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Foreword and
Acknowledgements

The collection of 27 chapters brings forth Finnish museum professionalism. This
volume is the end result of a three-year collaboration (2018—2020) between the
Museum Studies Programme at the University of Helsinki and Finnish museum
professionals. The aim of this collaboration has been to investigate how, indeed,
theoretical concepts reach the shores of museum practices and help promote
best-practice methods. Museums are in the business of mediating the long-term
understanding of society and acting as a bridge between past, present and future.
We editors are thrilled to be able to present ideas used in the Finnish context
to a wider audience.

Our process included a writing retreat weekend in January 2020 at the Lammi
Research Station of the University of Helsinki, with support from the Depart-
ment of Cultures, University of Helsinki. This intensive period helped not only in
collaboratively developing our chapter ideas and synergies among our writings,
but also created a strong sense of camaraderie for those that were able to attend.
Given that the world changed so soon after that time, with the introduction of
worldwide social restrictions due to the Covid-19 pandemic, we are especially
thankful that we were able to spend this weekend together.

We would like to extend our appreciation to ICOFOM and the University of
Jyviskyla for their kind support, as well as to all the professionals who have
donated their time to our project. An endeavour of this magnitude does not
succeed without the dedicated efforts of many people. We are truly thankful for
all of their selfless contributions. It has been incredibly gratifying to see how our
museum community, nationally and internationally, works as one.

We editors hope that our book will encourage present and future museum pro-
fessionals gain a more significant voice in stating matters near and dear to them.

Nina Robbins
Suzie Thomas
Minna Tuominen
Anna Wessman

Helsinki, 16.4.2021



Introduction to the Book

Nina Robbins, Suzie Thomas, Minna Tuominen, Anna
Wessman

This book is a handbook for everyone who is interested in museums and the wider
cultural and cultural heritage debates. In the spirit of lifelong learning, it aims
to connect the humanistic discipline of museum studies with the wider context
of society. Museums possess power as safekeepers of our memories. This book
will, in its own small way, take part in the discussion of making our past and
future memories matter, to show how important it is for us to understand our
past. In our contemporary culture it often seems that no time is allowed for this
kind of understanding; the constant flow of issues and “must dos” often hinders
us from seeing the connections between our past and present. In this turmoil,
things in the past can too easily be regarded as non-urgent and less important.
We, the editors, wish to shed light on why museums matter; we believe that it is
important to launch a book that is directed both to readers within the arts and
cultural heritage sector and readers outside of it. It is clear that readers within
the sector tend to agree with one another on the major cultural issues. For these
readers, our book offers up-to-date knowledge on the latest developments that
have taken place in Finland. It is as important to make these issues visible to
readers who situate themselves outside the sector and to connect these issues
with the wider context of society. The knowhow of cultural heritage disciplines
will aid in understanding the changes we are facing in the 21 century and help
give them perspective.

Museum Studies — Bridging Theory and Practice is an edited collection of 277
chapters by leading scholars and practitioners, most of whom work in Finland.
The book will, for the first time, give a concise presentation of current research
and practice in Finnish museum studies to a wider international audience, as
well as to students and museum professionals in the field in Finland. The book
combines current theoretical and practical approaches to museum studies, thus
making it the first English-language handbook of Finnish museology.

We are naming this book Museum Studies — Bridging Theory and Practice in
order to show the intertwined connection between theoretical knowledge and
practical approaches to museum work. We acknowledge the history of the two
concepts, museology and museum studies, and how they have been used to de-
scribe the work done in museums (Brulon Soares 2019; Lorente 2012; MacLeod
2001). In this volume the focus is on valuing both concepts; this is why the
authors have had the choice to decide which term suits their chapter the best.

The main sections are as follows: Museology and Museums as a Profession;
Collection Management Leading to Collection Development; Communities
and Audiences; Exhibitions as Transmitters of Changing Museum Identities



and Ethics. Recent developments in the field of museum studies in Finland are
highlighted and discussed through these main themes. Each section begins with
an introduction, which points out the main issues discussed in the subsequent
chapters. These function as a preview of the chapter contents. In addition, these
introductions bring together issues and highlight similarities among the chapters.

It is natural that every author has their own style of writing, and these differ-
ences are welcomed, since they promote the multivocal perspective that our
book strives to achieve. The contributing authors represent a wide spectrum of
interests, including museum professionals from fields such as museum direc-
torship, collections managers, curators and educators. Academics contributing
to the book come from related fields such as archaeology, cultural heritage stud-
ies, art history, ethnology and of course museology. Furthermore, many of the
authors who are now scholars also worked in the museum field prior to their
transitioning to university positions.

All of the chapters in this volume were written prior to the Covid-19 pandemic,
with the pandemic growing into its global magnitude during the editing process of
the volume. For certain, we will see tradition-breaking research projects regarding
new best-practice procedures done in museums due to the pandemic in the near
future. For now, it is safe to say that, as important as all the digital solutions for
museums are, they are not able to replace face-to-face human communication
or actual encounters with original museum objects and environments.

There are issues and large areas of knowledge that our volume will not cover.
For example, this first volume does not cover extensive descriptions of object
research, the work of public art commissions done in museums or various AR
(augmented reality) and VR (virtual reality) options available to museums. Nor
does it cover issues of conservation, just to name a few. Furthermore, work needs
to be done in museums to increase their level of sustainability, i.e., to address
issues regarding global warming, systemic racism, assessments of queer and
trans experiences in relation to museums and the effects of Western colonialism.
These are issues that museum professionals are currently finding the need to
address in their everyday work, and certainly any future volumes will be able to
publish results and the best-practice methods regarding these themes.

The list of issues that are not present in this volume underscores the multitude
of museum-related themes. Indeed, museum professionals are and will be in
the future bearers of plenty. We do hope that some of these themes can come
to the fore in future publications, especially at this moment, when we seem to
be experiencing a boom in museum studies research in Finland. We should also
acknowledge, with deep gratitude, that the museum professionals featured in
this volume contributed their chapters, despite their very busy schedules.

Our endeavour owes a lot to the long tradition of museum practices. Ever since
the cabinets of curiosities the interest in seeking material evidence for literary
comprehension of the world has accumulated collections, first in the Western
world and later on globally. In the turmoil of our contemporary culture, one



needs to keep in mind that the tasks of collecting and educating have always
been at the core of museums, but our understanding of these tasks has been
in constant flux. To study and understand this flux is the power that will keep
museums current, both now and in the future.

It is often stated that the role of museums in recent decades has transitioned
from being a place for storing collections to institutions that focus more on
the public, critically reflecting on their own role in society (Anderson 2004;
Hooper-Greenhill 2013). Duncan Cameron rather critically suggested that “our
museums and art galleries seem not to know who or what they are” (2004, p.
61). Discussions can also sometimes suggest, perhaps without intention, that
museums can either be social institutions or collection keepers — not necessar-
ily both, and not necessarily with the same priority given to both roles. Elaine
Heumann Gurian, for example, seemingly demoted museum objects to being
“like props in a brilliant play” (2004, p. 271) and Eugene Dillenburg rejected
the idea that collections are an integral part of what actually makes museums
museums (2011, p. 10). These different approaches to museums were clearly
in evidence during the ICOM (International Council of Museums) Kyoto 2019
General Conference in Japan, when professionals from all over the world dis-
cussed the meaning of museums, culminating in a quite heated debate over the
new Museum Definition.

In our view, collection work will always be an essential role for museums, and
this is directly linked to their societal position as well; museums are indeed
educators, facilitators of participation and even entertainers. But this is not
possible without their stewardship responsibility. The concept of responsibility
has been key ever since the cabinets of curiosities and the first museographical
documents, which laid the historical basis for how to manage, upkeep and care
for collections (Impey & McGregor 2001). The era of the grand museums in the
19" century transmitted that legacy to wider audiences through the first public
museums and their educational approach, such as was done in the Louvre or
the British Museum (Pearce 1992). The early years of the 20" century saw a vast
growth of museum institutions in Finland and elsewhere in Europe (Pettersson
& Kinanen 2010). In the post-war period, it became time to assess the level of
professionalism, and university education related to this started (Vilkuna 2010).
This led to a situation in which concepts such as old and new museology were
born. Old museology referred to the background of how museum collections are
cared for and new museology to the greater concept of why we regard museum
work as important (Halpin 1997; Maroevi¢ 1998; Vilkuna 2010). Throughout
the years of critical assessment and self-reflecting, the identity of museums was
enhanced and seen as one of the core elements in building sustainable museum
futures. Eventually concepts such as social museology (Moutinho 2016) and
critical museology (Shelton 2013) emerged. The latest research and publications
show that museums can indeed become strong policy makers in society.

It is widely known that museology is a young academic discipline. As shown in
recent publications, this is a fact that makes museology potentially more flex-



ible and able to react to the current turmoils of society. In Finland, museology
has been taught as a university subject since the 1980s and publications on
best-practice methods have followed ever since (Heinonen & Lahti 2001 (1988);
Ketonen 1999; Rajakari 2008; Pettersson 2009; Kinanen 2009; Jyrkkio & Li-
ukkonen 2010; Pettersson & Kinanen 2010; Niemela & Jyrkkio 2012). These
publications are directed toward domestic readers; this is why we feel that it is
important to share the tradition of this knowledge with international readers as
well. While the book draws primarily on expertise and developments from within
Finland, it has a relevance for students and professionals transnationally, as it
showcases the best practices in teaching museum studies, as first developed by
the University of Helsinki (Thomas, Wessman & Heikkild 2018). Our book is
based on the work done during 2018—2020 when the curriculum was developed
further, focusing on making theory meet practice (Robbins 2019; 2021). Some
might claim that Finland, which is located in the North, might be a less active
participant on the international level. It is precisely due to the flexibility of the
discipline and the flexibility of a young nation that Finnish museology might
offer fresh perspectives. The international community of museum professionals
is very closely-knit, in which the concepts of lifelong learning and continuing
professional development are widely applied. We, as editors, believe that this
aspect also makes this a valuable book for a wider audience.

Throughout the chapters, concepts such as museological values and museo-
logical impact factors are discussed. These are tools for readers to help them
understand why our past matters. The concepts of values and impacts are often
nonspecific, and their definitions may be very philosophical or theoretical in
nature, thus making it difficult to find accurate ways to measure their existence
or efficiency. In the field of museum studies theoretical developments often end
up having practical and very concrete outcomes, and the chapters presented in
this book by museum professionals and researchers introduce ways to measure
the immeasurable. Eventually, they will help us navigate in the field of muse-
ological significance.

This first English-language book on Finnish museum studies is a building ground
for both the above-mentioned issues and any future ones that might arise. This
can be seen in the energetic, highly intelligent and dedicated approach that
current students of museum studies programme have shown in their work.
Our first book is intended to help this next generation develop museum studies
further, and in ten years’ time, or sooner, we will perhaps see new results, going
in new directions.
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The first section of the book highlights the history of Finnish museology, es-
pecially the role of the University of Jyviskyld. The first professional courses
for museum workers in Finland were arranged by the Museums Association in
the 1920s (Vilkuna 2010). This book highlights one hundred years of museum
professionalism and places itself in this continuum in which history, but also
concepts used to describe that history, are seen as crucial. Johanna Enqvist’s
chapter comes first in our book because it concentrates on the importance of
these concepts and how they direct and guide our thinking.

Recent decades have shown us that the change from a more traditional approach
towards acknowledging museums’ roles as proactive players in society has become
evident. Current issues, such as the division of wealth and inequality, urgent
environmental matters demanding immediate actions and the understanding
of cultural sensitivities globally, are all huge endeavours, and museums have
a responsibility to be part of the overall discussion when searching for tools to
cope with these issues. In this work, museums can be strong policy makers in
society. The need for a clear vision and the understanding that museums are
bearers of power are both important. In order to deal with this shift of attitudes,
leadership is required. However, such leadership will need professionals who are
able to self-direct themselves in conjunction with it. In this area, the concept of
life-long learning is crucial. This section gives an insight into current and future
leadership in museums, emphasising the need for understanding the history
of the organisation in order to be able to see the wider context, as described
in Nina Robbins’ chapter. Here she places museums into the wider context of
economic and societal theories and brings museological value discussion to the
fore (Robbins 2019). Museums are in the business of originality, and it is in the
hands of museum professionals to bring forth the importance of this and create
fruitful opportunities for meaningful encounters.

Kerstin Smeds’ chapter presents a broader perspective. She places Scandinavian
museology within the overall European context. She gives us a clear perspec-
tive on why the need to understand concepts is important. It seems that the
discussion on what museology actually is has intrigued scholars and museum
professionals since the start of the discipline. This becomes clear not only in
Smeds’ but also Janne Vilkuna’s chapter. Studies show that education in Finland
is highly valued and the Pisa Effect is an internationally known concept (www.
ktl.jyu.fi). The museum profession is no exception to this, as is described in Lee-
na Tokila’s chapter on continuing education. In Finland, the Museums Decree
(2005, renewed 314/2019) means that university-level education in museum
studies is broadly accepted by many as a requirement for gaining employment
as a museum professional. This makes the museum studies courses offered at
the Universities of Helsinki, Jyviskyla, Turku, Oulu and Tampere especially
significant disciplines, given their tangible connection to future career plans for
prospective students. Vilkuna’s chapter uses an archival approach to describe in
detail the developments that led to this exceptional position of museum studies in
Finland. These studies directly prepare students for a profession that has its roots
in the cabinets of curiosities of the European courts. Furthermore, as we note in
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the booK’s title, theory and practice have always been deeply interwoven within
museum studies, and the discipline has had several names, such as museology,
museum studies and museography (Brulon Soares 2019). This legacy-chain of
knowledge and the understanding of historical perspectives and concepts provide
students with skills to navigate among contemporary, short-term fluctuations.
Susanna Pettersson and Kimmo Levi describe the changing operational ground
of museums and museum leadership. They advocate the need for new strategies
and concentrate on developments in museum professionalism and management.

Johanna Enqvist
Reflections on Museology — Classifications, conceptualisations and concepts at
the core of museology theory and practice

Nina Robbins
Locating Museology Outside the Box

Kerstin Smeds
Critical Museology, Social Museology, Practical Museology or What? — Inter-
national museologies and Scandinavia

Janne Vilkuna
The Genesis of Finnish Museology

Susanna Pettersson
Museum Leadership — New competencies and the cycle of change

Kimmo Leva
Strategic Management in a Changing Operating Environment

Leena Tokila
Continuing Professional Education as a Tool for Developing Museums
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Reflections on Museology

— Classifications,
conceptualisations and concepts
at the core of museology theory
and practice

Johanna Enquist’
Abstract

This chapter theorises the museum as an agency or technology of classification
(Fyfe 1995) to discuss and demonstrate how world views, ideologies, knowledge
and power are composed and entangled in the classifications, conceptualisations
and conceptual systems of museums. I argue that the analysis, deconstruction
and awareness of nature and implications of conceptualisations, as well as the
discourses to which they are attached, are crucial, regarding both the theory and
practice of museology. Drawing from critical museology and heritage studies, I
consider the concept of the museum in light of its history as a Western institu-
tion and deeply implicated in the modernist and nationalist quest for an order
of things and peoples (Bennett 1995). While museums have transformed and
redefined their principles and practices in recent decades, the museum institution
has not abandoned its original function as an instrument for characterising and
representing the world by cataloguing. Classifications and conceptual systems
offer a critical key to the investigation and deconstruction of the museum’s
categorical legacy. This chapter presents the connection between classification
and conceptualisation, as profound human activities, and the formation of con-
cepts and discourses, as well as the intertwined dyad of knowledge and power
operating and manifesting itself in the museum institution. At the operational
level, I examine some examples of processes and applications, such as semantic
web ontologies, through which worldviews, knowledge systems and more or
less consciously pursued ideologies embedded in classifications and conceptual
systems are integrated into museum practices.

Keywords: concepts, classification, theory, critical heritage studies, critical
museology
Introduction

In the history of the modern museum, the concept of the museum has been fluid
and debated, constantly rethought and redefined, both in museums and heritage
organisations and in academic research concerning museums and heritage (Davis,

1. This chapter has been peer reviewed.
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Mairesse & Desvallées 2010; Woodham 2019). As some museums have radically
transformed, adjusted and re-invented their principles, policies and practices
over recent decades, ICOM stated in the aftermath of the 2016 ICOM General
Conference that the museum definition from the ICOM Statutes in 2007 no
longer seems to reflect the challenges and manifold visions and responsibilities
of museums (ICOM 2019). ICOM has thus invited members and other interested
parties to take part in creating a more current definition (see also Ehanti, this
volume). The responses to ICOM’s request, and the new alternative museum
definition based on them, stressed the museum’s institutional role as media or
as a cultural service, which enables and encourages its clients to engage with
their heritage and to participate in the process of heritagisation, where the past
is used in the present and for the future:?

Museums are democratising, inclusive and polyphonic spaces for critical
dialogue about the pasts and the futures. Acknowledging and address-
ing the conflicts and challenges of the present, they hold artefacts and
specimens in trust for society, safeguard diverse memories for future
generations and guarantee equal rights and equal access to heritage for
all people. (ICOM 2019)

Despite the current aspirations to redefine the concept and purpose of the mu-
seum to appear as a more inclusive, more participatory and more democratising
facilitator of the critical dialogue, the decades-old characterisations of the mu-
seum as a “Classifying House” (Whitehead 1971, p. 155, p. 159; 1970, p. 50, p.
56) or “an agency of classification” (Fyfe 1995, p. 203, see also Macdonald 1996)
remain accurate. Museum practices — the ways museums classify and organise
space, people and artefacts — compose classifications, conceptual systems and
discourses, which guide us to perceive reality and its subjects, objects, actors and
their relationships in a particular manner. Within these frameworks, museums
offer representations of the world, which are socially constructed and profoundly
connected to their societal and cultural contexts (Shelton 2013).

However, despite their seemingly natural, normal and rational nature, these
depictions of the world are not inevitable, but contingent. To allow and enable
the genuinely democratised and inclusive discussion — a critical dialogue — about
the past in the present, the naturalising process and ideologies embedded in

2. The process of composing the proposition for the new definition apparently turned out to be far

from unanimous. For instance, Francois Mairesse, a professor at the Université Sorbonne Nouvelle
and the chair of the International Committee of Museology, critiqued the proposal as being “not a
definition but a statement of fashionable values, much too complicated and partly aberrant” (Noce
2019). The proposition for the new museum definition was intended to be put to a vote as part of
the ICOM Statutes at the Kyoto International Conference in 2019. However, after a debate among
ICOM members, the Extraordinary General Assembly decided to postpone the vote (based on the
arguments presented in the debate, see, e.g., Ehanti, Turtiainen & Patokorpi 2019; Nelson 2019).
The museum definition proposal is to be submitted for a vote again at the ICOM General Conference
in 2022 (ICOM 2021).
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museum practices could, and should, be made more visible and analysed criti-
cally, both at the theoretical and operational levels of museology.

