into
his African future. Still I am not
convinced that the narrative of the
museum will not determine the audi-
ence’s interpretation. 1 once suggested
that signs be put at the entrances of
each of the culture halls stating “You
are leaving the National Museum of
Natural History and entering an evo-
lution free space.” Would they have
worked?

As I’ve just argued, the dif culties of

representation entailedby showing and
telling stories about sequences ofevents
over time or space are no less daunting
than those entailed in the task of cap-
turing a moment in time. Problems of
representation and mediation confront
all museums and all exhibits and are
exacerbated by the norms of showing
and telling that museums set up for
themselves, especially the norm that
specifies that story telling must be a
visual experience in museums.

I know that I am treading on thin ice
here. Many of us in the museum
community believe that narrative is
best left to books, but I want to stress
that seeing is part and parcel of the
narrative process. The power of mu-
seum exhibits, in my opinion, is that
the stories they tell are made in multi—
media environments. They achieve
the effects of the “real” in ways that
are signi cantly different from texts
and often far more effective.

This is due in no small part to the ways
in which the combination of visual
and textual means of communication
produce an aura of authenticity in
museums. Authenticity is both an
effect that exhibit makers strive to
achieve and an experience that audi-
ences come to expect. But this is
exactly the point where the vocation of
public scholarship bears on exhibit
making. Authenticity is a goal and an
experience, but it is also an ideologi-
caleffect. Authenticity, in otherwords,
is not a naturally occurring phenom-
enon. It is not made by museum
magic; it is the intentional outcome of
a process that involves curation and
design. It is simply an effect achieved
by museum professionals.

The idea of the authentic legitimizes
and authorizes museums, just as the
hope of alleviation of suffering au-
thorizes and legitimizes public schol-
arship and activism in health. I have
no objection to those goals, but I
strongly object to exhibits that use the
ideology ofauthenticity to exempt their
own content and work from criticism,
that do not acknowledge that they are
made by fallible human beings and
not god-like creatures. There are prob-
lems with art museum curators who
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claim that a lifetime of experience
provides them with an eye that others
do not have, or history curators who
believe they know the true story of
times past, or even with exhibit de—
signers who speak only to the divinity.
These persons make knowledge claims
that do not take into account the dif-
ferent contexts and structures out of
which knowledge emerges and most
certainly do not see themselves as
involved in the task ofcrossingbounda-
ries. The more exclusive their claim
to authenticity, the less their exhibits
share with audiences the criteria on
which judgements were made and the
doubts that accompanied those judg-
ments, the more an exhibit turns from
a conversation into a lecture.

Lectures may work in the classroom
and even in museum conferences, but
they are a poor exhibiting strategy.
They hide the contingent nature of all
claims to authenticity underneath
strong claims to unquestioned author—
ity. Not only are boundaries left
uncrossed, but educational opportuni-
ties are lost. We may be able to show
our audiences the best of contempo-
rary art, or how in the U.S. the West
was won, or how the religion of an-
other culture imagines the world. But
ifwe cannot show the process through
which our judgments were made, that
those judgments are provisional and
not final, that there are bases on which
our judgments can be contested, or
that there are other stories we chose
not to tell, then the final product is not
a work of public scholarship. What
we have in the end may be a well
crafted exhibit, but it will also be an
exhibit that chooses to remain on one
side of a boundary and refuses the
invitation of public scholarship - to
take the risk of crossing boundaries.

CODA

Public scholarship is not new. It has
been practised in museums and other
institutions ofpublic culture far longer
than any of us have been living - just
as claims to authority have been
contested longer than our collective
memory recalls them.

In 1871 F.E. Maning wrote the
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following to the Auckland Institute
and Museum:

I was never intended for a
philosopher. I never in my life
could get hold of or discover one
single, good, substantive fact, what
are all these great truths which you
of the Institute sometimes fancy
you could discover? Just shakey
notions dependent on
contingencies as tottering as
themselves.