It is essential to acknowledge that taking a critical perspective does not mean
merely to judge the current state of affairs as problematic, but to increase aware-
ness of the fact that the current situation that seems to be inescapable is not
(Hacking 1999). Concerning museology, the critical approach has been emerging
since the 1970s “in opposition to the objectivist claims, universalist pretensions,
and ideological effects of operational museology”, as Anthony Shelton (2018,
p. 1), an anthropologist and researcher in critical museology, has put it (see
also Smeds, this volume). According to Shelton (2018), and aligning with the
more or less explicated goals of critical heritage studies (Smith 2012a), critical
museology examines not only the practices of operational museology, but also
the range of academic, administrative and professional heritage institutions,
organisations and policies through which institutional narratives and discourses
are mediated and regulated. The suggested purpose of critical museology is to
sustain an ongoing critical dialogue that provokes a self-reflexive attitude towards
museum practices (Shelton 2013, p. 18).

In the creation of the representations and displays — the museum’s distinc-
tive ways to communicate with society and address its diverse communities
— classifications, concepts, terms and conceptual systems play a crucial part.
They are necessary for ordering the otherwise chaotic reality and abundance
of potential museum objects, the collections of artefacts and specimens. At the
same time, they carry a package loaded with connotations, allusions and direct
references connected to ideologies, knowledge systems and structures of power,
intertwined with the development and history of Western science, societies and
nation-building (Aronsson & Elgenius 2015). As one of the Western institutions,
the museum is deeply implicated in the modernist and nationalist quest for an
order of things and peoples (Bennett 1995; Macdonald 1996). Classifications and
conceptual systems, the supporting structures of institutional discourses, thus
offer one key to the investigation and deconstruction of this legacy.

Moreover, as cultural theorist and critic Mieke Bal (2002, p.13) has claimed, we
should care for concepts because they “are the sites of debate, awareness of dif-
ference, and tentative exchange”. Bal’s thesis states that interdisciplinarity in the
humanities must seek its heuristic and methodological basis on concepts rather
than methods. Merely borrowing a loose term here and there would not create
real interdisciplinarity. Instead, we should embrace concepts, not so much as
firmly established univocal terms, but as dynamic and vague, as they are. While
groping to define what a particular concept may mean we gain insight into what
it can do. Bal (2002, p. 11) stresses that it is in this groping that the valuable
work lies, and such groping, our fumbling efforts to analyse and define concepts,
is a collective, continuous endeavour. Therefore, concepts are the backbone of
cultural analysis and interdisciplinary studies, such as museum and heritage
studies — not because they mean the same thing to everyone, but because they
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do not. For the same reason, concepts can also work as instruments in building
a bridge between museology theory and practice.

Classification and conceptualisation - Creating order

A certain Chinese encyclopaedia, a fictitious taxonomy of animals described by
Jorge Luis Borges in his 1964 essay, The Analytical Language of John Wilkins,
is often used to illustrate the contextuality, arbitrariness and cultural specificity
of any attempt to categorise the world:

Animals are divided into: (a) those that belong to the Emperor, (b) em-
balmed ones, (c) those that are trained, (d) suckling pigs, (¢) mermaids,
(f) fabulous ones, (g) stray dogs, (h) those that are included in this classi-
fication, (i) those that tremble as if they were mad, (j) innumerable ones,
(k) those drawn with a very fine camel’s hair brush, (1) others, (m) those
that have just broken the flower vase, (n) those that resemble flies from
a distance. (Borges 1964, p. 103)

Borges’ fable inspired the philosopher, historian and social theorist Michel
Foucault’s (1966/2002) seminal work The Order of Things, in the foreword of
which he writes:

Out of the laughter that shattered, as I read the passage [in Borges], all
the familiar landmarks of my thought — our thought, the thought that
bears the stamp of our age and geography — breaking all up the ordered
surfaces and all the planes with which we are accustomed to tame the wild
profusion of existing things, and continuing long afterwards to disturb
and threaten with collapse our age-old distinction between the Same and
the Other. (Foucault 1966/2002, p. xvi)

Foucault (ibid., pp. xvi—xix) asserts that Borges not only demonstrated the ex-
otic charm of another system of thought, but also the limitation of our own, the
impossibility of thinking disorder, i.e., combining things that are inappropriate
in terms of the prevailing classification systems and conceptualisations we have
adapted. Arguing that the museum in its classifying role has been actively en-
gaged over time in the construction of varying rationalities, museologist Eilean
Hooper-Greenhill (1992, pp. 4—5) quotes Borges (and Foucault) as well, noting
that “the system of classification, ordering, and framing, on which such a list is
based is so fundamentally alien to our western way of thinking as to be, in fact,
‘unthinkable’, and, indeed, ‘irrational’”. However, she asks how we can be sure
that there is not a rationality that explains the sense of the list. As Hooper-Green-
hill suggests, the whole classification process used to create museum collections,
with all the exclusions, inclusions, values and priorities, also creates systems of
knowledge, epistemes (see also Foucault 1969). Therefore, we should be aware
of the fact that existing classifications and taxonomies within the museum might
enable some ways of knowing, but prevent others.
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The cultural, post-colonial and social theorist Couze Venn (2006) points out that
museums, as cultural artefacts and documents of prevailing rationales and intel-
lectual discourses themselves, reveal how a society or culture at a particular time
in history addresses “the ordering of the orderable” (ibid., p. 36). Like Foucault
(1966/2002; 1969) and Hooper-Greenhill (1992), Venn connects the question
of order, on the one hand, to the idea of the knowable and orderable, and, on
the other hand, to a worldview, one that is profoundly contextual, historical
and contingent. The techniques and practices that museums apply to collect
and interpret their objects, classifying, cataloguing and naming, can thus be
defined as a distinct epistemological genre, as particular ways of understanding
the world and composing a category of knowing (Robinson 2019, pp. 34—35).
The aspirations to reform the museum into “democratising, inclusive and pol-
yphonic spaces for critical dialogue” (ICOM 2019), with participatory practices
and shared agency in the creation of institutional heritage, evidently generate
situations where diverse knowledge and knowledge systems are compared and
contradicted. Especially in participatory or communal research projects, nego-
tiations concerning these epistemologies should be part of the research subject
and under analysis as well (Atalay 2010), to which classifications and conceptu-
alisations offer considerable value. However, it is not worthwhile to evaluate the
truth value of conceptions and belief systems that seem to be in contradiction to
scientific knowledge and worldviews. Their value lies instead in their capacity
to propose alternative conceptions of reality and to convey unfamiliar ways of
being in and perceiving the world (Enqvist 2016, pp. 28—29).

The knowledge systems and rationalities embedded in a museum’s ordering
practices also connect these practices to the intertwined nature of knowledge and
power. As Foucault (1980) argued, knowledge and power always occur together,
and knowledge is power in the sense that it creates space where power can work
(see also Foucault & Gordon 1980). For instance, the discipline of history, as an
inspection of the past, also controls the past by knowing it (Husa 1995). Like
history, other fields of research or expertise, such as heritage governance, gen-
erate spaces of knowledge, for which they position themselves as guardians and
authorities. Moreover, because power is involved in the construction of truths,
and knowledge has implications for power, the production, distribution and
consumption of knowledge are always political, understood as workings of power
(Macdonald 1998, p. 3). The anthropologist and museum and heritage scholar
Sharon Macdonald (ibid.) accurately summarises that at the museum, politics
lies not just in explicit policy statements and intentions, but also in implicit and
apparently non-political details, such as the architecture of buildings, techniques
of display or classification and the juxtaposition of artefacts in an exhibition.

Concepts, Terms and Discourses

Concepts have been studied and theorised in several disciplines. This is obviously
the case in linguistics, but also in philosophy, psychology and history, as well
as in the cognitive and computer sciences. Despite their varying emphases and
definitions regarding the meaning of the concept, all the perspectives analysing
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concepts agree that they are kinds of mental representations that categorise
the world for us, creating order to an otherwise chaotic reality (Machery 2005;
Murphy 2002, p. 5; Smith & Medin 1981, p. 8). As suggested by the cognitive
metaphor theory in linguistics, we classify the world through our embodiment,
so concepts are part of our experience as neural beings (Johnson 2017; Lakoff &
Johnson 1999, p. 19). In addition to their embodied nature, conceptualisations
and their linguistic forms are adapted, by growing as a member of a specific
community and culture (Larjavaara 2007, p. 152; Piccinini 2011, p. 179). Conse-
quently, the connection between conceptualisation and culture brings conceptual
systems to the fore, firstly, in any attempt to study and represent cultures and
cultural artefacts, one of the central ideas of the museum, and secondly, in any
analysis of the past, present or future museum as a cultural institution and
artefact in and of itself.

The sociocognitive approach to terminology describes concepts, the items which
need definitions in a terminological sense, as units of understanding, through
which it is possible to observe and dissect the interaction between the human
mind, language and the world (Temmerman 2000, p. 73). Especially regarding
research, it is crucial to acknowledge that boundaries of knowledge are the same
as boundaries of concepts and the language used to designate them (Kivinen &
Piiroinen 2008, p. 207; Raatikainen 2008, p. 11, p. 13). This does not insinuate
that scholarly thinking is predetermined or delimited by some inherent and fixed
conceptual frames. On the contrary, conceptual creativity is an essential trigger
for intellectual innovativeness and paradigm shifts (Bal 2002).

Although language composes one aspect of the concept, concepts should not be
conflated with words and language. The multidimensionality of the concept can
be represented within the framework of the so-called semiotic triangle, as three
aspects of the concept (Karlsson 1994; Ogden & Richards 1923):

« The mind, or meaning, which is sometimes compared with the concept
itself. The concept is its meaning.

« Language, or linguistic expression (word, name, definition and sign),
which designates the concept. Pictures or images are also signs, and thus
belong to the sphere of language.3

« The world, meaning a referent, is the object or objects of the world to
which the concept refers.

Discourse can be understood as the home of the concept, where its meaning
emerges in relation to other concepts in the network of a conceptual system. In
everyday language, discourse usually refers to a discussion, but as a scholarly

3. In terminological work, the mere designation is often called a term, which is then the linguistic
form of the concept. Designations vary in different languages, and even in the same language there
can be synonymous designations. That is why the starting point for terminological work is always a
concept — the meaning of the term.
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term, it can be defined as a coherent perspective that guides our communication
and interaction. As such, discourse composes a context-specific framework for
making sense of some aspect of reality (van Leeuwen 2014). Since concepts,
including scientific categories, are bodily and perceptually based, metaphorical
models link a language system to the world of experience and functioning of
the embodied mind, our cognition and conceptual system (Lakoff & Johnson
1999, 1980; Temmerman 2000). Language can thus be defined as a resource
for discourses that both reflect and affect the social context in which they are
created, maintained and reproduced (Fairclough 1995, pp. 40—41; Verschueren
2009, pp. 19—20).

Consequently, and in contrast to the understandings and criticisms of discourse
as solely linguistic, and thus exterior to material reality, the concept of discourse
can be regarded as a multi-modal, multi-semiotic and historically contingent
social practice (van Leeuwen 2014). While the central role of language in human
interaction and communication has to be acknowledged, the multi-modality of
discourse puts alternative modes of meaning-making under analysis as well: how
concepts and discourses emerge through embodiments, visualisations, physical
constructions, technologies and practices. Aligning with the embodied origin of
our conceptual systems, Karen Barad’s (2003, 2007) theory of agential realism
offers one thought-provoking theoretical framework to back up the analysis of
the multimodality of concepts and discourses. In Barad’s account, meaning and
materiality are not separate and separable, but co-emergent in the process of
creative becoming. Barad states that concepts and things do not have determi-
nate boundaries, properties or meanings apart from their mutual intra-actions;
therefore, meaning and materiality emerge in a continuous materialising per-
formance of the world. Also, we are all part of it: “We do not obtain knowledge
by standing outside of the world; we know because we are of the world” (Barad
2007, p. 185). Barad refers to this as onto-epistemology — the study of practices
of knowing in being.

According to Foucault (1971, 1969), the formation of utterances in a discourse
is regulated by practices of discourse, the set of socially established ways to
communicate. Practices of discourse direct us to write or speak about things in a
specific manner, defining what is normal and accepted interaction in particular
situations (see also Fairclough 1992). Classifications and conceptualisations can
be regarded as constitutive elements of discursive practices that regulate our
communication. Besides language and texts, these rules can concern material
reality, institutional structures and the organisation of people, tools and archi-
tecture, which can all express the prevailing practices of discourse. Foucault
(1971) also described discourse as “violence against things”, as he states that it
is the discursive practice that guides the way we communicate, but it also alters
the subject of the communication. Practices of discourse thus convey a specific
ideology or worldview composing and producing ways to perceive reality and
its subjects, objects, actors and their relationships. In an academic context,
this worldview can be compared to a paradigm or a particular combination of
theoretical and philosophical commitments.
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Hence, discourse, supported by its distinct conceptual system derived from the
classifications of the world, both constrains and enables what can be said, as well
as how the world can be represented and signified, constituted and constructed
with meanings (Fairclough 1992). It also defines what counts as meaningful
statements or knowledge, referring to both the subject of knowledge and the
conventions of producing knowledge (ibid., pp. 127-128). Foucault (1969, 1971)
furthermore claims that the anonymous rules that guide the practices of discourse
are too obvious to be detected by the people who are creating and maintaining
a discourse. The action, effects or ideology of discourse can, therefore, only be
examined and revealed through consistent and systematic analysis.

Nonetheless, conducting research on key concepts and the official discourse of
archaeological heritage management in Finland (Enqvist 2016), I discovered
features that at first glance seem to question the coercive nature and almost
independent agency of discourse, as claimed by Foucault. For instance, some
of the heritage officials I interviewed were both conscious of and displeased
about the fact that institutional discourse concerning archaeological heritage
twined so intensively around the Antiquities Act, presenting mainly juridical
arguments for the protection of archaeological sites. Also, the dissonance be-
tween the conceptions written in official texts and the reflections archaeologists
expressed in personal interviews was evident. In the interviews, the archaeol-
ogists articulated far more complex views and versatile understandings of the
key concepts than they did in the texts they had produced while representing
the institution of heritage governance. Those working as heritage officials con-
sidered the restricting of the concept of heritage merely to the material objects
as a pragmatic, conscious choice they had to make, to simplify communication
with their interest groups, especially when they were dealing with laypeople
(Engvist 2014; 2016, pp. 266—267).

Although the awareness of the interviewees seemed, to some extent, contrary to
Foucault’s assumptions about the conductive and coercive power of discourse,
one might argue that this is how discourses work. They produce and maintain
a world view that includes conceptual classifications, identities and roles — an
ideology — that composes a coherent framework in which some choices appear
to be more practical, logical, correct or even necessary than others. From this
perspective, they would not really be choices at all, but more like explanations
produced retrospectively for the choices the discourse makes for its participants.
Besides, an authoritarian work culture, as well as controversies, tensions and
insecurities caused by a lack of resources and work opportunities, have for a long
time characterised the social context of Finnish archaeology. These detrimental
characteristics may have created a social environment where archaeologists,
especially those working in heritage management, have been likely to exercise
strong self-control in order to preserve and protect not only archaeological her-
itage, but also the conventional discourse within which conceptualisations, such
as the given meaning of the concept of heritage, are constructed and represented
(Engvist 2016).
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The museum as a classifying house

While museums have transformed, adjusted and re-invented their principles,
policies and practices in recent decades, the museum institution has not aban-
doned its original function as an instrument for characterising the world by
cataloguing. The process of classifying, i.e., creating categories through distinc-
tions and combinations, concerns not only the artefacts in museum collections,
but also the museum itself as an institution, the people governing, researching,
curating and visiting the displays and the physical and organisational structures,
buildings and environments involved in composing the museum.

The primary questions regarding classification processes arise from the prevailing
understandings of the museum and its purpose as one of the cultural institu-
tions serving contemporary society: How do we define the museum compared
to other cultural institutions or memory organisations, e.g., to libraries and
archives?* How do we categorise different kinds of museums? (see also Oikari
and Ranki, this volume) What kinds of objects are appropriate to collect and
display in a museum in the first place, i.e., what makes up the heritage that a
museum is supposed to preserve and represent? The distinctions we make an-
swering these questions, such as the conceptualisations of nature and culture
or art and ethnography, also turn into materialised manifestations, which both
reflect and create a societal and cultural context with a particular spatial and
temporal order, identity and interaction (Gordon-Walker 2019; Hooper-Greenhill
1992, p. 6; Macdonald 1996). In the following, I examine some examples of the
processes and applications with which world views and ideologies embedded in
classifications and conceptual systems are woven into museological practices.

The concept of ideology refers here to a general system of thinking which con-
sists of all ontological, epistemological and ethical conceptions and beliefs about
the world, not just consciously conducted political or religious ideologies. As
an analytical tool, ideology connects the analysis of conceptual systems and
discourses to the human mind, and the activities of individuals and communi-
ties, guided by ideologies (Fairclough 2004, pp. 9—10, 1989; Heikkinen 1999;
Verschueren 2011). The underlying presumption for this analysis states that a
conceptual system reflects and produces ideological meanings, i.e, elementary
conceptions and categorisations concerning good and bad, right and wrong or
us and them. Ideologies thus define how communities themselves, their mem-
bership or relationships to other communities or how the social hierarchies,
values and rules of a particular community are represented (Heikkinen 1999,
Pp- 95—97). At the same time, ideologies serve power by legitimising existing
social relations and positions of power (Fairclough 1989, p. 2; Heikkinen 1999,

4. Tt is noteworthy that one of the major targets of the opponents regarding the proposal for the
new museum definition (ICOM 2019) is the proposal’s claimed inability to catch the distinguishing
characteristics of the museum in relation to other cultural institutions, such as cultural centres,
libraries or laboratories, or to take into account the “extraordinary variety” of museums (Noce 2019).
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P- 94). The conceptual systems adopted, produced and maintained by museums
are not an exception in this regard.

Museums are constituted within the prevailing epistemological context. There-
fore, they enable different possibilities of knowing, depending on the context,
rules and structures in place at the time (Hooper-Greenhill 1992, p. 191). The
emergence of the museum in the nineteenth century is linked with the devel-
opment of modern ways of seeing and knowing the world, through the eyes
of the detached viewer, depicted as ordered and organised representation, as
“world-as-exhibition” (Bennett 1995; Macdonald 1998, p. 10; Mitchell 1991,
p. 13, p- 19). Embodying the close connection between knowledge and power
(Foucault 1980), museums were thus places where political power could operate
to maintain the existing social order by representing the newly created nations
and categorisations of people based on cultural, racial and class differences as
facts and knowledge with tangible evidence, i.e., museum objects (Bennett 1998;
Macdonald 1998, p. 11; Mitchell 1991, p. 7). Museum collections also offered
relevant source material for research. Consequently, the arrangement of objects
and displays in museums aimed to manifest the profound principles and evo-
lutionary order revealed by science. Museums were hence not conceptualised
just as containers of scientific facts, but as important actors and educators in
spreading the scientific world view to the uneducated masses (Bennett 1998;
Macdonald 1998, pp. 12—13).

Accordingly, this two-fold purpose of the museum, in addition to stressing
knowledge as the museum’s primary product, also included and required an
ideological categorisation of people engaged in museum activities. This created
the role of experts/educators, whose responsibility was to produce, save and
share knowledge, and non-experts/learners, whose task was to obtain and ac-
quire that knowledge. Experts, researchers and museum professionals, further
classified by their disciplinary expertise, were thus granted privileged access to
examine collections as their research object, as well as authority to define what
knowledge is and how it is supposed to be represented.

Besides the division of people into the roles of active communicator and passive
receiver, the disciplinary perspectives, with their classifications and concep-
tualisations, are elementary to the categorical legacies with which museums
must work today (Gordon-Walker 2019). Also, they are focal instruments for
so-called authorised heritage discourse (AHD), a theoretical concept coined by
the archaeologist and heritage scholar Laurajane Smith (2012b, 2006), which
refers to the official, traditional and mainly Western way of understanding and
defining heritage in contemporary societies. Created, maintained and reproduced
within the network of national and international heritage organisations, their
institutional practices and key texts, AHD privileges expertise and represents
heritage as an official canon of sites and artefacts that sustain the narratives
of nation, class and science (Smith 2006; on Finnish AHD, see Enqvist 2016;
Linkola 2015; Vahtikari 2013).
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Research knowledge always includes classifications, which serve their aim if they
successfully ascertain and reflect real differences and similarities in the world. A
famous example of such a successful scientific classification is the periodic table
of the elements (Dupré 2006). In effect, classification serves a particular purpose
at all times. Different purposes, such as research and collection management, will
motivate and produce different classifications. However, as Hooper-Greenbhill
(1992, pp. 4-5) has noted, classification in the museum often takes place within
an “ethos of obviousness”. This note aligns with my conclusions (Enqvist 2016)
on Finnish AHD regarding archaeological heritage, i.e., it represents the world
turned into indisputable and naturalised conceptual categories, as well as into
quantitative measurements — exact numbers reflecting scientific rigour. Things
in this world are divided into taxonomy-like categories and classes, which are
then appointed, by the practice of naming, to specific expertise and experts. For
instance, the category of archaeological heritage is defined as particular kinds
of material entities whose physical integrity, interpretation and representation
archaeologists, the experts, control as owners and guardians of heritage (see also,
Smith 2006). The world, classified and named in a certain way, is thus taken as
a circumstance-like condition, almost as a self-organised system following some
natural order (Enqvist 2016, p. 265). Furthermore, this epistemic certainty does
not concern merely the classification of physical reality and material things, but
also the categories based on values and evaluations related to artefact types or
individual artefacts (ibid., pp. 272—273).

The categorisation of disciplines itself is profoundly connected to one of the
most pervasive distinctions in museums, i.e., the distinction between nature and
culture. This distinction is based on the Western philosophical tradition and the
Enlightenment, but was established even more firmly throughout the nineteenth
century with the emergence of modern museums (Berger 1980). According to
Caitlin Gordon-Walker (2019), museums have been instrumental in representing
and reproducing the nature/culture distinction through their material collections
and exhibitions, paralleling the emergence of academic disciplines. This division
into separate departments, or even separate institutions, devoted respectively to
natural history and human culture, came with more formalised strategies for the
interpretation and care of museum collections. Understood through taxonomic
systems, as a scientifically ordered entity, nature was thus conceptualised as more
knowable, something which could then be mobilised for various purposes. For
example, the classification of indigenous peoples as scientific specimens which
belong to the realm of the natural, enabled the legitimising of colonial practices,
such as slavery, the appropriation of territory and the establishment of laws and
institutions intended to civilize indigenous populations. The scientific mastery
of the natural world is also connected to the technological and physical mastery
over what was later conceptualised as natural resources to be exploited or, with
the emergence of the conservation movement, protected (Gordon-Walker 2019,

pp. 251—252).

Although there is no uniformity with regard to the detailed terminology of herit-
age governance between countries (Ahmad 2006), the current categorisation of
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institutionally managed cultural and natural heritage within AHD is internation-
ally agreed to include tangible, intangible, digital and environments (Council of
the European Union 2014; UNESCO 2003a; 2003b; 1972). This categorisation
relates not only to the nature/culture division, but also to Cartesian mind/body
dualism (aka substance dualism), stating that mind and matter, the mental and
the physical, are ontologically distinct substances (Robinson 2017). In feminist
thinking, the opposition between mind and body have been correlated with an
opposition between male and female, with the female regarded as trapped in
her bodily existence at the expense of rationality (Lennon 2019). As the philos-
opher Kathleen Lennon (ibid.) notes, such enmeshment in “corporeality” has
further been attributed to colonised bodies and the lower classes (Alcoff 2006,
on categories reflecting the bourgeoisie gender system; see also Sarantola-Weiss,
this volume).

Nationalism, imperialism, colonialism, cultural elitism and ethnic and social
discrimination represent kinds of grievances, societal control and governmen-
tality of which critical heritage studies is aiming to neutralise and deconstruct
through critical analysis and redefinition of heritage (Smith 2012a, pp. 534—535).
Consequently, rethinking, recognising and dissolving modernist dichotomies,
such as the division of nature and culture, mind and matter or the human and
non-human worlds, has been claimed as one of the strategies of critical herit-
age studies, and a vital presumption in novel research perspectives based on
posthumanism and new materialism (Gonzalez-Ruibal 2013; Harrison 2013,
PP. 44—45; Sterling 2020). In terms of museum theory and practices, a post-
human reconceptualisation of research and documentation procedures could
support the analysis and description of objects as “thingness” and “socio-material
compositions”, as suggested and demonstrated by museum and digital heritage
scholar Fiona Cameron (2018, p. 352). Nevertheless, the categorical legacies of
Western science and thinking will undoubtedly continue to outline the organi-
sation and practices of museums, as well as other cultural institutions dealing
with heritage, long into the future.

Interpreting cultural heritage with ontologies and
vocabularies

As demonstrated in this chapter, museums and memory organisations have a long
tradition of using classifications, conceptualisations, taxonomies, term lists and
controlled vocabularies to organise and interpret their collections (Hyvonen 2012,
p. 57; Parry, Poole & Pratty 2010, pp. 96—97). Ross Parry, Nick Poole and Jon
Pratty, museum scholars with expertise in digital heritage (2010, p. 96), elaborate
further that “semantic thinking” has always been an integral part of museums;
the ongoing act of making meaning with and among collected objects defines
museums today and has throughout their history. In other words, museums are
places where “we give or reinforce meanings to things” (ibid.). In recent decades,
the automated and systematic processing of computer technology has come to
support and augment this semantic project of museums. The application of the
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principles and technologies of Linked Data and the Semantic Web is the newest
approach to address the problems of managing and publishing syntactically
and semantically heterogeneous, multilingual and highly interlinked Cultural
Heritage (CH) data produced by memory organisations. This development has
led to the creation of national and international portals, such as Europeana, to
open data repositories, such as the Linked Open Data Cloud and to publications
involving-linked library data in the USA, Europe and Asia (Hyvonen 2012, p. vi).

Ontologies, i.e., formal and explicit specifications of a shared conceptualis-
ation, such as domain-specific gazetteers, classifications, concept hierarchies
and controlled vocabularies, are integral to the structure and development of
the Semantic Web. Ontologies can be processed with algorithms, so they are
used for facilitating and harmonising metadata descriptions, for fostering in-
teroperability across different organisations and domains and for data linking
(Hyvonen 2012, pp. 57—62). As explicit representations of conceptualisations and
conceptual systems, ontologies offer a particular, fixed and ordered selection of
meanings with which objects, or their metadata, can be precise and annotated,
and thus enriched. In Finland, the National Library maintains Finto, a Finnish
thesaurus and ontology service, which enables the publication and utilisation
of vocabularies, ontologies and classifications. The Finto service also includes
the Ontology for Museum Domain and Applied Arts (MAO/TAO) combining
three different ontologies, one of which is composed, maintained and updated
for the description of museum objects by the Finnish Heritage Agency (Kouki
& Suhonen 2017).

In the most optimistic aspirations, the Semantic Web enables global memory
organisations (museums, libraries and archives) to share their collections and
contents online, as open, semantically rich and connected data, with new kinds
of intelligent semantic search and recommendation services (Hyvonen 2012, p.
2). Moreover, as Parry, Poole & Pratty (2010, p. 103) note, the principle of the
Semantic Web to connect meaning and object resonates with museums’ long-time
objectives to define, classify and present. However, regarding cultural heritage
data and the Semantic Web, there lie some dilemmas to solve and obstacles to
overcome before this vision can become reality, if ever. The biggest problems are
caused by the fact that, unlike digitisation or cataloguing, the Semantic Web is
not a coherent practice or set of practices. Therefore, it is difficult for museums
to make informed decisions about which technologies, platforms, models and
methodologies to use (Parry, Poole & Pratty 2010, p. 104). One of the fundamen-
tal challenges to the ability of museums to make their collections semantically
rich is the same lack of time and resources, which had slowed down the actual
cataloguing process even before the arrival of new technologies (ibid., p. 102).
The composing, maintaining and updating of ontologies and vocabularies needed
in the process is not a simple task either, but requires a considerable amount of
person-years and expertise, both in substance and conceptual analysis.

In addition to the practical and economic challenges, the practices of mean-
ing-making involved in applying new technologies raise complex issues and
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questions that are more deeply rooted in the foundations of the museum in-
stitution and its purpose. How do we ensure that the evolving practices and
technologies, such as ontologies, align and support the paradigms, perspectives
and ideals chosen for future museums? In what ways might they transform the
museum institution, or the ways museum objects are interpreted, understood
and accessed? (Cameron 2010, p. 80) As Cameron (ibid., p. 81) argues, collec-
tion management databases are, after all, the primary tool with which museums
document, organise and interpret their objects, and at the same time, define and
communicate their significance and value. Cameron stresses her point by referring
to historian and museologist Gaynor Kavanagh’s (1990) acknowledgement that
it is in the individual object records that conventional and totalising practices
take root. How an object is acquired and documented will, to a considerable
extent, determine how it will be understood in the future.

Concerning the semantic future for museums, there are at least two different
versions, according to Parry, Poole & Pratty (2010, p. 99). Firstly, there will be
an “extreme vision of the hard Semantic Web”, with prescribed and persistent
ontologies based on existing collection standards and term lists predicated by
the professional community of experts. Secondly, there will be a vision of a “soft
Semantic Web”, with user-defined ontologies and community-created solutions,
composed by several communities of interest, also outside the museum institu-
tion. The vision of a softer future emerges from justified suspicions concerning
the possibility to construct universally applicable ontologies, instead of localised,
variable and liquid conceptualisations more suitable to capture the dynamic and
contextual nature of any conceptual system.

There is, indeed, empirical evidence showing that the difficulty of prescribing
categories that can be applied universally, i.e., the problem of conceptual fit,
is particularly evident concerning access to and documentation of Maori and
Aboriginal collections (Cameron 2010, p. 88). This observation supports the idea
of considering and exploring alternative classification systems that acknowl-
edge, for instance, indigenous knowledge models. Also, as addressed already by
Hooper-Greenhill (1992, p. 7, pp. 194—196), instead of having some essential,
fixed identity, the identity and meaning of material things are constituted in
each case according to the articulations of the epistemological framework, the
field of use, the gaze, technologies and power practices. This polysemy of ob-
jects thus means that an object’s meaning and its classification is not objective,
self-evident or singular, but situated and contextual (Macdonald 2006, p. 6;
Robinson 2019, p. 33). Accordingly, the imposition of an artificial order and
fixed categories in acquisition, documentation or object records is ill-suited to
the new ways of seeing objects as polysemic entities, with fluctuating and varying
meanings, open to interdisciplinary interpretations (Cameron 2010, p. 84; see
also Hayhi et al., this volume).

The aforementioned idea of fluctuating and contextually constructed meanings
also aligns with the most recent critical understandings and theorisations of
heritage, as a cultural process composed of a series of discursive practices and
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implicated in power relations and ideological constructs, i.e., a performative
process of meaning-making, of doing instead of being (Harrison 2013, p. 113;
Harvey 2001). At the same time, it is evident that there are in fact several con-
cepts of heritage, the meanings of which do not have strict boundaries (on the
history of heritage definitions, see, e.g., Davison 2008). Instead, they demon-
strate deeply intertwined, overlapping and interacting aspects of the phenomena
called heritage (Enqvist 2014; 2016). However, only one of these meanings is
currently chosen to characterise Cultural Heritage regarding the development
of Semantic Web technologies: the official definition, which classifies heritage
within the categories of cultural and natural or tangible and intangible heritage
(HyvoOnen 2012, p. 1). While concentrating and building on these fixed categories,
this conceptualisation misses the actual process of heritagisation, the framing
and practice through which heritage is created and maintained.

Conclusion

The community of museum and heritage professionals can be considered a spe-
cialised epistemic community that shares a knowledge system and a discourse,
which is organised and structured by classifications, conceptualisations and
concepts, the units of understanding. Any analysis and redefinition of the societal
meaning, goals and purpose of the museum institution thus require analysing
and deconstructing the prevailing implicit and explicit classifications, but also
the categorical legacies that frame and guide museum theory and practice.

Museums have played an essential role in creating and legitimising the scien-
tific framework for classifying and conceptualising, for instance, the categories
of nature and culture, to further support the ideals of empire, nation, gender,
industry or conservation (Bennett 2004; Gordon-Walker 2019; Yanni 1999).
However, this also applies to the idea of human exceptionalism in regard to
other species, as well as to our detachment from nature and the environment.
Challenging the existing order can enable us to be not only more aware of the
manifold implications of classifications and categorisations, but also to think,
literally, outside the box to create novel and innovative perspectives, and to
facilitate a constructive and critical dialogue that could increase our under-
standing of ourselves and others. In other words, we should consciously work
to be aware of the existence and the ways in which particular concepts and
discourses construct our social reality and conventions, which are transmuted
into an inevitable and naturalised way of organising the world (Waterton, Smith
& Campbell 2006, p. 343).

Nevertheless, museums are stuck with classifications — every display is organised
and constructed on a particular conceptual system, the order for which it also
has the potential to re-create and redefine. Classifying concepts and specific
terminologies applied to museum collections and displays reflect understandings
of general concepts and profound conceptions, such as the nature of time or hu-
manity. Therefore, conceptual analysis can serve as a useful tool for much-needed
self-reflection on ontological, epistemological and ethical commitments behind
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representations created at museums. As concepts and their meanings associated
with museum objects are plural, cross-disciplinary, alternative and sometimes
conflicting (Cameron 2010, p. 86), the role of the laypeople, museum visitors
and collection users should also be recognised and appreciated in the cycle of
knowledge and meaning-making.
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Locating Museology Outside the
Box

Nina Robbins

Joskus sanotaan, ettd pitada ajatella laatikon ulkopuolella. Mutta ei laa-
tikon ulkopuolellakaan voi ajatella ilman laatikkoa. Bengt Holmstrom
(Helsingin Sanomat, 16 July 2018)

Sometimes you hear that you should think outside the box. But even
outside the box, you cannot think without the box. Bengt Holmstrom
(Helsingin Sanomat, 16 July 2018)

Abstract

My chapter explores the possibilities of how museum professionals can prepare
themselves for value-related discussions with other stakeholders within soci-
ety. In this process, it is important to view museological issues from a wider
perspective. By locating oneself outside the box, so to say, this becomes more
plausible. While engaging in such discourse, one should not disregard the value
of museum collections. The care of collections, century after century, is clear
evidence of a significant value mechanism at work in the field of museums. This
heritage should be seen as the basis for current museum work, and it resonates
well with society’s increasing demands for a sustainable future.

Key words: museology, value discussion, Doughnut Economics, sustainable
future

Introduction

In this chapter, I bring forth concepts such as museological values, signifi-
cance, object energy and impact in connection to the current economic theory
of Doughnut Economics. In addition, I use terms such as systems thinking and
self-directing in order to achieve a mutually beneficial co-existence of cultural
significance and contemporary economics. It may seem like somewhat of a stretch
to combine these concepts, but it is my pre-research hunch that is motivating
me to bring together concepts of cultural significance and economic realities.
With this chapter, I am locating myself outside the box, but am also bringing
with me thirty years of museum experience as an insider.

This text is part of the history and theoretical section of the book. In connection
to other authors, it provides a theoretical line of thinking of how to construct a
culturally significant and sustainable future. Furthermore, it will be essential
for current and future students of museum studies to learn to evaluate these
culturally significant aspects of society from outside the box. The abilities for
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critical evaluation, cross-disciplinary co-operation and argumentation skills will
be essential tools for current and future museum professionals. This chapter
provides a means to reach this end.

I deal with four concepts, where one concept leads to another. First, the concept
of museological values is used to show how value dialogue can be an identity
builder in museums, and how this work in turn has impact. This impact is only
useful if it is put into a wider context, which is presented as the second concept.
The concept of Doughnut Economics gives museological impact a global frame-
work. The third concept introduces evidence of how the doughnut works in the
field of cultural heritage and the idea of object energy is presented. The fourth
and final concept locates the individual in the centre of this process, where the
abilities of self-directing and using the systems thinking method offer concrete
tools for future museum professionals.

There is growing interest in new economic theories that offer ways in which
the concept of cultural heritage can be connected with the concept of economic
sustainability (Senge 2008; Jackson 2009; Raworth 2017; Mazzucato 2017).
There is no doubt that economic thinking is the leading political force in our
current world. It is even claimed by some to be the master narrative of our times
(Raworth 2017, p. 6). However, there are also multiple layers in societies, for
which current contemporary economics cannot offer sustainable truths (Stiglitz
2012; Stone 2017). One example of current criticism comes from the economic
circle itself, when 180 CEOs claimed in 2019 that shareholder value is no longer
considered the only value-forming mechanism (Gelles & Jaffe-Bellany 2019).
Historically, museums have been in the business of collection care and visitor
pedagogics (Impey & McGregor 2001; Pettersson 2020). The institution bears
roots all the way to the cabinets of curiosities and this tradition also has some-
thing to offer the current global discussion on sustainability. One could perhaps
even claim that a fundamental part of the institution’s historic focus has been
in the area of sustainability. That said, it is also fruitful to inspect the current
sustainability discourse from the economic point of view. After all, we still live
in a reality where we have to take this master narrative into account and find
new and attractive ways in which to integrate culturally significant chapters
into that narrative.

The Context of Value and Impact Discussion in Museums

Value discussion is an essential part of any museum practice, as it helps give
the needed support for decision-making. It is clear that our world values vari-
ous phenomena from multiple perspectives: philosophical, aesthetic, morally
bound, ethical, economic, etc. Since the 1980s, social psychology has surveyed
people’s values in over 80 countries and found out that there are ten clusters
of basic personal values across cultures: self-direction, stimulation, hedonism,
achievement, power, security, conformity, tradition, benevolence and univer-
salism. The survey also shows that all of these basic values are present in all of
us and can be engaged if triggered; the level of their intensity varies over the
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course of our lives, but also on a daily basis. According to the study Are There
Universal Aspects in the Structure and Content of Human Values? carried out
by the social psychologist Shalom Schwartz, these values constitute the value
network of human existence (Schwartz 1994; Raworth 2017, pp. 107-108). The
fluctuating network of values built into us and our society will eventually affect
the ways in which we see and recognise points of significance in our society. In
addition, value discussion can also be reached from a more philosophical view-
point. Philosopher George Dickie (1926—2020) introduced a broad concept of
an institutional art theory, where he explored the value network of us humans
from the artwork and artworld points of view (Dickie 1974). Namely, to learn to
appreciate something as art, a context that is learned from childhood onward is
needed. This claim resonates well with Schwartz’s notion of network of values
built into us and our society. It seems that context and the ability to read that
context are both key when we engage in discussions about values.