Exhibitmakers, museumprofessionals
and other public scholars would do
well to keep Maning’s question in
mind.
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MUSEUMS AND THEIR CONSTITUENCIES: COMMUNITIES,
AUDIENCES, PUBLICS AND CITIZENS

Tony Bennett, Director of the Australian Key Centre for Cultural and Media Policy, Grif th University, Australia

‘Museums and communities’: the
phrase has a nice, warm ring about it
- two positive terms nestled in a cosy
association with one another. Yet
their combination can be a problem-
atic one which both begs and begets
as many problems as it solves. The
motivation which lies behind their
coupling is, of course, clear enough.
To speak ofmuseums and communi—
ties is to speak ofmuseums as instru-
ments of community empowerment,
as places which will involve their
communities in their programmes
and activities and which, as sites of
community participation, will be sub—
ject to varying forms of community
control. The concept ofmuseums as
spaces for communication, where
different communities will speak to
and with one another in a conception
of the museum's function transforms
the curator’s role from one of scien-
ti c expert into that of a facilitator
of cross-cultural dialogue. To speak
of museums and communities in
these ways also implies a critique of
other ways in which the relations be-
tween museums and their constituen-
cies might be envisaged just as it
embodies a vision of how museums
should be managed which implies a
critique of how, in fact, they usually
are managed. A museum which
serves its community, or communi-
ties, is supposedly more directly in
touch with, and responsive to, the
needs of those whose interests it is
its purpose to serve than are muse-
ums which see their roles primarily
in terms oftheir relations to the more
abstracted and alienated entities of
audiences, publics or citizens.
Equally, a museum which goes be—
yond producing community partici-
pation to subject itself to community
control, embodies, so it is claimed, a
more direct form ofdemocratic gov-
ernance than is the case where muse—
ums are governed through the indi—
rect forms of democracy - govern—

ment appointed boards of trustees
regulating the activities of a profes-
sional staff — which typically apply
to public museums.

These are all laudable objectives and,
as such, dif cult to take issue with.
But therein, 1 think, lies one of the
central limitations of the concept of
community. For the problem with the
langrage of ‘community’ - and it is a
problem whether we are talking about
museums and communities, about
community arts, or about community
development programmes - is that it
is such a 'goody—two—shoes' ofa word
that it is dif cult either to take issue
with the values it implies or to cham—
pion the values to which it stands
opposed. Raymond Williams, in out—
lining the history and present usage
of the term, touches on the issues I
have in mind here when he remarks
that community ‘can be the warmly
persuasive word to describe an ex-
isting set of relationships, or the
warmly persuasive word to describe
an alternative set of relationships’.
Whichever the case, though, Will-
iams argues that the term ‘seems
never to be used unfavourably, and
never to be given any positive oppos-
ing or distinguishing term’ (Williams,
1976: 66). To the contrary, whenever
community is spoken of it is por-
trayed in a positive light just as what-
ever stands as the opposite of com-
munity is thereby automatically
damned by comparison. This has
been especially true of the state
which, as Williams notes, has histori-
cally been seen in western social
theory, as the realm of formal, ab-
stract and instrumental relationships
in contrast to ‘the more direct, more
total and therefore more significant
relationships of community’ (ibid:
66). Whoever speaks ofcommunity,
then, is able to draw on layers ofhis—
torical meaning that have become
sedimented in contemporary usage -

the common people as opposed to
people of rank or station; the quality
of holding something in common; a
sense of shared identity emerging
from common conditions of life -
which, through the simple act of ut~
tering the word, cast whatever is not
community as the villain ofthe piece.

A few examples will show how this,
the rhetorical force ofthe term, oper-
ates in contemporary constructions of
the relations between museums and
communities. James Clifford in ad-
vocating the perspective ofmuseums
as ‘contact zones,’ ~ that is, as places
for cross-cultural communication -
argues that this is achievable only
provided that ‘museums understand
themselves to be interacting with spe—
ci c communities rather than just
educating or edifying a public’
(Clifford, 1997: 20). Similarly, the
ideals of the ecomuseum, ideals
which have subsequently become
those of the community-museum
movement, constitute an explicit
break with, and critique of, the ‘top—
down’ model ofmuseums which sees
museums primarily in terms of their
responsibilities - of instruction and
improvement - to their publics. They
favour, in place of such hierarchical
conceptions, a more interactive
model through which the museum’s
constituency, transformed from a pas-
sive recipient of instruction into an
active community, becomes the co-
author of the museum in a collabora-
tive enterprise ‘designed to ensure
“mutual learning” and the participa—
tion ofall’ whose ultimate goal is ‘the
development of the community’
(Hubert, cit Poulot, 1994: 66). The
position advanced in the in uential
collection Museums and Communi-
ties edited by Ivan Karp, Christine
Mullen Kreamer and Steven Lavine
is a more nuanced and complex one.
Even so, museums, when they are
aligned with communities, are placed
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on one side ofa divide in being iden-
tified with civil society as distinct
from the realm ofgovernment or po-
litical society (see Karp et a1, 1992:
4-5). In all of these cases, the realms
of government, of the state, and of
the public stand condemned as arid
and formalistic abstractions which
are either indifferent to, or obstruct,
the active cultural life of communi-
ties.

Well, I disagree. This is not to deny
that the issues that have been worked
through in debates about museums
and communities have been, and re-
main, important ones or that the re-
sulting changes in museum practices
are not to be valued and regarded as
worthy of further cultivation. My
contention, rather, is that the rhetori—
cal force of the concept of commu-
nity can, if left unchecked, seriously
distort our understanding of the is—
sues that need to be engaged with as
museums, which undoubtedly are
undergoing signi cant change, at-
tempt to rethink the nature of their
relationships with, and obligations
to, an increasingly complex, and
complexly differentiated, range of
constituencies. 1 I shall develop this,
my main point, by means of three
subsidiary arguments. My purpose
in the first of these will be to suggest
that, far from embodying a set ofval—
ues which stand outside of the state
or government, communities — in so
far as we are concerned with them in
the realm of museum policy — often
prove to be the creations of govern-
ment. They are the results of spe
cific processes - of consultation and
involvement ~ through which muse-
ums and other public cultural insti-
tutions fashion particular groups into
communities in order that they might
then serve those communities in a
diversity of ways. Second, I shall
suggest that the involvement of mu-
seums in the processes through which
communities of this kind are fash-
ioned into being is incapable ofstand-
ing in the place of, or entirely dis—
placing, other ways ofthinking about
and representing the relationships
between museums and their constitu-
encies - as audiences, publics or citi-
zens, for example. Finally, I shall
argue that, although not without its

limitations especially in relation to
First Peoples issues, it is to the lan-
guage of museums and citizens that
we should look for the most all-en-
compassing way of theorising con-
temporary museum developments.
Doing so also has the added advan-
tage ofsuggesting a different light in
which we might view the advocacy
of a community perspective in con-
temporary museurn debates.

Museums, citizens and publics
Indeed, it is from this last point that I
want to take my initial bearings in
summarising contemporary under-
standings of the obligations that are
placed on museums when they are
viewed from the perspective of citi-
zenship. There are, I think, four prin-
ciples that would recruit general sup-
port in most contemporary societies.
2 These are:

1. That museums should be
thought of as the collective public
property of a citizenry, administered
for the public good in ways which
ensure that they are accountable to
the democratically-elected represen—
tatives of that citizenry.
2. That all citizens should have
equal rights of access to museums.
3. That museums should serve
as means offostering a sense ofcivic
identity.
4. That the cultures, beliefs,
and ways of life ofall citizens should
be represented within muse-
ums, and be accorded equal worth
and value.

In contemporary societies these prin—
ciples are usually universally under-
stood as applying to all members of
the society in question - except for
foreigners, a point I’ll return to later.
For now, though, the important point
to note concerns the historical nov-
elty ofthese principles. In earlier pe-
riods of the museum’s development,
citizenship had more typically been
understood as a restricted category
applying only to certain types ofper-
sons. In Renaissance Italy, for ex-=
ample, museums of natural history
supplied a cultural context in which
the virtues of scholarship could be
displayed as a necessary attribute of
full participation in civic life where

citizenship was a restricted status
available only to the educated and
propertied classes, and only to men
(see Findlen, 1994). In this case, the
relationships between museums and
citizenship involved the display and
sharing ofparticular kinds ofknowl-
edge as a sign of belonging to a re-
stricted social group and a means of
participating in the culture and ritu—
als through which citizens distin-
guished themselves from the rest of
the population.