The context in this chapter is museological, and the aim is to point out culturally
significant aspects of society. Therefore, the value discussion here is museo-
logical in nature. In this context, it would be perfectly plausible to emphasise
the philosophical and/or aesthetic perspectives regarding museum values and
take some of the monumental theories or concepts such as Immanuel Kant’s
concept of ohne Interesse as our starting point (Beardsley 1958; Adorno 1970;
Bourdieu 1979; Wollheim 1980). Alternatively, one could also start from the very
practical points of view such as visitor experiences, rescue plans or insurance
values (Faro Convention 2005; Piekkola, Suojanen & Vaino 2013). The problem
with philosophical and pragmatic value assessments is that they tend to focus
on single and perhaps isolated themes and are to some extent determined by
outside factors and players. One can also engage in value discussion from a
museological perspective. When value assessment is museological in nature
it recognises a wider range of issues crucial to our work in the heritage sector
(Robbins 2016; 2019). This approach comprehensively takes the whole span
of museum operations into account. However, it also addresses the need to
take both philosophical and practical approaches into consideration. If value
discussion is museological in nature, it has a chance to work as a functional tool
regarding museum practices.

An example of a museological value assessment was a survey that I published in
2016 involving Finnish art museums. As part of the survey material, museum
personnel were given an opportunity to freely choose values that best fit their
museum. The following five values emerged from the material as the most im-
portant ones in Finnish art museums at that time: artistic value, aesthetic value,
museum value, research value and value related to locality (Robbins 2016, p.
178). These were also congruent with the concepts presented in the operating
ideas regarding Finnish art museums and can be interpreted as their overall
collective values. The questionnaire also asked to what degree museum pro-
fessionals deal with value assessments in their everyday work. The answers
included various actions, such as acquisitions, disposals, prioritising functions
within collection management, art historical evaluations, research and publica-
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tion projects, monetary evaluations, including insurance or accounting values,
work with visitors and preservation plans within the community — the list is
long and comprehensive. The research showed that museum professionals have
a lot of information, knowledge and know-how regarding value assessments,
especially museological value assessments, but to a large extent this information
has not been comprehensively utilized. It is time to bring this information to
the forefront.

To recognise the various value networks as identity builders in museums and to
harness them to benefit our cultural heritage are both substantial endeavours.
In this work the concept of the impact factor becomes helpful. In general, it has
been used by museum scholars as a key concept when studying meaningfulness
in society, either from the economic or more intangible points of view. What do
people consider meaningful in their own environment, and why? (Weil 2002;
Knell 2004; Scott 2013; Piekkola 2013). Often impact is something that is quan-
tified, but for non-profit institutions it has been challenging to find suitable
ways to do this (Holden 2006; Vaikuttavuusindikaattorit 2009). To find ways
to register impact is seen as important because with this ability it is possible to
align the value goals of non-profit institutions with the value goals of society at
large. Museum scholar Stephen Weil wrote about the role of impact in museum
operations already in his 2002 book Making Museums Matter:

Viewed from outside their own sometimes insular world, museums might
find themselves more highly regarded than ever when they are consistently
able to present themselves as organizations that warrant support through
their demonstrable effectiveness in accomplishing well-articulated and
worthwhile purposes that can logically be shown to make a positive dif-
ference to their communities. (Weil 2002, p. 108)

The time of the isolated past may be over, but more measures are needed in order
to connect the values dear to museums with those of society at large. The task
is to make the heritage sector matter in a society where the turnover of themes
and circulation of events is accelerating. In order to be able to justify the impact
factor in the field of heritage, one needs to point out the impact of intangibles.
“Intangibles, we find, are emerging as central ingredients in business success,
sustainable community development and social policies concerned with the
well-being of communities and their citizens” (Scott 2011, p. 4). So, it is not
only in the heritage sector that intangibles are being studied. Market-based
corporations have also started to use terms such as “shared value” or “social
capital” in their daily way of doing business, and new, more synergetic ways are
being explored (see also Luukkanen-Hirvikoski, this volume). “They (traditional
corporations) continue to view value creation narrowly, optimising short-term
financial performance in a bubble while missing the most important customer
needs and ignoring the broader influences that determine their long-term suc-
cess” (Porter & Kramer 2011, p. 4). Professor John Holden argues that due to
a misunderstanding of the concept of value, it has been difficult for non-profit
institutions to take part in society’s impact discussion at large. One needs to
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define what values and impact mean for different players. Politicians are inter-
ested in instrumental values, museums professionals in intangible values and
audiences in both intangible and institutional values. As a result, there is often
a misunderstanding, where investors do not understand the value structure or
goals that audiences and museum professionals prioritise (Holden 2006, pp.
32-35). In order to minimise this misunderstanding, museum professionals
need to voice in a clearer manner the value network behind their work.

Museums are gathering places in our Western society where visitors have learned
to trust the neutrality of produced information, but the concept of museums being
neutral safe havens of society also has opposing opinions. Art historian Carol
Duncan argues in her influential book Civilizing Rituals (1995) that museums
hold power in their way of providing a place for rituals and secular first-world
knowledge, and this aspect has been imbedded in museums’ purposes. In her
book she studied the ritual content of secular ceremonies and drew her examples
from the birth of the most influential art museums in the Western world such
as the Louvre in Paris, the National Gallery in London and the Metropolitan
Museum of Art in New York (Duncan 1995, pp. 7—8). According to her, these
museums are good examples of the temple-like architectural structures that are
trusted to hold our memories for educational and aesthetic purposes, but also
present places for Western rituals to be performed, be they historical, aesthetic,
social or political in nature. As holders of objective knowledge in the name of the
Enlightenment, the purpose of museums to collect, educate and present were
methods used to make museums matter at the time when the idea of publicly
open collections was born and applied throughout Europe in the 19* century:

Through most of the nineteenth century, an international museum cul-
ture remained firmly committed to the idea that the first responsibility
of a public art museum is to enlighten and improve its visitors morally,
socially, and politically. (Duncan 1995, p. 16)

In addition to the educational context, art museums in particular came to be seen
as places for aesthetic contemplation during the 19" century, and this goal was
emphasised with details of display, such as movable wall structures or colours,
where the most significant works of art were separated and illuminated within
a straight line of presentation. All these methods aided the viewer in the act of
looking and being part of the ritual, being part of official and institutionalised
high culture (Duncan 1995, p. 16, p. 19, p. 55).

The order of the world and our understanding of objective knowledge has changed
since the birth of these institutions, and the rituals practiced inside their walls
must also change. This has become very evident during our book project. In the
course of just a few months, the world changed dramatically due to the Covid-19
pandemic and we authors had to revisit our pre-pandemic arguments. Neverthe-
less, one needs to keep in mind that at the time of writing it was not possible to
see the entire impact that all of this will eventually have. Duncan’s perspective to
see museums as places of secular rituals makes a clear point that museums are
manifestations of politics and they hold power, both in the kind of stories they
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tell and who they choose to include in these stories (Duncan 1995, p. 9, p. 22;
see also Ehanti, this volume). These questions have been begging for an answer
since the 1990s, and supporting arguments have been presented since that time.

Museologists Eilean Hooper-Greenhill and Stephen Weil have advocated for the
importance of audience engagement in the process of making museums matter.
In Hooper-Greenhill’s volume Museums and the Shaping of Knowledge (1997)
and Weil’s volume Making Museums Matter (2002) the core message is that it
is vital for the wellbeing of museums and their collections that the community
surrounding the institution sees it as something worth valuing. Furthermore,
in the two extensive reader-type volumes Reinventing the Museum, edited by
Gail Anderson (2004), and Museum Studies — An Anthology of Context, edit-
ed by Bettina Messias Carbonell (2006), as well as in the collection of articles
Museums and Public Value, edited by Carol Scott (2013), the reader is taken
through a paradigm shift and presented various new alternatives as to how to
make museums matter. Values outside the Western world, the legitimacy of
collections and alternative historical narratives are presented in these works.
The common threads in Gail Anderson’s reader are related to the public aspect of
museums and the museum’s ability to serve and fulfil the needs of its community
(Anderson 2004, p. x). Several articles in Anderson’s reader suggest focusing
on the educational mission of museums. It gives an overview of relevant issues
since the early years of the 20™ century and strongly suggests that methods of
audience engagement should be emphasised in the future, and that collections
should be considered in a supporting role as props (Anderson 2004, p. 4; Gurian
2006, p. 271).

In a time when the role of museums is more and more under scrutiny, one
should ask whether contextual information or contemporary usability are the
only possible building materials for an object’s value network and significance.
Are these aspects the only ones to be considered when deciding the level of
relevancy of the object as part of a museum’s collection?

The need to emphasise the public aspect of the museum had a strong presence
in the political scene of Europe and the United States during the course of the
19 century (Duncan 1995). Ever since John Cotton Dana’s historical article The
Gloom of the Museum was first published in 1917, the message that museums
should bring their actions closer to the greater community has been increasing.
In an article by art historian Alma Wittlin, A Twelve Point Program for Mu-
seum Renewal, first published in 1970, she writes about exposure, educational
goals and the challenges of funding and identity (see also Pettersson, this vol-
ume). All these issues are still relevant to current museum professionals, but
one should look into the relationship between the audience and the object a bit
more closely. As her fourth point, Wittlin brings up the character of museums as
unique places, where visitors are able to study original objects. She talks about
the importance of three-dimensional object-concreteness as a unique character
of museums (Wittlin 2006, p. 46). It is this nature of museums as holders of
original and concrete objects that will be the main differentiating factor when
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making museums matter in the future. There are not many institutions in society
that both possess the same uniqueness and are trusted to function as mediators
between the past, present and future.

It is evident that we need audience engagement in order to make objects from
the past relevant to contemporary consumers. In this context, museologist Ken-
neth Hudson’s concept of the Great Museum fits well into the global discussion
(Hudson 1993). The concept goes beyond the functions of the museum as an
institution. It sees all of society as bearing culturally significant signs that we
as inhabitants have to learn to pick out and interpret. The museum institution
exists to help people see these signs and take part in their signification process.
In the new global era, one has to see the concept as extending beyond any one
nation’s borders and reaching out to show people culturally significant signs
on a global level.

Museum Professionals as Mediators

In addition to this history and museums’ responsibilities to their current public,
it is important to bring forth the purpose of museums as mediators. Museums
are established institutions to which society has entrusted its legacy. This re-
sponsibility is not to be taken lightly and the role has to be seen as the role
of a mediator between generations. A museum’s collection work and visitor
work are often presented as contradictory, and this can be seen in sentences
such as “a paradigm shift from collection-driven institutions to visitor-centred
museums has really taken hold” (Anderson 2004, pp. 1—2). This indicates that
collection-driven museums belong to an era of traditional museums, and to
see museum functions from the contemporary visitor’s point of view would
be a more preferable approach. This discussion suggests that these two core
elements of museum work are indeed contradictory, and that what impacts one
negatively impacts the other positively. Current and future museum mediators
need both functions. Both collections and audience engagement are to be seen
as essential in contemporary museum work. One does not replace the other by
being either more traditional or more progressive. The history of museums as
public places and places of museographical knowhow are both factors that any
future endeavour needs to build upon.

As previous paragraphs showed, the impact discussion in museums has orig-
inated from either the economic or pedagogical points of view. In addition to
these studies, it is beneficial to expand the impact factor to also include museum
collections and their original objects. Museum collections are an essential and
enduring part of society. It is important to understand that there have been
institutional structures showing interest towards meaningful objects century
after century. All this is strong evidence of museum collections’ impact value, at
a time when the concept of impact value is seen as quite relevant in society. This
is why traditional economic or pedagogical approaches alone are not sufficient.
One has to also focus on the concept of an impact factor in the area of collec-
tions. One cannot include only the impact of our own time, but must also apply
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this concept to both the past and future. This approach will intensify the role of
museum professionals as mediators. It is essential that museum professionals
understand and see their role as mediators, and not merely as contemporary
time consumers. To see one’s role as a mediator is to see collection management
as something that will outlive one’s own career. This implies being a safekeeper,
helping to ensure that any short-term fluctuations will not disturb the more
important long-term continuum. Professor of museology Janne Vilkuna from
the University of Jyviskyla states the following: “Their (the younger generation
of museum professionals) research and preservation-related expertise will de-
termine what kind of past our future will have” (Vilkuna 2003, p. 10, translated
by the author).

One can ultimately address this issue through the following question: To what
extent has a museum succeeded in its work as a mediator? One way to meas-
ure such success is to look at the impact factor of meaningful objects in socie-
ty. Museum collections and their museological value are things that not many
other institutions in society possess. This reality should not be disregarded in
time and place, where one’s own impact is indeed a factor. The fact that there
are societies in the world that consider museum collections to be important is
a straightforward indicator that an impact factor is truly present in the field
of everyday museum practices. The continued existence of museum objects
throughout the centuries is very strong evidence of this.

From Impact to Policy Making

Museum professionals have to see their role as mediators who transfer the im-
pact of museum work to the next generation. This process can be seen having
policy-making potential. Museums possess political power, which needs to be
defined from within the organisation. In order to make museums matter in the
present world order, museums need a flexible focus adaptable to change and
learning (see also Tokila, this volume). To reach these goals museums need
self-directed evaluation and they need to define their own network of values
and position in their community (Weinberg & Leeman 2013, pp. 19—27). These
goals show that the necessary premises for museum operations have to be in
order, but in the heritage sector one cannot ignore the meaning of intangible
values, which in this context are the development of local identity through public
museum collections and the distribution of their significance (Scott 2011, p. 11).
Understanding these goals will eventually synchronise the value goals in society,
be they immaterial or economic in nature (Holden 2006, pp. 56—60).

Furthermore, if museums are seen as places of secular rituals and are currently
in need of a paradigm shift, or this shift is already taking place, as we have seen
in Duncan’s and Anderson’s books, museums indeed have to be considered po-
litical entities. Politics presents itself in every exhibition, publication or opening
speech in every encounter with the visitor, be it inside the institution or as part
of its fieldwork.
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This aspect should be made more visible. One method is to openly present the
scenarios behind any public activity of the museum, for example, to openly write
about the reasons and justifications of exhibition processes as part of exhibition
visitor material, to expose the “behind the scenes” work to the public (see also
Tuominen, this volume). This thought was presented by Stephen Weil already
in the early 1990s:

To what extent are museum workers able to articulate for themselves
the values, attitudes, and assumptions that underlie the exhibitions they
now organize? To what degree can or ought those values, attitudes, and
assumptions be articulated to the visiting public as well? (Weil 2004, p. 77)

These questions still remain relevant, maybe even more so now than 30 years
ago. Weil asked for more open communication at a time when museums were
questioning their role as rightful interpreters of all cultural material that was
entrusted into their care. This discussion is still active and intense and has per-
haps a larger global resonance than it did at the time of Weil’s article (see also
Thomas, this volume). This is the reason why we must take up the challenge
for a more open approach. This kind of exposure to the public would alter the
character of internal connections and sources of expertise, from tacit to more
visible, and would thus intensify the impact of museums as part of a political
and economic society, helping to synchronise the values between the humanistic
and economic sectors. In this process, one needs to keep in mind that today’s
politics is largely practiced in the economic context of the given society, which
in turn is controlled by the global market. This is why, as much outside the box
as it may seem in this context, an overview of new economic trends and skills
with which an individual will be able to navigate in the contemporary flux is
given in the following paragraphs.

Connecting Values and Impact with the Doughnut

This section introduces the concept of the Doughnut Economics by the British
economist Kate Raworth. This short insight into economics will help us connect
issues dear to museum professionals with fluctuations in society. Using this larger
perspective, it is possible to connect aspects of museological value discussion
and significance, people’s aspiration for self-directing and the meaning of mu-
seological impact as part of a sustainable economy. These aspects of society are
indeed direct manifestations of the Doughnut Economics at work.

Raworth’s book Doughnut Economics (2017) points out how interconnected the
globe is from the economic point of view. She describes economic development
since the mid-19" century and focuses on the central role of GDP (Gross Domes-
tic Product) growth in contemporary economic theories. She calls for a more
detailed discussion on our concept of growth in an era when constant monetary
GDP growth will no longer be a sustainable vision for the future, given the globe’s
finite resources. She argues that we need to define the meaning of growth from
a wider perspective and integrate such conditions as social equality, political
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voices, preserving natural resources and access to education and healthy living
into the scenario. The GDP way of thinking is too narrow a concept to be applied
to the contemporary challenges of the world’s shrinking natural resources, and
it does not address the issue of human inequality that the 21 century is facing.
The economic crash of 2008 was a wake-up call for many. Not only was the
economic structure of the world in crisis, but issues such as global inequality,
food supply, security and climate change also started to demand more and more
attention. By no means were these issues new in 2008, but they started to appear
more widely through the news and social media, and people started to become
more instantly aware of the vulnerabilities of our globe. Economist Kate Raworth
sums up the situation as follows: “Due to the scale and interconnectedness of
the global economy, many economic effects that were treated as ‘externalities’ in
twentieth-century theory have turned into defining social and ecological crises
in the twenty-first century” (Raworth 2017, p. 143).

The neo-liberal economy has been under a critical eye for a long time and in-
creasingly so after the financial crash in 2008. This criticism is not entirely
new, as is seen in numerous historical efforts to break down the circle of wealth
accumulating wealth (Stiglitz 2012; Harvey 2005; Raworth 2017). It has long
been known that a large percentage of global income is in the hands of a small
percentage of people; this is known as Pareto’s 80—20 rule (Raworth 2017, p.
166). Economist Thomas Piketty argued in 2014 that in time and place when
the return to capital grows faster than the economy as a whole, it leads to wealth
becoming concentrated to those who own capital (Raworth 2017, p. 169; Piketty
2014). Global technology has made the level of inequality better known to wider
audiences than ever before, and it seems that this scale of inequality has reached
the breaking point. IMF (International Monetary Fund) research shows that
inequality hinders GDP growth. The more unequal societies are, the more fragile
and slower economic growth they have (Raworth 2017, p. 173).

Raworth writes about the challenges of globalism and the prospects we are facing
before the year 2050. The common estimate predicts that the global economy
will triple in about thirty years, which will bring a whole new perspective to the
concept of sustainability. According to her, it will no longer be enough to teach
future economics using the mindset that originated in 1950s textbooks, which
in turn were rooted in the theories of the 1850s. It is no longer possible just to
master any old curriculum (Raworth 2017, p. 6, p. 8). Raworth writes that we
need a new kind of thinking and a new kind of authority. “For the twenty-first
century a far bigger goal is needed: meeting the human rights of every person
within the means of our life-giving planet” (Raworth 2017, p. 25).