The role that was envisaged for mu-
seums within the political rhetorics
and cultural programmes of the
French Revolution, by contrast, was,
at least theoretically, a universal one.
It would be a mistake, however, to
see this as an entirely new develop-
ment. Beneath the dramatic gestures
and grand declamations which
characterised cultural policies during
the revolution there were often sub-
stantial continuities with the aims and
forms of cultural administration in-
herited from the ancien regime. The
view that museums should aim to
reach out beyond educated elites to
promote a sense of civic identity on
the part of the whole population, for
example, had been current through-
out most of the eighteenth century.
It was this that prompted a number
of Europe’s absolute monarchs to
open their art collections to the pub-
lic in order that those collections
might help to cultivate a sense of
identi cation with, and loyalty to-
ward, the nation. Similar proposals
had been made in relation to the Lou-
vre. When, therefore, in the course
of the revolution, the Louvre was
appropriated from the crown in the
name of the people and made pub—
licly accessible, this represented a
continuation of tendencies already
evident before the Revolution. The
difference, however, and it is an im-
portant one, is that the nation was no
longer de ned as the king’s realm but
as the common property of a repub-
lican citizenry. The task of the mu-
seum was therefore no longer to ad-
dress the visitor as a subordinate, as
a subject of the king, but as one
among equals, as a citizen, as a part
of a nation whose composition was
de ned democratically and whose
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accomplishments the museum was to
portray as the deeds ofa people rather
than as those of a sovereign (see
Duncan and Wallach, 1980).

On closer inspection, however, the
theoretically universal cast of these
revolutionary conceptions ofthe role
of the museum proved, in practice,
to be a good deal less than all-encom—
passing - about 50% less, in fact,
since these principles did not apply
to women. While women were ad-
mitted to the Louvre and allowed to
sketch there, as the revolution de-
veloped, women came to be excluded
from the changing de nitions of citi—
zenship which accompanied its po—
litical progression (see Landes,
1988). Restricted increasingly to the
spheres of domesticity and mother-
hood, and eventually denied the le—
gal rights and status of citizens,
women played little role in the gov-
ernance of museums (although they
had previously been in uential pa-
trons of cultural life through the sa-
lons they had presided over) and were
allocated a subordinate status within
its representational regimes. These
were orientated to the task of culti—
vating a sense of belonging to one
another and to a common nation on
the part of male citizens encouraged
to see themselves as members of a
republican brotherhood. One histo-
rian has suggested that, in aspiring to
achieve this end, the Louvre operated
as a ‘sanctuary of the example’ in
serving as a place for embodying and
representing exemplary civic virtue
through the portrayal ofmodel deeds,
exploits and individuals who were,
in so far as their actions concerned
the realm ofpublic activities, always
men (see Pommier, 1989). In con-
trast, portrayals ofwomen in the pub-
lic art of the period were limited to
embodying the subordinate virtues of
motherhood and nurturing, models to
be emulated only in so far as they
recruited women for the task of rear-
ing republican men (see Schiebinger,
1993: 65-74). The attack by the
Louvre’s republican administrators
and artistic directors on the art of the
ancien regime, moreover, was con-
ducted in gendered terms. The ro-
coco style was thus viewed as effemi—
nate and, as Andrew McClellan puts

it, an emasculating threat to the viril—
ity of ‘the masculine republic ofvir-
tue promoted by the Jacobins’
(McClellan, 1994: 103).

In spite of this limitation, which re-
mained true of museums in most
western countries for a good part of
the nineteenth century, the revolu-
tionary period did consolidate three
principles which have since proved
to be of enduring importance to our
understanding of the relationships
between museums and those who are
de ned as citizens. These are the
notions:
1. That museums should be
regarded as collective cultural prop-
erty owned and administered by the
state on behalf of the citizenry.
2. That such collections
should be publicly accessible.
3. That museums should play
a role in helping to shape particular
civiccapacities on the part ofcitizens,
a sense of common identity, for ex-
ample, and of belonging to the same
nation.

This language of citizenship, how-
ever, was not the only one to inform
changing conceptions ofthe relations
between museums and their constitu—
encies in the early modern period.
To the contrary, throughout most of
the late eighteenth century and the
nineteenth century, the language of
citizenship intersected with the lan-
guage of the public, sometimes over—
lapping with it and sometimes col-
liding with it. There were often quite
sharply contrasting implications for
who was to be counted as belonging
to the museum’s public as well as for
the museum’s understanding of its
responsibilities in relation to that pub-
lic. If we cross the channel from
France to England we find that, in the
late eighteenth and early nineteenth
centuries, the language of ‘the pub-
lic’ was used to defend a role for
museums, especially art museums,
that embodied an explicit rejection of
the universal aspirations which, a1-
beit that they were imperfectly
realised, had characterised the French
Revolution. For Sir Joshua
Reynolds, the President of the Royal
Academy, for example, the concept
of ‘the public’ referred largely to

male landowners who alone, he ar—
gued, possessed the leisure and edu-
cation, and a shared participation in
a male civic realm, to cultivate the
intellectual properties required to
understand art and the civic messages
it embodied (see Barrell, 1986). For
Reynolds, accordingly, museums, if
they were to serve ‘the public’,
needed to apply high admission
charges to exclude those who did not
belong to ‘the public’ in this sense —
that is, the artisan and trading classes,
and women.

Similarly restrictive connotations
were attached to the concept of the
public which lie behind what the
German theorist Jurgen Habermas
has called 'the public sphere' (see
Habermas, 1989). Habermas uses
this term to describe a network of
institutions which included museums
alongside coffee houses, literary and
philosophical associations, and the
early press. For Habermas, these in—
stitutions played a crucial ideologi-
cal and political role in providing, in
the midst of the absolutist regimes of
early modern Europe, a context for
the exchange of ideas and, thereby,
for the formation of a ‘public opin-
ion’ that was opposed to, and critical
of, the state. Here, then, we have a
view of the public as a group that is
both different from, and opposed to,
the state but which, equally, is re-
stricted in its social composition.
Only propertied men were allowed
full access to, and participation in,
this network of public cultural insti-
tutions whose publicness derived not
from the fact that they were owned
by the state (to the contrary, they were
all privately owned) but from the fact
that they comprised a shared space
in which men could meet in public,
as distinct from the private sphere of
domesticity. In this case too, then,
the concept of public refers to a so-
cial group - the male middle-classes
- which was, by a long way, the sta-
tistical minority of the population.
This stands in sharp contrast to mod-
ern usage where, by and large, ‘the
public’ means not the select few but
everybody. Museums formed in as—
sociation with these earlier concep-
tions of the public (the early Austra-
lian museums developed in associa-
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tion with literary and philosophical
societies from the 18205 on are a
good example) thus had a very dif-
ferent social anction from the mod-
ern public museum. Their role, in
effect, was to serve as sites ofassem—
bly for the ruling elites of colonial
society, helping them to form a view
of themselves and of their identity
that was distinct from the ‘general
public’ of settlers and emancipists
(see Moyal, 1986, and Finney, 1993).