Raworth takes a critical stance and questions the need for constant GDP growth
as a goal. “Today we have economies that need to grow, whether or not they
make us thrive: what we need are economies that make us thrive, whether or
not they grow” (Raworth 2017, p. 30). She points out that the history of GDP
is actually not that long. It originates from the political situation of the mid-
1930s in the United States, where a measure for national income was needed
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to be able to monitor the advances made in society, especially during the time
of Roosevelt’s New Deal. For that purpose, economist Simon Kuznets made a
calculation, which became known as Gross National Product (GNP). It was based
on the income generated by a nation’s residents (Raworth 2017, pp. 36—37). The
GNP soon became a very useful tool and by the 1960s, it was taken as a valid
measure for a society’s success. A decade later critical voices started to appear
and arguments for the transition from growth to global equilibrium appeared
(Meadows et al. 1972, p. 24). Even Kuznets had already stated early on that one
should make a distinction between quantity of growth and quality of growth
(Raworth 2017, p. 40). In the 1980s emphasis changed to measure the growth
within a nation’s borders and GNP changed to GDP (Gross Domestic Product),
but there were no changes as to the demand for and expectation of constant
growth. The economic crisis of 2008 made Western leaders rethink Kuznets’
1930s calculation and they came up with various growth-related word combina-
tions such as sustainable growth, balanced growth or long-term, lasting growth,
but they still very strongly insist on growth as the main measure (Raworth 2017,
p- 41). Nevertheless, the need to define growth in more specific terms entered
the discussion. To conclude, since 21 century globalism does not correspond
to the calculations of the 1930s, a newer deal is needed.

Raworth introduces a way of thinking that she calls Doughnut Economics. Her
model is based on a circular form, hence the name Doughnut, where “the social
foundation of human rights and the ecological ceiling of planetary boundaries
create the inner and outer boundaries of the Doughnut” (Raworth 2017, p. 49). In
her model, sustainable life takes place between the inner and outer boundaries.
Outside the ecological ceiling lie ecological risk factors such as climate change,
land conversion and biodiversity loss. Inside the Doughnut lie preconditions
for sustainable human life, such as social equality, peace and justice, having a
political voice, education and health (Raworth 2017, p. 49). It is easy to see that
all these factors are very much interconnected. Once one sector reaches a crisis
point it inevitably affects all the other sectors. Her model describes the goal but
admits that the world still has far to go to meet this goal. Furthermore, in the
efforts to solve the obstacles on our way to meet the goal, we need different tools
than what the 9o-year-old GDP model has been able to offer.

British economist Tim Jackson called for sustainable economics already in his
1996 book Material Concerns. In his 2009 publication Prosperity Without
Growth, he developed the concept further and showed how we must alter our
way of thinking about the concept of investment. Instead of relating the concept
only to the growth of new products produced by market-oriented enterprises,
we should widen our scope and consider the possibilities of sustainable invest-
ments. As an example, he uses cultural institutions as places that possess the
know-how for producing sustainable investment in societies (Jackson 2009).
Furthermore, Kate Raworth connects the sustainability of ecological resources
with the demands of the economy and argues that the almost 9o-year-old concept
of constant economic growth cannot solve the contemporary ecological problems
we are facing. What is needed is a regenerative economy.
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Financial income is just one narrow slice of what an economy generates
when its aim is to promote human prosperity in a flourishing web of life.
... the new metrics will monitor the many sources of wealth — human,
social, ecological, cultural and physical. (Raworth 2017, p. 240)

This is exactly where museums will be in demand. To see itself as a sustainable
investment that produces regenerative good for its surrounding community has
always been at the core of museum operations. We need a sector of society to
show us the culturally meaningful aspects of society — to show us the culturally
meaningful aspect of regenerative economics.

Theorists of regenerative economics are interested in forming scenarios of what
comes after GDP, since the classical curve of constant growth ultimately leaves
us hanging in the air (Raworth 2017, pp. 246—250). The mainstream economy
has not invested in that question; even economist Walt Rostow in his 1960 book
The Stages of Economic Growth does not address this, but ends his five stages
of economic growth at the age of mass consumption (Rostow 1960, p. 6). We are
entering the stage after mass consumption and the question for the 21% century
is: How sustainable is the next stage? It seems that a human lifetime is just not
long enough for us to truly understand this question. According to Raworth,
GDP has played such a central role in economics that questioning its ultimate
importance has not even occurred to many.

We are entering an era where the damaging effects of inequality on the social,
political, ecological and economic levels are proving to be too serious for policy
makers to ignore. We cannot any longer shun the efforts towards a sustainable
society by claiming these things are too romantic or socialist in nature. The
idea of sharing prosperity has often been seen as a naive utopia and has had
serious political connotations in history (Couto 2010). In our contemporary
culture technology has made sharing easier and faster, both on the individual
and global levels. Individuals are more widely and more quickly aware of the
opinions and behaviour of other people, and they have the technology to make
their opinion globally known and heard. Worldwide communication and data
streaming are transforming our communities in unseen ways. We are no longer
talking only with the voice of single nations; we are talking with the voice of the
globe (Ormerod 2012, pp. 28—29). The concept of sharing has taken a new turn
and it is too valuable of a tool to be discarded because of its interpretations in the
past. As Kate Raworth has pointed out, our planet needs the concept of sharing.
This global level requires individuals to learn skills of self-directing in order to
avoid falling into the patterns of past failures. The word “sharing” includes the
idea of the individual responsibility and accountability that one has to have in
order to make the act of sharing successful.

The question of what happens next is not an alien one to museum professionals.
They are in the field of questioning our past, present and future. They constantly
have to make decisions and choices as to what kind of past our future will have
(Vilkuna 2003, p. 10). It is up to museum professionals to point out culturally
significant moments and transfer such knowledge to the future. This is why
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they should see their careers as being mediators, not just current consumers.
Museums and their collections are part of the regenerative everyday, with re-
generative economics being one part of this.

In the heritage sector, various methods of analysing and mapping cultural sig-
nificances are cooperative and aim to point out cultural importance in society.
They offer ways to make deeper connections with phenomena surrounding us
by use of a method that uses novel and adaptive thinking. With the help of these
methods, the heritage sector of society can take part in the discussion of what will
be relevant in the future. For example, Significance 2.0 (Russell & Winkworth
2009) was written in Australia and subsequently modified in Europe in such
works as the Dutch Assessing Museum Collections (2014) or the Finnish Merk-
itysanalyysimenetelmd (Hayh4, Jantunen & Paaskoski 2015; and this volume).
In general, these methods investigate the realm of culturally significant objects
by cooperating with experts and interacting with object users. In this process,
it is essential to try to determine an object’s history from the beholders’ point of
view by recording the significance and stories integral to it. The selected objects
are enriched by these stories and their context in the community is recorded as
a statement of their significance. The community’s voice is heard, thus connect-
ing things from the past more closely to lives in the present. Museologist Peter
van Mensch talks about cultural biography and says that culturally significant
collections can be seen as impact-increasing potentiality in society (van Mensch
& Meijer-van Mensch 2011, pp. 32—33). Another example from the Finnish
cultural historical museum sector is the TAKO Tallennustyojako (Distribution
of Preservation Responsibilities). TAKO means that museums actively discuss
and exchange ideas as to what to preserve and collect. With this sharing of
information, the tendency of multiple museums collecting the same items or
working in the same field of preservation is avoided (see also Ahola, this volume).

Analysing significance and engaging in TAKO co-operation are both ways of
sharing knowledge, dividing resources and offering peer support to map out the
Finnish cultural biography. These forms of co-operation are good examples of
how museum organisations are able to join forces in making museums matter,
including collections in the process. Sharing information, offering participation
and taking part actively in peer support are all elements of signification. As stated
earlier, it will not suffice if museum professionals only agree among themselves
on making museums matter. This kind of co-operation of smaller groups and
individuals must be placed into a larger context, as suggested by Doughnut
Economics, for it to have longer-lasting effects on society.

Intangible Object Energy as Evidence of Sustainable
Action

Kate Raworth writes about the flourishing web of life. This description can be
understood in a manner that our existence adds up to something larger than just
the sum of its parts. In the museum context we use terms such as immeasurable
and rare or give some objects uncontested key status. Very rarely do these terms
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relate to monetary value of the chosen objects, but are the result of centuries
of value generation that is based on something other than just numbers. In the
following paragraphs I am using the term object energy to describe this process.

Objects and material culture have always been at the core of museum operations.
To collect, display and catalogue collections have been signs of professionalism
since the cabinets of curiosities (Pearce 1994). Austrian writer and professor
Alma Wittlin (1899—1992) wrote about object-concreteness and the possibility
to see original items from the past being a unique character of museums (Wittlin
2004, p. 46). Janne Vilkuna mentions a museum collection’s ability to transmit
object energy as a differentiating factor to many other institutions. “The tales
of the museums differ from many other tales because they are based on the
evidence that objects include, and are transmitting, object-energy” (Vilkuna
1997, p. 57). Object-concreteness and object energy are critical concepts when
the impact of museums is under scrutiny. Vilkuna connects object energy to
this context, but one can contemplate it through a more intrinsic point of view
as well. With the term object energy is meant that the original museum item
includes properties that exceed its knowledge-based values. This object energy
is comprised of an object’s originality, form and the history of its existence, but
ultimately is something more than the sum of these parts. This energy is not
present in copies. The thought of object energy relates to philosopher Walter
Benjamin’s (1882-1940) thinking that there is something in the character of
an original object that neither science nor the intellect can explain. Benjamin
talks about an aura and wrote about it in his 1936 essay The Work of Art in
the Age of Its Technological Reproducibility (Mechanical Reproduction). He
relates the concept of aura with the reproducibility of photographs and films,
especially at the time when these two art forms were coming into their own.
“What withers in the age of technological reproducibility of the work of art is the
...aura.” (Benjamin 2008, p. 22). For Benjamin, aura is an abstract quality that
is embedded in unique and authentic artworks. This quality is accumulated by
the existence of the artwork throughout history: “By replicating the work many
times over, it substitutes a mass existence for a unique existence” (Benjamin
2008, p. 22). Time has passed since the early days of photography and moving
pictures. The idea of reproduction has entered the art scene and is no longer
seen as problematic. There is an aspect in Benjamin’s writings that has held up
over time, however, namely the concept of aura, the feeling of seeing something
original and authentic that bears all the stories and physical marks of its care
throughout history. To conclude, in addition to the needed context information
of an impact-full museum item, the intrinsic value and object energy it transmits
have to also be considered. Finnish art historian Anne Aurasmaa writes how
the memory of the museum consists of facts and evidence, but also builds upon
something deeper.

It is evident that even though factual knowledge is a crucial part of educa-
tional programs in museums, we need to include the sensuous aspect of
objects as well, in order to fully understand the depth of impact, relations
and values. (Aurasmaa 20035, p. 22, translated by the author)
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In Aurasmaa’s text one should relate the aspect of sensuousness to Walter Benja-
min’s concept of the aura of the original item, which in turn is heavily connected
to object energy. This line of thought gives us perspective on the intrinsic value
of museum collections and maybe the thought of museum items having intrinsic
qualities will not be seen as so remote any longer. Sensuous object-concreteness,
aura and object-energy are concepts that not very many institutions can be guard-
ians of. This responsibility should not be taken lightly, nor should it be ignored
by saying that museum objects are merely props (Anderson 2004, p. 4, p. 271).

In addition, one should regard individual museum objects that bear an aura
and various collections within and outside museum care as unifying factors,
regardless of who might be the caretaker during any given generation or era.
Especially in countries such as Finland, where the “cultural layer” is relatively
young and thin, one should look at the bigger picture. The totality of Finnish
culturally significant items, places or memories all conform to Kenneth Hudson’s
idea of the Great Museum. Some of them are housed and cared for in museums,
some privately owned and some owned by corporations or other institutions.
Regardless of their current ownership and legal status, one can argue that their
aura and significance will remain past that ownership. To see the whole picture,
not just from one institution’s or generation’s perspective, but from an entire
society’s perspective, is to intensify the impact of culturally significant sectors
of society. This process falls easily into the concept of the Doughnut.

The Need to Self-direct Ourselves in the Systems
Thinking Way

As stated earlier in my text, museum professionals have voiced their need for
practice in order to fully engage themselves in value discussions. This paragraph
will introduce two concepts that help to address this need. The concept of self-di-
recting offers a good point of departure. The contemporary working environment
is all about completing projects, meeting deadlines and being able to contribute
your daily working hours outside of the traditional office. After their academic
years, students enter a relatively different working environment than was the
case few decades ago. Studies show that any vital and effective organisation has
three properties: a healthy hierarchy, self-organisation and resilience (Raworth
2017, p. 159). The people in these organisations need to be able to self-direct
themselves in order to make all these aspects work. Especially in organisations
that consist of highly educated and expert-based work, the ability to self-direct
one’s day becomes vital. A study made in 2011 by the Institute for the Future
listed skills that will be needed in order to cope in the working environment in
the future (Davies, Fidler & Gorbis 2011). The study calls them the key work
skills that will become essential in the next ten years, namely sense making,
social intelligence, novel and adaptive thinking, cross-cultural competency,
computational thinking, new-media literacy, transdisciplinarity, design mind-
set, cognitive load management and virtual collaboration. All of these skills are
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properties that an individual will need in order to be able to navigate and make
sense in the world of a cross-cultural fast track.

In an edited volume Itseohjautuvuus — Miten organisoitua tulevaisuudessa?
(Self-directing — How to get organized in the future 2017), Finnish philosophers
Frank Martela and Karoliina Jarenko point out why the ability of self-directing
will become a basic requirement in the future. By self-directing they mean a
person’s ability to function without the need for outside supervision or control.
In order for people to be able to self-direct themselves, they must possess three
properties: motivation, initiative and skills. They must have initiative to do things
without outside force or traditional management supervision. They must have
a clear goal toward which they are focusing their self-directing actions. Finally,
they must possess the required skills in order to reach set goals. If these skills are
lacking, the person will need extensive supervision and guidance, and the idea
of self-directing will not be fulfilled. In addition to the technical skills needed
for the work process at hand, the required skills for self-directing will include
properties such as time management, resource control and prioritising, all of
which could have previously been outsourced to one’s supervisors (Martela &
Jarenko 2017, p. 12, p. 14). The importance of self-directing is connected with
the need to be able to react fast and to be flexible in a society that is under
constant change. There are three reasons as to why self-directing will be more
and more important in the future. The first is that the reaction time to address
change in contemporary society is much shorter than a few decades ago. The
second is the fast replacement of human labour by technological solutions and
applications in various fields. In turn, creative expertise remains a sector that
will be more difficult to replace by these technologies, thus intensifying its role.
The third is the democratising effect of information technologies, in which hier-
archical structures are no longer so needed, because information has an ability
to flow fast and openly within any given organisation (Martela & Jarenko 2017,
pp. 18—25). These changes require a flexible organisation in which strategies
are created in co-operation with participants and non-functioning structures
can be abandoned without heavy decision-making processes. More and more
contemporary companies are transforming their operations according to these
more flexible and cooperative methods (Martela & Jarenko 2017, p. 15).

With the help of new economic thinking and the methods of self-directing it
will be possible to join efforts in the field of cultural heritage with ideas of
economic sustainability. These viewpoints come from the Systems Thinking
perspective, where things in the world are interconnected and one cannot ex-
pect either singular or linear answers to complex questions (Meadows 2008).
According to SearchCIO (an online platform for IT management strategies)
“systems thinking is a holistic approach to analysis that focuses on the way that
a system’s constituent parts interrelate and how systems work over time and
within the context of larger systems”. This means that we need to acknowledge
the complexity of the world and face this fact with a set of tools that contains
elements from outside our own box.
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The doughnut is about sustainability and understanding the big picture. It talks
about finding a balance between the earth’s resources and our need to consume
them, so that the distribution of consumption can be in balance among all the
earth’s inhabitants. It also talks about how we need to include other layers in
our economic identities than just our identity as a consumer, worker or capital
owner. These layers can be summed up as constituting a great deal of our daily
lives. The economist Neva Goodwin calls them the core economy, which “comes
first every day, sustaining the essentials of family and social life with universal
human resources of time, knowledge, skill, care, empathy, teaching and reci-
procity” (Coote & Goodwin 2010, p. 3).

How to reach global sustainability is the core question of our lifetime. The mag-
nitude of the question goes beyond one individual’s capacity, and shared wisdom
is needed. Raworth talks about the need for shifting our attitudes. We need fluid
values to be able to act in a more interdependent and reciprocating way. We need
to see our role towards others as dependent partners, and take approximation
instead of calculation as a tool in navigating through global issues (Raworth
2017, pp. 103—116). In this process, the capability of heritage sciences to see
connections between the core issues of different historical eras will be essential.
This insight will help give a perspective for present and future decision-making.
To gain knowledge of things in the past and to learn how these things connect
to our contemporary everyday are fundamental for understanding one’s own
identity. Furthermore, they are building blocks for identity within any given
community. This is precisely one of the points where the humanities, especially
museums, will have a substantial role in carving out our sustainable future. As
historian Tuomas Heikkild and philosopher Ilkka Niiniluoto wrote in their book
The Value of Humanistic Study, it is time to break the myth of humanistic study
belonging to the margins of contemporary achievements and consider humanists
to be key players in creating sustainable environments (Heikkild & Niiniluoto
2016, p. 104). On an individual level this challenge becomes more manageable
if one holds the required skills for self-directing.

There are three levels of operators at the core of the Doughnut concept: person-
al impact on planetary boundaries, business branding according to Doughnut
principles and a new design of the global financial system (Raworth 2017, p.
56). From the sustainable heritage point of view, it is easy to fulfil the demands
of the first two. To preserve and to educate have always been at the core of mu-
seum operations. For the third level, museum operations will offer one way of
sustainable thinking, a broader context than monetary metrics has been able
to offer. Again, this is not a new idea, but on a global level the search for more
sustainable ways to think of the globe’s economic growth has already started
(Jackson 1996; Holden 2006; Scott 2013). Museums as tradition-bearing in-
stitutions have the ability and know-how to guide this new kind of thinking
in society. In Robert Putnam’s terms all this is strong social capital (Putnam
2000, p. 290). The scenario drawn with the help of the Doughnut helps us to
understand the bigger economic picture and guide us to include sustainable
heritage into the Doughnut way of thinking. It gives us a global perspective, but
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that alone does not suffice. The adaptability of any given change depends on
the individual’s ability to guide themselves through the change. In general, any
argumentation to move towards solution-seeking methods is more rewarding
than discussions that merely state the fact that something would need to be
done. As we have seen, museum professionals have lived up to this challenge
and continue working toward a sustainable society.
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Critical Museology, Social
Museology, Practical Museology
or What? - International
museologies and Scandinavia

Kerstin Smeds

Abstract

Museology in most parts of the world has been, and still is, perceived as a the-
ory of the museum institution itself — the museum as social phenomenon, the
museum’s role in society and learning, museum collections and management,
etc. Parallel to this, particularly in Eastern European and Nordic countries, the
concept has grown larger and has included other institutions and activities in the
field of heritage. Today, the concept of museology might cover almost everything
that has to do with humanity’s dealing with time, history, immaterial and ma-
terial heritage, from large geographical eco-museums and heritage sites to the
smallest private enterprises. The only chair of museology in Sweden (at Umea
University), defines museology in this very broad sense. There, the theoretical
standpoint is also analytical and critical, and can be seen as a parallel to the
rapidly growing field of critical heritage studies.