It is, indeed, not until well into the
second halfofthe nineteenth century
that this latter view of ‘the public’ as,
in essence, the whole population be-
gins to come into its own and, in the
process, to overturn the earlier, so-
cially restrictive implications of the
word. These changes are coincident
with the development of mass de-
mocracy and the accompanying, es-
pecially for women and indigenous
peoples, exceedingly protracted pro-
cess through which earlier concepts
of citizenship were extended to en-
compass the whole adult population.
As a part ofthat process, the concepts
of public and citizen begin to merge
and interact with one another with the
result that, by the early decades ofthe
twentieth century, the ways in which
museums discussed their relation-
ships to the public or to citizens had
undergone a signi cant transforrna—
tion. In particular, the public or the
citizen were no longer spoken of as
active subjects with speci c cultural
rights and entitlements. To the con-
trary, they were more likely to gure
as passive recipients of the services
the museum had to offer in reform-
ing programmes which envisaged the
public or the citizen as in need ofspe-
ci c kinds ofmoral, civic or aesthetic
improvement. The nature of these
programmes differed according to the
time and circumstances, and the spe-
ci c national context at issue. In the
midwentury period, the stress in Brit-
ain was placed on the role that muse-
ums could play in refashioning the
working man, making him fit and
sober for his role as head of house-
hold (see Bennett, 1995). By the late
nineteenth century, the emphasis had
changed to one of preparing the
newly enfranchised working classes
for their political responsibilities as

citizens. A sense ofglobal civics was
also prominent in this period in the
role that evolutionary museum dis—
plays played in cultivating a sense of
the responsibilities of empire, trans-
lating the imperatives of cultural de-
velopment into a moral responsibil-
ity, which Europeans had to assume,
given that this was something
colonised peoples were portrayed as
being incapable of achieving for
themselves.

Changes of this kind involved many
aspects of museum practice. These
included exhibition practices with the
development, from the 18705, ofnew
principles of display concerned spe-
ci cally to enhance the ability of
museums to educate a general pub-
lic. The separation of educational
from research collections; the prun—
ing of exhibits to focus on commu-
nicating a few main points; the use
ofclear and distinct labelling. There
rapidly developed an international
traf c in new exhibition principles
such as museums adopted a more
self-consciously didactic orientation
toward their visitors. In 1889, for
example, the Director ofthe Museum
at the University of Otago wrote to
Sir William Henry Flower, the Direc-
tor of the British Museum (Natural
History), to ask whether a special
committee ofthe British Association
for the Advancement of Science
might be established to produce a rep-
resentative set of descriptive labels
that could then be printed and sold to
allow colonial museums an economi-
cal way of modernising their dis—
playsf Changes of this kind, how-
ever, have, in turn, to be related to
changes in the places museums oc-
cupied in the cultural landscape. The
most important development here
consisted in the changed status of the
publicness of museums as, increas-
ingly, the development of museums
was initiated by governments at ei-
ther the national or municipal levels
with museums being rapidly inte-
grated into a network of institutions,
speci cally public schools and librar-
ies, that were charged with the task
of injecting civic Virtue into the popu-
lation as a whole.

Two examples will help clarify this

changed status of the public or the
citizen as, in essence, little more
than the target of programmes of
civic engineering which viewed
public museums as signi cant in-
struments for reaching parts of the
population other cultural institu-
tions could not reach. The rst
example is taken from the analogy
T.S. Horsfall drew when, in 1892,
he compared the Committee of the
Manchester Art Museum to a soci-
ety of social chemists dedicated to
civilising society by scientific
means.

It is true that real civilisation
is a much more complex thing
than any product of coal; but
the master-truths for would-
be reformers should be, that
it is absolutely certain that
civilisation like saccharin,
cannot exist unless certain
elements exist and are
brought into effective contact;
that the principal constituent
elements of civilisation can
be ascertained as surely as
those ofsaccharin; and that it
is not more impossible for the
coal in a mine to turn into sac-
charin and well-puri ed gas
without the intervention of a
skilful chemist, than it is for
the mass of the people now
living in England in semi-bar-
barism to become civilised
unless their guides and rulers
will take the trouble to get to
know what are the elements
of civilisation, and will then
try to supply and combine
them.....

My task is to explain the pe-
culiarities of the apparatus
devised by a society of ana-
lytical and synthetical social
chemists, known to the world
as the Committee of the
Manchester Art Museum, for
the purpose ofbringing these
elements of civilisation into
effective contact in the lives
of as many as possible of the
inhabitants of Manchester.
(Horsfall, 1892: 51-2).
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