In this chapter, I briefly explore the development of museology in Scandinavia
and its early influences from Eastern Europe and France, as well as the different
schools of museology. In conclusion, I draw up some lines for the development
of museology in order to create theoretical resources for museums and heritage
enterprises, which would help them in their work for a more sustainable future.

Keywords: museology, museology definitions, museum definitions, Scandi-
navian museology

Concepts and Early Education

What is museology? First of all, we must make a conceptual distinction. The
concept of museum research (Swedish museiforskning, Finnish museotutki-
mus) adopted by the museum world refers generally to the research, or rather
documentation, that is carried out in museums and their collections. It is con-
ducted within the context of the classic museum disciplines of art, archaeolo-
gy, ethnology and cultural anthropology. Museum science, museum knowledge
or museum studies (German Museumskunde) in a traditional sense, refer to
teaching about the museum institution, the museum’s practical functions and
its activities. Another term for this was museum techniques. Around the turn
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of the 20" century, the concept of museum science appeared in Swedish in the
Nordic Encyclopaedia (Ekstrom 2000, p. 31). At the time, the word referred to
the acquisition of objects, their preservation and cataloguing. Later the termi-
nology has changed not only in Sweden but all over the world, but unfortunately
not in the same way and at the same pace. The German Museum Science (e.g.,
the Institut fiir Museumskunde in Berlin) only around 15 years ago changed
to museum research (Museumsforschung), while in France and in many other
countries the term museology has been used for more than a century. In Swe-
den, the term museology was adopted in the 1970s in line with the international
development of the discipline.

Over time, the subject has expanded to cover not only research in the museum,
but also research on the museum — the museum as a political, philosophical
and social phenomenon. “The ‘museum-ness’ of museums, then, is a subject
that needs to be addressed and theorized in its own right” (Fyfe & Macdonald
1996, p. 6). They continue:

Museums are a fertile theoretical field precisely because they can be
tackled from a range of theoretical perspectives which cross many of
the established divisions of the disciplines (e.g., production and con-
sumption, knowledge and practice, sacred and secular). They are like a
kind of theoretical thoroughfare; a place where unexpected meetings and
alignments may take place.

The shift in perspective and the depth of the subject largely follow the changes
that took place in the museum’s social role and position. However, research on
museums is as complex and difficult as the museum’s social and political role
in society. There is a fairly large paradigmatic and terminological confusion re-
garding definitions, contents and research objectives in the field. In fact, much
of the theoretical debate on museology’s objectives since the 1970s has been
about the question of what museology is, and this has by no means been resolved.

The development of museology can be tracked from the museum science/museum
knowledge of the 19 century through many phases, all the way to a philosophy
of museums (Deloche 1999), which theoretically discusses not only the museum’s
institutional whereabouts and the realisation of museums as phenomena and
ideology, but also our existential relationship to time and material heritage.
Compared to modern historiography, which started more than 200 years ago,
museology is much younger, 80—100 years, depending on how you measure it. If
you count from the first statements of Museumskunde in Germany, the subject
is almost 120 years old, but if you start from the coinage of the term museology,
we end up in the 1920s.

The oldest museological school in the world is, as far as I know, the Ecole du
Louvre, founded in 1882 and still operating (Maroevic 1998, p. 93; van Mensch
1992, p. 89). The training was at the beginning of a practical nature, focused
on the skills needed for working in a museum. In the case of the Louvre this
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mainly concerned art museums. Today it is a discipline characterised by a broad
definition of both theoretical and practical museology.

In the early 1900s, debates about museums and the need for education and
research in the area were going on in various parts of Europe. The German
magazine Zeitschrift fiir Museumskunde was founded in 1905 to promote and
discuss museological issues, and in its first years called for university-level courses
(Leisching 1905, pp. 91—96; Kniescheck 1998, p. 71). Between 1909 and 1912 such
courses took place in Saxony. These dealt with museum discourse in general, but
also with technical, conservation and scientific issues, as well as museum didactics
and pedagogy. As early as 1903, talk of the museum as a popular educational
institution was well established in Germany, and in 1920 the Museumskunde
was established to teach, among other things, museum pedagogy as an academic
discipline at the University of Bonn (Kniescheck 1998, p. 72).

In the years around 1920, a lot happened in this area. In 1921, an academic course
in museology was given at Harvard University under the title Museum Work
and Museum Problems, which some, incorrectly, have counted as the world’s
first museology course (Gob & Drouget 2003, p. 13). The first professorship in
museum science was established at the University of Brno in 1922 and served
with some interruptions until 1948. The same chair was then revived in 1963
by Jiri Neustupny, and has remained as one of the leading museological centres
to this day.

In England, the British Museum Association has organised museological, or
rather museographical courses since 1932 (Maroevic 1998, pp. 93—94). During
the first quarter of the 20™ century, the first scientific studies were made on the
museum, its functions, collections and preservation principles. There were also
smaller studies on, for example, the difference between museums’ identities and
functions (Lauffer 1907). In 1934, the first international museological conference
took place in Madrid, organised by the L’Office international des Musées, the
predecessor of the ICOM, International Council of Museums. The topic was
museum architecture and what today is called museum management (Gob &
Drouget 2003, pp. 11-12).

In England, where Museum Studies in the University of Leicester, founded in
1966, is the leading museological centre, the focus of interest has remained on
the museum’s role as a knowledge bank and intermediary of research. The em-
phasis is therefore put on visitors, exhibitions and pedagogy. The same situation
can be seen in the USA, with the Smithsonian Institution at the forefront. In the
German- and French-speaking areas, however, research has increasingly shifted
to theoretical and philosophical studies of the museum as a social phenomenon,
its historical and narrative relevance and the exhibition medium itself.

Is there any agreement, on an international level, as to what kind of museology
there is at different institutions, and whether museology is considered a science
or not? Just as the historiography of the 19" century debated whether history
was a science or an art, and in the end reluctantly acknowledged it as a science
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with scientific methods, many researchers and professionals in the museum and
heritage field question today whether museology is a science at all, and what its
real value might be.

So, What is Museology, Really?

If anyone talked or wrote about museology as a science thirty or twenty
years ago, he would be met with a pitying, disdainful smile from many
persons. Today, the situation is quite different. (Sofka 1992)!

This sounds somehow familiar, doesn’t it? The quotation above is from an ar-
ticle on museology called Die Museologie als Fachwissenschaft (Museology as
a Branch Science), written by a renowned German scholar. There is nothing
special about this, only the fact that it was written one hundred and thirty-eight
years ago, more exactly in 1883. Today, one may ask: have we progressed from
this statement?

Many academic museologists have adopted a strangely defensive attitude when
speaking about the need for museology in the professional field of museums and
heritage. The situation has been improving in the last couple of decades, but
many museum conservatives still keep asking why they would need museology.
The reasons for this peculiar situation are an intriguing epistemological question
indeed. After all, almost every other cultural institution or cultural field has,
at an early stage, developed its own scholarly discipline, such as archival and
library sciences, media science, film science, theatre studies, literary science (or
studies), musicology, etc. with their own theoretical apparatuses. Each of these
field is subject to deep scientific research and teaching, often at their own colleges
or academies. To get a job, e.g., in a library or an archive, requires a degree in
that particular discipline. Only museums have been overlooked — again, at least
in Scandinavia. In Finland, the situation is a bit different. It is interesting to
turn the tables and ask why there has been, and still often is, some opposition
to museology within academies and museums, and why museology still gener-
ates some mistrust within the branch. Just listen to the verdict of a Norwegian
professor (historian) in 1994:

I want to state, here and now, that museology offers training for a practical
job. It is a misunderstanding to believe that it should be possible to be
a “museologist”, one who studies museums in their abstraction without
having a basis and anchorage in the real disciplines which are the gen-
uine roots of museums, the reason for their existence. It is unrealistic,
thoughtless and naive (Gjestrum 1995, p. 5).

This harsh statement is, however, very specific, and does not concur with the
entire field, or with employment practice in the very country where this state-

1. Dr. T. H. Th Graesse from Dresden published this in the Zeitschrift fiir Museologie und Anti-
quitdtenkunde. Quoted by Sofka in 1992.
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ment was made (Norway). In fact, opinions are divided. One fraction of muse-
um professionals has, since the 1970s, enthusiastically thrown themselves into
de facto museological development according to new international, social and
museological trends, whether they are aware of it themselves or not (Hofrén et
al. 1970; Ndsman 2014). But many museum professionals are still so stuck in
everyday matters — running the museum, taking care of their collections and
perhaps jealously watching their own particular academic field, that there is no
time or energy to start analysing, let alone letting anybody else in to analyse,
their museum’s doings from a broader, politically-, philosophically- or museo-
logically-relevant point of view.

Deeper reasons for this tacit, and sometimes very loudly outspoken resistance
to museology and museological research can partly be deduced from the Marx-
ist roots of museology, and the fact that it was in the socialist countries that
the theoretical development started in the 1960s, paired with French critical
intellectualism (Neustupny 1968; Maroevic 1998; Desvallées 1989; Desvallées
1991). As late as 2001, one of the fathers of modern museology, Zbynek Stransky,
felt the need to defend museology against conservative detractors in an article
entitled Ist Museologie eine kommunistische Wissenschaft? (Is museology a
communist science? Stransky, 2001, pp. 2758—2761). The museums of the so-
cialist countries were early regarded not only as collecting and research centres,
but also as socio-cultural arenas with strong educational, public and democratic
objectives. Indirectly, perhaps originally, it all started in Soviet Russia. Here,
the museums were already after the Russian Revolution incorporated into the
socialist ideologies and ideals of the state, thus gaining an importance as a tool
for socialist cultural policy and propaganda (Ananiev 2016). Museums shifted
focus to visitors, teaching and learning, all in line with the socialist ideology of
offering education to the masses. Hence, the museums’ political and ideological
role and importance in society also started to be problematised and, in a Soviet
manner, scientified. Already in the post-revolutionary period of the 1920s, there
was a lot of activity among Russian scholars and cultural departments, with the
aim of starting up research not only in museums, but also on museums (Ananiev
2016, pp. 173—175). Whether the museums in, for example, the Soviet Union
really went in for a social dialogue can be debated, but these ambitions have, I
think, repercussions in the activities of the museums today all over the world.
However, this early history is only one line of development, and maybe not even
a very strong argument against the need for museology, since not many in the
West are even aware of these historical socialist roots.

So, where does museology stand today and why are we where we are? What re-
sults has the International Committee for Museology (ICOFOM) achieved during
its first forty years of existence and of a theoretical museological discussion? In
what way has this debate had an impact on how we, in Scandinavia and Finland,
conceive museology? Has ICOFOM solved the question of what museology is? A
great deal of books and studies (for example, ISS and the ICOFOM Study Series)
have dealt with the substance of museology, the foundations and definitions
of museology and museums. But before we start scrutinising the schools of
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museology in the Nordic countries, let us trace a bit of the history of defining
museological education and research. What do we conceive of as our object of
study and research? In order to give a background to the statements in Sweden,
I have chosen to mention a couple of international definitions.

Between 1979 and 1989 the foundations of museum theory or museology were
laid in an intense international collaboration (most significantly within ICOFOM).
Today, although the discussion goes on, there is some kind of an agreement
that museology is defined differently and addresses different types of problems
in different parts of the world. Many still focus on the museum as a social and
political phenomenon and institution, while others go for the broader definition
encompassing the totality of heritage and museality, a term used by Zbynek
Stransky. Hence, the object study of museology today could be extended, as
Thereza Scheiner states, to encompass “the global museum as the planet Earth,
the little spaceship on which we live” (Scheiner 2010, p. 98). This would be
transcribed to addressing not only objects and collections, museums and their
communications, but also nature/ecology (eco-museums and nature reserves),
landscapes, the built environment, etc. In short, I would define museology of
today as a philosophy of our existential relationship to material and immaterial
heritage.

The definition of museology varies from country to country, and from univer-
sity to university, even within the same country. In France, the concept of the
term has probably been most profoundly scrutinised (Desvallées 1992; Gob
& Drouguet 2003; Desvallées & Mairesse 2011). There, one still distinguishes
between on the one hand museographie, which is the same as applied, practi-
cal museum knowledge, and on the other hand museologie, which includes a
more theoretical-analytical approach. Museology in the latter sense examines
what is called museality or the relation spécifique that exists between man and
material reality. However, Gob & Drouget (2003, p. 13) interpret museality as
equivalent to the French concept of patrimoine, patrimoine culturel or patri-
monialité. This, in turn, comes closest to the English term national heritage, or
the Swedish cultural heritage.

In Central Europe, as in Eastern Europe, a distinction is made between practi-
cal or applied museology (museography, museum technology) and theoretical
museology. The object of museological study here is not only the museum, but
the aforementioned museum spectrum in the broad sense, that is, the entire
cultural heritage. Tomislav Sola, professor emeritus of museology in Zagreb, has
questioned the usefulness of the word museology. Instead, he introduced a new
international term, heritology or mnemosophy, i.e., heritage science or memory
science. He defines it as a kind of cybernetics of cultural heritage (Sola 1997, p.
26, p. 232). Thus, it was mainly in Eastern Europe and France that the concept
of museology came to cover cultural heritage in its totality. In the USA, the UK
and most of Western Europe, the subject is still defined as museum studies.

The most interesting, and in the long-term, most capable definitions of the
museum’s object of study were presented long ago by Zbynek Stransky (1974,
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1980) and Anna Gregorové (1980). In their footsteps Friedrich Waidacher, who
in his 800-page handbook, Handbuch der Allgemeinen Museologie (1993), tries
to settle the definitions once and for all. Many other theological theorists, such
as Peter van Mensch (1992), Eileen Hooper-Greenhill (1992) and Susan Pearce
(1992) at the University of Leicester follow along these same lines.

Anna Gregorova is perhaps the one who expresses it most distinctively. She first
defines the museum: “A museum is an institute in which the specific relation of
man to reality is naturally applied and realized.” And then museology:

Museology is a science studying the specific relation of man to reality,
consisting of purposeful and systematic collecting and conservation of
selected inanimate, material, mobile, and mainly three-dimensional ob-
jects documenting the development of nature and society, and making
a thorough scientific and cultural-educational use of them (Gregorova
1980, p. 20).

Gregorova finds three problem areas to study:

« The museum’s relation to reality and time (existential and semiotic di-
mension)

« The museum’s relation to society (political and cultural dimension)

« The museum’s practical functions (including the museum’s organisation
and aims).

All three are considered as optional fields of research for museology. Museology
belongs to the humanities, it is a social-scientific discipline, not a discipline
dealing only with practical matters (like classical museography and museum
techniques), Gregorova states. She concludes that there are two main focus fields
for museological studies: the historical sense of man, and material documents
regarding the development of nature and society (Gregorova 1980, p. 20).
The French sociologist and museologist Bernard Deloche complemented some
of Gregorova’s definitions when speaking about museology as our relation spéci-
fique to reality (Deloche 1999). What narrations do we weave into the concept
and what actions do we take in this museal reality for communicative, social,
political and ideological purposes? Museums are processes, with the aim of
making man’s multifaceted relation to reality and history visible. Deloche ends
up in stating that museology is a philosophie du muséal (philosophy of the mu-
seality), which can be compared with such disciplines as the philosophy of law
or political philosophy. As such, it is a metatheory and not a science. In this way
museology is, according to Deloche, also contractuelle, a question of agreement
among stakeholders on its objectives (Deloche 1999).

The great influence in Scandinavia regarding definitions and demarcation lines
was discussed in the initial volumes of two publications series, firstly Museologi-
cal Working Papers 1 (MUWOP 1, 1980), the result of a conference in Stockholm
with Czech museologist Vinos Sofka as driving force, and secondly Papers in
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Museology 1, published at Umea University with the pioneer of Swedish muse-
ology, Per-Uno Agren as a driving force (Riberg 1992). Agren, the founder of
museological courses at Umeé University (in 1981), presents a definition that
covers musealising processes, the heritagisation of built and natural environ-
ments and history:

Museology studies how the museum object is constituted, what values
and decisions guide the museum process from selection and collection to
viewing and mediation and thus what historical image, cultural perception
and natural vision are projected into protected objects and environments:
thus man’s relationship to both his physical environment as its history
(Agren 1993, p. 63).

Museology in Umea was rooted in the critical French tradition, where it has
since remained. Museology today, in Umea University’s definition, is called
cultural heritage science. However, the task of museology may be even wider.
In Friedrich Waidacher’s opinion, museology would be to determine the laws
governing man’s relation to reality and uncover the bearers of museality (die
Trdger de Musealitdt), i.e., to reveal the secrets between man and his (mainly
physical) reality. Waidacher would not have defined museology as a science,
but rather as a methodologisch-aktionale Betrachtung. If it is necessary to call
museology a science, then, he says, it is a science that seeks to understand man
and can contribute to the solution of humanity’s contemporary crisis and par-
ticipate in shaping a future for a more humane society (Waidacher 1993). This is
a formulation very close to the definition of what philosophy is, which, in turn,
brings the objectives of museology perhaps a bit too far.

In my understanding, the definition of museology is a global-diversity problem
that cannot be resolved. There are simply different conceptions and ideas of
museology in different parts of the world. The only thing we globally have in
common is that we all, in one way or another, deal with museums, musealisation
and heritage, and scrutinise the role of all this in society. That should be enough,
as far as definitions are concerned.

New Museology

The path of development of the discipline is, internationally, paved with a peculiar
cyclic amnesia. It seems to me that every generation of museum professionals and
theorists believe that they invent the wheel, implement a paradigm shift, create
something new, develop a dialogue with society or are more integrative, mostly
being unaware that these things were indeed said and done before. The cycles
span about 15—30 years. In spite of this lively theoretical and critical debate,
not much profound change has actually taken place in museums themselves,
if you exclude the truly dynamic 1970s. For example, the term new museology
(neue Museologie, museologie nouvelle), has been coined at least three times
in the last hundred years. The first time this concept emerged was in the 1920s
in Paris, where museological courses started with a series of lectures on the
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theme Conversation a la religion des musées (On the religion of museums)
at the Musée d’Ethnographie du Trocadéro in Paris (Gob & Drouguet 2003,
p. 12; Riviere 1989). The father of modern museology, Georg Henri Riviere
(1897—-1985) implemented in Paris very early a critical approach, focusing on the
museum’s ideology and societal role, as well as its ability to contribute to public
education. This first new museology was created parallel to the democratisation
and modernisation of Western society during the first decades of the 20" cen-
tury, when museums were opened to a wider audience. Suddenly, these rather
closed, learned institutions had to relate to society and the public. As a result,
museology also took on educational and communicative tasks and questions.

The second time the concept of new museology was coined was in the mid-7o0s,
when an intense debate on the museums’ role and social responsibility took
place in Eastern Europe and France. Museological research had by now begun
to encompass increasingly larger parts of the material cultural heritage from a
critical societal perspective. This movement was based on the fact that cultural
heritage is a phenomenon that permeates and is governed by society and its
history culture. The museum was no longer primarily perceived as a scientific
institution, but also as a social institution.

The paradigm shift that occurred in the 1970s can be linked to the new critical
discourse in historiography, which earlier had been addressing national political
and economic history, nationhood and the nation’s cultures of representation.
Hermeneutics experienced a renaissance, history research was broken up into
a variety of sub-areas, microhistory and other approaches. The rejection of the
positivist objective criteria of truth led to the problematisation of science and
of the research process itself. Behind the second wave of the new museology
lurked the eco-museum idea, with the understanding that cultural heritage and
the museum can exist anywhere (museum without walls), and that this consti-
tutes a dynamic source of power for society. In France, the association MNES
(Museologie Nouvelle et Experimentation Sociale) emerged in 1982, and in 1985
MINOM (Movement International pour la Museologie Nouvelle) was formed
(van Mensch 1992, pp. 27—28). The MINOM Rio Declaration (Sociomuseology
in Movement) has, particularly in South America, Spain and Portugal, been a
powerful tool for implementing social responsibilities and integration in the
museum field (Chagas, Assuncao dos Santos & Glas 2014). At the core of soci-
omuseology is the idea of very close collaboration between museums and other
heritage institutions in order to promote local initiatives and entrepreneurs and to
create sustainable environments and activities, especially for small communities.?

2. See MINOM homepage http://www.minom-icom.net/ Based broadly on a concern for social and

cultural change, MINOM brings together individuals who are dedicated to active and interactive
museology. It is open to all approaches that make the museum an instrument for identity building
and development within the community. MINOM favours cooperative relationships between users
and professionals, as well as intercultural collaboration. MINOM is an international organization
affiliated with ICOM (International Council of Museums) and still an active forum for discussions
and museum development.
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It is interesting to note that in spite of the fact that a very large body of work
in museology has existed since the 1960s, covering a long period of time and
many countries, this corpus seems to be unknown to many people practically
and theoretically engaged in museum work. It is also well known among muse-
ologists that few, especially in the Anglo-Saxon world, give references to earlier,
European museological and theoretical works in the field, and nothing seems to
prevent a repetitive re-invention of the wheel. One striking example is the book
The New Museology edited by Peter Vergo (1989). This was the third time “new
museology” entered the global scene. A group of mainly British and American
researchers thought that a paradigm shift was needed, apparently ignorant of
the intense debate going on in Europe since the 1970s. The editors thought to
come up with new ideas: “a radical re-examination of the role of museums”
(Vergo 1989, p. 6) and present a break with the classic collection- and documen-
tation-based museum research. The book is, however, an involuntary summary
of the European museological debate and discourse development in the 1970s
and early 1980s, to which very little reference is made (Smeds 2007). The book
says it is neo-critical, and wants to analyse the museum phenomenon from a
socio-cultural and societal perspective (see my discussion above on MINOM),
as if this was something entirely new in 1989.

Even more striking is that this very book, The New Museology, somehow raised
itself to the position of great authority; if any reference to new museology has
been made in other books on museums the last couple of decades (at least in
Scandinavia), it is to this. The peculiar gap between references and academic
cultures in different parts of the world is notable when one looks more closely
at museological studies in the Anglo-American versus German-French-Span-
ish-speaking worlds. Firstly, I have noted that both camps rarely refer to theo-
retical publications under the auspices of ICOFOM, the International Committee
for Museology (ISS ICOFOM Study Series and monographs), which makes it
obvious that ICOFOM publications are, for some reason, not read, although
they are freely accessible on the ICOFOM home page.? Secondly, I have noted,
without having made any deeper survey, that neither camp refers to the other,
almost like an iron curtain was drawn between them. This goes especially for the
Anglo-American writings, where German or French references can very rarely
be found. Whether this is due to cultural reasons or language difficulties is hard
to tell, but it is a pity when this affects the development and implementation of
museological theory and thought.

During the first museological boom in Scandinavia in the 70s and 80s, there was
some significant museological co-operation across the language borders between
the English, French and German speaking worlds (as you can see below). Then
it seems to have disappeared, and museum studies in the Anglo-Saxon world

3. See also Mairesse, Francois, La belle histoire, aux origines de la nouvelle muséologie, Culture
& Musées 17-18/ 2000, pp. 33—56; Mairesse, F, Desvallées, A (eds.) 2007 Vers une redéfinition du
musée Paris: L'Harmattan; Desvallées, A 1992 Vagues: une anthologie de la nouvelle muséologie,
vol. 1, Lyon: PUL.
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went ahead on its own, with Leicester taking the lead. Nevertheless, museology
and heritage studies are rapidly growing fields of research in Scandinavia and
elsewhere. But as I said, sources other than those in English are rarely referred
to. The great bulk of this research in Scandinavia is also done in disciplines other
than museology, such as archaeology, ethnology, art history and sociology. This,
of course, is one of the reasons for the widespread suspicion against museology
as a discipline of its own.

As for languages, it really does make a difference in what language sphere re-
search is done and a book is written, since every country seems to have its own
academic culture and traditions. If today you want to make a really interesting
reading of critical museum research, of museum realisations and the exhibition
medium as phenomena in modern society, then you should, in addition to reading
major works in English, refer to the German- and French-speaking research,
and to some extent Spanish. For our purposes here I will mention just a few:
Déotte 1994; Davallon 2000; Deloche 1999; Desvallées & Mairesse 2011; Fehr
1988; Fliedl 1992, 1995; Gesser, Handschin, Jannelli 2012; Gob & Drouguet
2003; Gonseth, Hainard & Kehr 2002; Heinisch 1987; Jannelli 2012; Licht-
ensteiger 2012; Mairesse 2000, 2010; Muttenthaler & Wonisch 2006; Schirer
2006; Vieregg 2006; Waidacher 1993.

Today, museological research covers the entire cultural heritage and conservation
field, comprising in Scandinavia the popular history use (Swedish historiebruk),
as well as heritagisation, national conservation and disposal strategies. This also
includes the museum and museality as phenomena in modernity, as existential,
cultural, political and social problems, as well as the processes and normative
choices that lead to musealisation. Even the more philosophical concepts such as
forgetting, including and excluding are scrutinised themes. We should remember
that the museum, with its collection and representational policy, also constitutes
an ideological and political tool for exclusion (Déotte 1994).

Intangible heritage is of course also highly relevant. Museology examines in-
tangible heritage, for instance when one questions what strategies are used
for preserving, say, certain traditions, customs or storytelling that a society
has made up, or failed to create. Museology also examines the idea-historical
heritage we carry and other foundations for the entire modern conservation
bluster and our view of history as a whole (see Pettersson 2001; Molin 2003;
Widenberg 2006). Museology can and should also naturally scrutinise the nor-
mative values (Pettersson 2003) that govern the choices made when collecting
stories, contexts and object biographies, as well as the choices of classification
systems and taxonomies, or the paradigmatic, personal and other networks that
can exist between museums and academies or other institutions. Museology in
Umea covers the whole field and encompasses everything from the museum as
an institution to the philosophy of the museum.
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Museology in Scandinavia

I have dwelt on these definitions and history for a while, in order to present the
setting and the context in which the museological school in Sweden and particu-
larly at Umea University developed. Museology at Umea was founded in 1981 by
Per-Uno Agren, with the support of Vino$ Sofka, Erik Hofrén and many others
who, in the late 19770s, had started promoting the development of museology in
Sweden. Agren integrated museological theory and thinking in his courses on
cultural analysis. For some time, he had been closely collaborating with leading
theorists within ICOFOM and with European museologists and related muse-
um professionals, among them Anna Gregorova, Friedrich Waidacher, Zbynek
Stransky, Georges-Henri Riviere, Gaynor Kavanagh, Kenneth Hudson and Vino$
Sofka, who had come to Sweden as a refugee from Czechoslovakia in 1968.4 The
eco-museum movement of the 1970s and 80s, helped along by the founder of the
concept, Hugues de Varine (Varine 1978)5 and others, was in Scandinavia very
relevant and influential in this development (Hudson 1996; Davis 1999; Varine
2017). Inspired by this international movement, a feverish activity of museum
development started in different parts of Scandinavia. At that turbulent time,
museums were conceived not only as the guardians of our heritage, but also as
social actors with a responsibility to engage ordinary people on the regional level
in museum activities, promoting a collective memory (Nasman 2014).

Of high importance for the Scandinavian development were also several interna-
tional conferences held in Sweden, the first of which, The Role of the Museum in
a Decentralized Cultural Policy, was arranged in 1976 in Umea by Agren, under
the umbrella of ICOM/CECA (International Committee for Education and Cul-
tural Action). This was the first major ICOM conference held in Sweden since the
General Assembly of 1959 (Maure 2004). In this same context, an encouraging
sign of museological awakening in Sweden was the publication of a handbook
called Museiteknik (Museum Techniques) for courses at Uppsala University.
Here, Vinos Sofka wrote an article about museology from an international per-
spective (Sofka 1976, pp. 149—-153). The year after, ICOFOM was founded in
Moscow, where both Sofka and Agren participated. Then, in 1980 and 1981, two
ICOFOM symposia were arranged as a co-operation between Agren and Sofka
at the National Museum of Antiquities in Stockholm. These workshops resulted
in the aforementioned publication series, MUWOP/Museological Working Pa-
pers: A debate journal on fundamental museological problems (1980, 1981), in
which almost all the leading museologists from Europe published a short paper.
MUWOP was, however, short-lived, and only those two issues ever appeared.
It was then incorporated into ISS, the ICOFOM Study Series. On the other
hand, the book series founded a few years later at Umea, Papers in Museology,
survives to this day, mainly publishing museological PhD theses. Papers in
Museology emanated from the next two important museology symposia (after
MUWOP 1980—81) arranged by Agren in Ume# in 1988 and 1989, concurrently

4. He started his career as a curator at the Museum of National Antiquities in Stockholm.
5. One of the creators of the first eco-museum in the world, Le Creusot in France in 1971 (1974).
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with the foundation of the Department of Museology (1988). The themes of the
symposiums were “What is museology” and “Local and global — two aspects of
museum communication”. Here, again, leading international museologists (and
a few leading practitioners) took part: Tomislav Séla, Vino$ Sofka, André Des-
vallées, Hugues de Varine, Peter van Mensch, Gaynor Kavanagh, Per-Uno Agren,
Kenneth Hudson and Donald Horne, among others (Raberg & Agren 1992). The
report from these two workshops, with short articles by all the participants,
became very important for the development of museological teaching at Umea
and elsewhere Scandinavia.® Those two symposia were also a result of intense
work and collaboration during the late 1970s and late 80s to develop Swedish
museums towards more socially inclusive institutions. This movement was led by
energetic museologists such as Sofka and Agren, together with museum profes-
sionals such as Erik Hofrén, Bo Lagerkrantz, Eva Persson, Margareta Ekarv, Ulla
Arnell, Harald Hvarfner and Sten Rentzhog, among others. The two symposia
were also a result of collaboration between museology and the History of Ideas
at Umea University, with professors Ronny Ambjérnsson and Sverker Sorlin as
the leading figures (Backstrom 2014). Together they had created a very fruitful
and inspiring intellectual milieu where heritage, museums, society, territories,
nature and ecology all came together. Already then, one had incorporated the
protection and preservation of nature into the concept of culture. Ambjérnsson
and Sorlin, as well as many ethnologists and others representing the humani-
ties, wrote their part of the workshop report. In museological courses, human
ecology, and to some extent, human geography, were introduced.

In 1993, Scandinavian museology took a big step forward — coincidentally (or
not) at the same time as Friedrich Waidacher’s extensive Handbuch der Allge-
meinen Museologie appeared. First, the Danish National Museum in Copenhagen
arranged (curated by Annesofie Becker) a major and very influential exhibition
named Museum Europa, which museologically, and with a very philosophical
eye, scrutinised the history of museums and collecting. That same year, three
theoretically oriented museum practitioners, Agren, John Aage Gjestrum and
Ole Strandgaard, from Sweden, Norway and Denmark respectively, arranged
a series of lectures at the Danish Museumshojskolen (Museum Academy) on
the initiative of Strandgaard, the leader of this Academy. The topic of the se-
ries was “The museum in its time — on the trail of Danish museology” (Agren
1993). I do not know whether any museologists from Iceland attended to give
a lecture, but from Finland, the future professor of museology (from 1997 on),
Janne Vilkuna, took part. Thus, four Nordic countries set the scene for muse-
ological development. The outcome of these lectures was the foundation of the
well-known journal Nordisk Museologi — in both Scandinavian languages and
English, the first issue of which appeared in Umea a few months later, in 1993,
with Agren as the editor. The ambition of the journal was to constitute a link
between the universities and the practical museum field, and to promote critical

6. Papers in Museology 1. WHAT IS MUSEOLOGY? (1988) and LOCAL AND GLOBAL — Two aspects
of museum communication (1989). Report from two symposia at the Department of museology, Umeé
University. Acta Universitatis Umensis. Umeé Studies in the Humanities 108/1992.
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analysis of the phenomenon called museum. Another ambition was to convey
museologically interesting texts from other countries and languages, particularly
from Germany and France (also in translation), and the other way around, to
make the Nordic museological discussion known in other countries, by means
of English summaries of Scandinavian texts.

At this point, it was already clear that museology should not deal with the mu-
seum only, but also with ideas and values concerning the broader field. In the
following years, there was intense co-operation between these above-mentioned
close friends and other museological actors in Sweden, Finland, Denmark and
Norway, with the Museum Academy in Denmark and Ume& University as centres
of activity. Very important were the International Museum Days, arranged for
some time nearly every year by Agren, Strandgaard and Gjestrum, mostly in
Umea, but also in Copenhagen and elsewhere. Many international museologists
and museum directors participated and presented papers and ideas on museum
development. Those Museum Days were highly appreciated among professionals
and practitioners as a deep source of inspiration.

Apart from the international influences and collaborations, the broader definition
of museology in Sweden has national roots.” In Sweden, there is an established
tradition of seeing museums, their collections, etc., as closely interwoven with
material and cultural heritage in general, forming a total heritage. The material
remains of history, whether ancient relics, buildings or objects, are perceived as
intertwined, from a preservation perspective; heritage is coherent and undivided,
as Agren would say (Agren 1992, p. 111). The term environmental heritage (also
used by Vilkuna in Finland) embraces it all, and museology will cover it all. The
concept is social- and value-based, says Agren, and he continues:

Museology studies the apprehension of nature and the view of culture
and history projected by that legacy: the relationship of man to his sur-
roundings as life environment and history. What in material culture has
been imbued with so much meaning that it has been selected as an en-
vironmental heritage, protected by society ... ? What have the criteria
been ... ? What role has nature, cultural heritage and history played in
different eras? (Agren 1992, p.111)

My own conception comes close to Agren’s. This is my short definition as head
of museological research at Umea:

Museology is a theoretical platform for our exploration of industrial man’s
(traumatic) relationship to time and the material world, and how this
is expressed in musealisation and the preservation of objects, environ-
ments, the material and the immaterial, and calling it heritage. The task
of museology is to explore what kind of phenomena the museum and

7. Here it is important to note that not all universities in Sweden that offer museological courses
necessarily share these definitions.
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heritage are in modernity; what are we actually doing, and why, when
preserving reality?®

Furthermore, Agren underlines that in order to understand the meaning and
significance of heritage, we (museologists) must also study the world and social
views that determine social values. Museology is, thus, a kind of philosophy and
sociology of museums. Hence, he views museology from three main perspectives:

 Ahistorical perspective, which seeks to describe and understand the en-
vironmental heritage of a certain era and a certain place

« A sociological perspective, which studies the institutions and activities
which have come into being as the result of a notion of cultural and
natural heritage

« A communicative perspective, which applies to the attempts to mediate
the environmental heritage in time and space (e.g., exhibitions). (Agren
1992, p.112)

Here, Agren reveals his close connections and collaboration with the interna-
tional museological community. The introduction of museology as a specific
discipline elsewhere (other than at Umea and Jyviskyld) was a slow process,
no matter how early and intensely the aforementioned actors of the 1970s and
80s acted as missionaries. Sweden and Finland were, for a long time, the only
Nordic countries where professorships in museology were founded (in 1997) and
museological education has been going on since the early 1980s. By contrast,
in Norway a professorship was established only in 2011, in Iceland in 2009 and
Denmark there still isn’t one.

The University of Iceland offers, as Umea has done since the 1990s, a course
package from undergraduate to the PhD level in museology. Iceland boarded
the train of museology quite late; master’s and PhD programmes started in
Reykjavik in 2009. Icelandic museology defines its object of study in the nar-
rower sense — it is strictly about museums — but, as professor Sigurjon Baldur
Hafsteinsson remarks: “It is of course inevitable that heritage comes in the
picture, e.g., via other courses that our students take in archaeology or folklore
(as part of their choices)”.?

In Denmark, research in museology started in the mid-70s. When it comes to the
rate of completed projects and published books with purely museological titles,
Denmark stands at the forefront in Scandinavia, and always has. In fact, during
the first years of the journal Nordisk Museologi, the bulk of published articles
came from Denmark. The same goes for other museological research and publi-
cations today (depending, of course, on how museology is conceived, whether it
embraces other heritage matters or only museums). There is no professorship of

8. This definition is not published. I have presented it in my papers at conferences and in my teaching
for first-year students at Umed University.
9. Information e-mail to the author 12.07.2016.
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museology in Denmark, but teaching is conducted at many universities: Aarhus,
Copenhagen, Roskilde and Aalborg, to mention a few. For a long time now, the
main centre for studies and research has been the Department of Art History,
Aesthetics & Culture & Museology at Aarhus University. There, museology is,
at least in principle, defined in the same large sense as in Sweden and Finland:

Museology is a broad, cross-disciplinary field of study comprising research
into theoretical and practical questions about cultural heritage, natural
heritage and art and their institutions, particularly museums and their
significance and role in society. The museological research environment
at Aarhus University explores processes of musealisation, which means
the way in which a society selects, exhibits, interprets and administers
the tangible and intangible products of culture with a view to preserving
them for posterity.*®

At Arhus University, there is a so-called supplementary course and a master’s
course in museology — the Supplementary course requires Bachelor studies in
some other subject. The study of museology is structured around five perspec-
tives that come very close to those of Agren, and are probably influenced by
him and the Strandgaard school of museology at the Danish Museum Academy
(Museumshojskolen). Museology, they say, has the following:

« Ahistorical-institutional perspective, including research into the history,
collections, exhibitions and artefact concepts of Danish museums

+ A didactic perspective, focusing on young people and communication at
museums, among other things

« A communicative perspective, with a strong profile with regard to strategic
communication in the museum world

» Asocial-economic perspective, including research into museum economy
and cultural heritage as policy

« Atechnological perspective, with years of research into digital museology.'?

In Norway, museology had faced a constant uphill struggle until just about a
decade ago (despite the efforts by the Norwegian driving spirit of museology,
the late John Aage Gjestrum). The implementation of museological education
and research has been much slower than in other Scandinavian countries — to
my understanding mainly due to a conservative attitude in the museum field
itself and among professionals in related disciplines. Still, some museological

10. Available at http://cc.au.dk/en/about-the-school/subjects/museology/ [Last accessed 8 October
2019]

11. See the program for Supplementary course in Museology http://bachelor.au.dk/en/supplemen-
tary-subject/museological-studies/?amp%3BorgUrl=http%3A%2F%2Ftilvalg.au.dk%2Fmuseologis-
ke-studier%2F [Last accessed 8 October 2019]

12. As for Norway https://www.hf.uio.no/ikos/english/research/center/museum-studies/about/
[Last accessed 8 October 2019]
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short courses have been, since the 80s, offered at various universities scattered
throughout the country. One of the first was given at the University of Bergen,
taught by Anders Johansen and others, as well as some ground-level courses in
Oslo and Tromsg. These were shorter museological courses from around 1995
onwards. During the last fifteen years, the situation has improved considerably.

Today, the negative attitude towards museology has faded away, particularly
in the museum field itself, where people with a degree in museology are direly
needed and employed. Today, the heart of museology is located at the Univer-
sity of Oslo in the Department of Cultural Studies & Oriental Languages, where
teaching at advanced levels began in 2008 and a Professor of Museology was
appointed in 2011, a position still held by Brita Brenna. The ambition of criti-
cal museology in Norway is to incorporate and strengthen the critical heritage
aspect in teaching as well as research (Brenna 2015). However, what in the
critical aspect would be more critical than the general theoretical museological
perspective, has not been clarified.

Research in Scandinavia - Some concluding notes

Are there any special trends or common fields of research in the Nordic coun-
tries? In spite of the many definitions of museology encompassing the heritage
total, natural heritage and whatever else, research in the discipline of museology
focuses to an astonishing degree purely on museums, their collections, collect-
ing, management, exhibitions and visitor studies. In other words, it focuses on
traditional topics, and leaves the other part, heritage in general, not to mention
natural heritage, to other disciplines, such as sociology, archaeology, history,
ethnology, art history, etc. Together they form a common platform for museum/
heritage studies. Generally, some confusion still prevails as to the objectives of
museology. Other disciplines seem to carry on their business with heritage and
museums and do not really bother about what the science of museology really is,
or does, or has done. References to monographs and articles in French, German
or Spanish are, as I noted earlier, extremely rare (in Scandinavia and Finland).
Still, more and more research has been conducted in the field, parallel to the
immense growth of the museum/heritage field itself. In my view, there would
now be an opportunity to join forces and establish some intercommunication
between different international schools and research groups. Museology could
perfectly well be the umbrella discipline for all of these entities.

These developments include the centres I have mentioned. One of them is
the Nordic Centre of Heritage Learning and Creativity (Nordiskt centrum for
kulturarvspedagogik, NCK) in Ostersund, Sweden, a Nordic-Baltic centre for
learning through cultural heritage, which also conducts research in the field.
For NCK heritage is seen as a resource in the work towards a sustainable and
inclusive society, where learning is a life-long process.’3 Their research aims

13. Available at http://cultureactioneurope.org/member/the-nordic-centre-of-heritage-learning-crea-
tivity/ [Last accessed autumn 2019]
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at understanding how cultural heritage can be utilised for social purposes and
development. They also combine cultural heritage pedagogy with the outlining
of a vision for the future and for engaging the ageing population. This, in my
opinion, is a very important statement.

I would also like to mention two important research centres, the Danish Centre
for Museum Research (2009, University of Copenhagen), a kind of umbrella
organisation for Danish museological research,* and the Norwegian Centre for
Museum Studies (2011, University of Oslo).’s It was at Arhus University, in the
Department of Arts and Museology, where the very first official Danish Muse-
ology Research Programme was inaugurated in the autumn of 2016.* Danish
museum and museological research has always been vivid. It is worth noting
that one third of the projects in Denmark (not only at this centre) have dealt
with visitors, pedagogy or communication and only one quarter with collecting,
preservation and other tacit parts of museum work. And (only) seven were part of
some international project (Gransgaard, Jensen, & Hejlskov Larsen 2014, p. 7).

The Norwegian Centre’s mission is also interdisciplinary, and it “wants to es-
tablish a network between institutions and departments and start negotiating
and opening up the boundaries between art and natural sciences, ethnology
and anthropology”.”

Coda

My ambition in this paper has been not only to tell the (brief) history of museol-
ogy and the development of museological education and research in the Nordic
countries, but also to emphasise that museology, today, should be conceived of
and defined in a much broader sense than before. I would conclude — and this is
my personal conclusion based on exploring a variety of museums, museological
and heritage study centres — that museology, heritology, museum studies and
critical heritage studies all have a joint scope of research which encompasses
museums, the concept of museality, material studies, cultural heritage, heritage
total and preservation strategies.

Heritage institutions will, I think, be more and more at the core of the action,
trying to change things and make an impact in society when needed. Museums,
as the preservation strategies and institutions of society, can no longer go on
just collecting the leftovers of our destructive society, without participating in
the reasons for this destruction. Cultural heritage (as ICOM states) and critical

14. Available at https://museumsforskning.dk/ [Last accessed autumn 2019]

15. Available at http://www.uio.no/studier/program/kulturhistorie-master/studieretninger/museo-
logi/ [Last accessed spring 2016]. Since then, the text has been slightly changed on their web site.
16. See the program for Supplementary course in Museology http://bachelor.au.dk/en/supple-
mentary-subject/museological-studies/?amp%3BorgUrl=http%3A%2F %2Ftilvalg.au.dk%2Fmu-
seologiske-studier%2F

17. http://www.uio.no/studier/program/kulturhistorie-master/studieretninger/museologi/ [Last
accessed autumn 2019]
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museology should be a key element in a new model of sustainable development
that sees heritage, within or outside museums, as important in the fight against
poverty, in the protection of the environment and a source of capital for local
populations, as well as a source of pride, social cohesion and collective identity.
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The Genesis of Finnish Museology

Janne Vilkuna

Abstract

My chapter describes the history of Finnish museology. I use an archival ap-
proach to show how museology became a university discipline, as well as to
show the efforts made to enhance professionalism in this area. Museology is
a young science in Finland, and its development stems from a knowledge of
collection care. I introduce the role of such terms as museography, museology
and heritology as part of the Finnish museology field.

Keywords: museology, heritage, university education, museography, heritology

Introduction

In Sweden, those in the field were very knowledgeable about museum sciences
already at the beginning of the 20t century. In Finland, the Archaeological
Commission was established in 1883 and the Finnish Museums Association
was established, in connection with this commission, in 1923. These two insti-
tutions have had a major impact on the development of museum sciences in
this country. The Finnish Museums Association organised the first courses for
part-time museum directors in the 1920s and the first university-based course
on technical aspects of museum work for University of Helsinki students in 1964.
Internationally, two organisations have had a strong effect on the development
of museology — ICOM’s Personnel Training Committee (ICTOP), established in
1968, and the Committee for Museology (ICOFOM), established in 1976.

In Finland, the Ministry of Education started to develop the museum field in the
1970s. The Regional Museum Committee stated in 1973, “All questions relating
to professional training in the field of museums have to be clarified without
delay” (Report of the Regional committee of the Museums Branch 1973, p. 92).!
The Finnish Museums Association concurred with this sentiment, since the
number and variety of professions in museums was increasing at the time. The
state subsidy system started in Finland in 1979, which required at least two
professionally-trained workers to work in all regional cultural and art museums.
The Ministry of Education urged the Higher Education Council to ascertain the
specific needs for education in the museum field in 1981. They submitted their
study in May 1983, which included a recommendation for basic-level studies
in museology. The official degree programme of museology, as outlined in the
study, started in autumn 1983, with the first post related to it being established

1. All quotations that appear in Finnish in the original sources are translated into English by Nina
Robbins.
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in 1989. The Museums Decree, adopted in 2005, declared that basic-level studies
in museology officially qualify students completing them to work in the field.

When museology first became a university discipline, there was already a division
into practical and theoretical lines of thinking. The practical line attempted to
answer the question: How is museum work done? It sought various concrete
methods to accomplish this. The theoretical line looked for answers to questions
such as: Why do we do museum work in first place? Why do individuals collect
artefacts? Why do communities establish museums and pass legislation to protect
our cultural heritage? The latest development in this line of thinking is known as
the concept of heritology. This concept covers all of the various memory organ-
isations, along with their duties, processes and unifying heritological theories.?

The Roots of Finnish Museology

The roots of practical museology, i.e., museography, can be traced back to the
time of the Renaissance, the cabinets of curiosities and the great courts of the 17"
century. Early thoughts on collecting, documenting, preserving and displaying
were recorded and published in the encyclopedias of the time. Through muse-
ography, one understood the practical know-how that aims to answer questions
such as: How can museum work be done? What are the safest, most efficient
and most economical methods to implement it? This is different from modern,
theoretical museology, which aims more to find answers to the question: Why
is museum work done? Already in 1913, the curator of the Swedish Nordic Mu-
seum, Sune Ambrosiani (1874—1950), wrote an article Museum in the Nordisk
Familjebok and distinguished the area of museum science (museivetenskap)
from that of museum techniques (museiteknik).

In Finland they were very knowledgeable of the same developments; this became
obvious in the definition of museology made by the curator of the ethnographic
collection of the National Museum, U.T. Sirelius3 (1872—1929). This was stated in
the Finnish Encyclopedia in 1914 as follows: “Museum science and research aims
to discover the best methods for cleaning, preserving, cataloging and displaying,
as well as the most practical display structures” (Vilkuna 2003).

The Finnish Museums Association was established in 1923 as an aid organisation
to the Archaeological Commission, which name was changed to the National
Board of Antiquities (NBA) in 1972 and subsequently to The Finnish Heritage
Agency in 2018 (Vilkuna 1998). The regulations of the association confirmed
courses and counselling as the best methods for educating new professionals.
National Museum Days (educational seminars for museum professionals) were
started already in 1923. Furthermore, the Museums Association organised three
practical courses for part-time museum directors in the National Museum 1928—

2. See Desvallées & Mairesse 2010 on concepts of museography and museology.
3. Sirelius later became a senior curator and department director. From 1921 onward, he was the
first professor of Finno-Ugric ethnography at the University of Helsinki.
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1930. The unified programme of the courses strengthened the coherent line of
thinking among those working within the field of cultural heritage. This certainly
was an asset, which later developed into a unified museum profession in Finland.#

The Start of Museology Elsewhere in Europe

After the Second World War, there was a focus on the societal meaning of mu-
seums. There was a lecturer post in Czechoslovakia already before the war. In
addition, the director of the Brno Moravian Museum, Jan Jelinek (1926—2004),
established a museological department in his museum in 1962 and one at Brno
University the following year. He was in charge of teaching until Zbynek Stransky
(1926—2016) started as a lecturer.5 In addition, in 1950 Czech museologist Jiri
Neustupny (1905—-1981) defended his doctoral thesis on contemporary issues
in museology. In 1968, he was the first to write about museological theory in
his book Museum and Research.

In England, a museum studies programme was started at the University of
Leicester in 1966 and extended to a master’s level programme in 1975. Around
the same time, in 1976, courses on museology started to be organised in the
Netherlands by the Reinwardt Academy.

Museums worked actively to become more visitor-, society- and environmen-
tally-oriented institutions; this created a demand for new professional skills.®
ICOM’s sixth General Assembly, organised in the USA in 1965, was the first
to have the theme Training of Museum Personnel. Two years later an expert
meeting was organised in Brno. This meeting aimed to achieve museology as
a university discipline. Eventually the 1965 General Assembly resulted in the
founding of ICTOP in 1968.

Jan Jelinek was selected as the president of ICOM in 1971, and after his term,
he worked actively towards the founding of a museological committee. ICOFOM
was founded in 1976, and Jelinek was selected as the first chair. During his term
he started the discussion about theoretical museology, with the aim of making
it a university discipline (van Mensch 1992).

In the 1970s, museum-centred museology advanced in a relatively speedy
manner, encompassing the entire cultural environment. Museologists Peter
van Mensch, Piet Pouw and Frans Schouten (1983, p. 81), who worked at the
Reinwardt Academy, defined museology as follows: “Museology encompasses
the whole complex of theory and practice, involving the caring for and the using
of cultural and natural heritage.” The same development can be seen in relation
to museum objects. These were no longer seen as having intrinsic value, but their
value was now seen in relation to the contextual information attached to them.

4. In Sweden, these museum courses were first organized only in 1951.

5. Stransky organised the teaching for ICOM’s international summer school ISSOM in 1987.

6. These efforts become clear in the theme of the 1971 ICOM General Assembly, Museum in Service
of Man, Today and Tomorrow.
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Following a similar line of thinking, museologist Tomislav Sola formulated a
general theory of heritage (Sola 2005, pp. 8—10): “[The concept of] heritage
consists of an entirety of principles, theses and theorems used in elucidating
the concept of heritage institutions, their practice and their mission, as well as
their role in society.” According to him, heritology belongs to the discipline of
the information sciences, because it is an inclusive, interdisciplinary and soci-
ety-focused theory, including both our cultural and natural heritages.”

Teaching Starts in the Scandinavian Countries

Umea University in Sweden started courses on cultural studies, which included
studies of museology, in the academic year 1981—1982. This expanded into the
Department of Museology in 1988. The department received a full professorship
in 2003. In addition to Umea, there are two universities in Sweden that offer
studies in museology, but museology can be studied as a major subject only
in Umea. In Uppsala University, museology started at the Institution of ABM
(Arkivvetenskap, Biblioteks- och Informationsvetenskap Samt Musei- och Kul-
turarvsvetenskap) in 1999 and in G6teborg (Gothenburg) University in 2001.
In addition to these university courses, there are several institutions in Sweden
offering museum studies at lower levels (Smeds 2006; Silvén 2018, pp. 120—122;

Agren 1992, 1993).

In Norway, an MA-programme for museology started in the Department of
Culture Studies and Oriental Languages at the University of Oslo in 2010. This
was changed to an MA programme in Museology and Heritage Studies, which
at the moment is the only such MA-programme in Norway (Brenna 2018, pp.
117—-118). Brita Brenna was nominated for professor of museology in 2011.%
BA-level studies, which also include museology, started in Denmark at the Arhus
Centre of Museology in 2001.° In addition, there has been the possibility to
include studies of museology in a BA degree, but none of the universities offer
a full degree (Narskov 2018, pp. 93—94). BA-level studies of museology have
also been offered in Iceland since 2005, and in 2019 it also became possible to
conclude MA-level studies and even PhD degrees in museology (Whitehead &
Hafsteinsson 2018).

As of 2019, there are no degree programmes of museology in the Baltic countries.
Since 2004 there have been summer school activities organised by the Promo-
tional Society of Museology in the Baltics, which is an organisation supported
by the Estonian Ministry of Education. These schools have annually invited
international lecturers and organised courses on museology.*°

7. Professor of Information Sciences from Zagreb University, Ivo Maroevic, shared Sola’s opinion
(Maroevi¢ 1997).

8. See Gjestrum 1995 for developments before 1995.

9. In 2004-2006 it was also possible to complete an MA degree in conjunction with museum work.
10. Assistant Professor Janne Vilkuna held the first museology courses in Estonia in 1994. At that
time, the organizers were the Estonian and Finnish Museums Associations; the course had 73 par-
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In the autumn of 1989, the first meeting involving all educational institutions
in the field of museology in the Nordic countries was organised in Lillehammer,
Norway. By the end of the same year, a study on the educational levels and needs
in this area was published by the Norwegian Museums Association (Rosander
Aarsland & Rosander 1989). As a result of this study, the Cooperative Commit-
tee of Nordic Education was established, which started to organise museology
course at Nordic universities. Eventually, and because there was a general need
for teaching material and for a discussion forum, the scientific journal Nordisk
Museologi was established in 1993. This journal was to have two issues yearly and
was intended to operate as a cooperative vehicle between the Nordic countries.

The Status of Museology Becoming Established in
Finland

The first university-based museographical course for students of ethnology from
the University of Helsinki was held in the National Museum of Finland, with the
help of the Finnish Museums Association, in 1964. The connection to ethnology
was evident, because the professor of ethnology, Niilo Valonen (1913—1983),
was also at the time the chair of the Finnish Museums Association (1960-1970).
The contact person in the association was Jorma Heinonen (1918—1988), who
also held lectures on general museology. This was a subject area that he had
familiarised himself with during his various travels to museums and universities
abroad, as well as in ICOM’s General Assemblies. His one-month excursion to
the United States in 1965 was especially important for the development of his
museological views. In 1973 and 1974, these museological lectures belonged to
the programmes of ethnology, art history and archaeology at the University of
Helsinki, and in 1974 they were also held at the University of Jyvaskyla.

During the 1970s, the word museology started to appear in the conversations
of museum professionals. According to the pioneer of university-based muse-
ology in Sweden, Per-Uno Agren (1919—2008), museology first appeared in a
published text in Sweden only in 1976 (Agren 1992, p.105)." In relation to this
development in Sweden, it is surprising that the word museology appeared
relatively early in Finland, even though it had a pre-scientific and pre-Sirelian
meaning at the time. The term was used by the state archaeologist, professor
Hjalmar Appelgren-Kivalo (1853—1937) in January 1923, when he had the honour
of opening the first Museum Days event organised in the National Museum by
the Finnish Museums Association. In his opening speech, he stated: “When it
comes to all of the questions present these days, it is natural that they will this
time focus on special museological issues, but will also focus on such questions,
where purely scientific views are determinative.”*? Despite his speech, the term

ticipants from all over Estonia.

11. The word appeared in a collection of articles called Museiteknik in an article named Museologin
i internationellt perpektiv by Vino$ Sofka (1976), who was the department director at the Historical
Museum.

12. The first museum days in Helsinki. Report and presentations 1923, 8.
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was subsequently forgotten, and only appeared again almost fifty years later.
By that time, the meaning of the term had changed substantially.

The Ministry of Education started to develop the museum field in the 1970s.
In addition to a reorganizing of the Archaeological Commission, the important
question was how to organize the state subsidy system that was in use for libraries,
as well as for private and communal museums. One of the offices responsible for
organising this was the Regional Museum Committee, established in 1972. Their
report was ready in 1973 (Committee Report 1973, p. 13).13 The report outlined
the following duties to be accomplished: “Draft a suggestion of the regional
governing system connected to the NBA, draft a suggestion of the state subsidy
system directed to private museums and, finally, draft a suggestion of the required
statutes.” The need for specialty education was well understood. In addition,
because the committee report included statutes for the state subsidy system,
they also suggested that “All questions relating to professional training in the
field of museums have to be clarified without delay” (Committee Report 1973).14

The Secretary of Museum Affairs of the Finnish Museums Association, Jorma
Heinonen, described in the first editorial of the association’s bulletin in 1973
the concept of “museology as a university discipline” and stated:

The goal in the future should be to ensure that a permanent chair be
established for general museology that is related to different humanistic
disciplines. In addition, the various departments would finance the needed
studies in museology in their own areas. ... Based on the great number
of museums in our country and general interest towards museum work,
it is necessary that we develop the field in the direction of systematic
scientific research. This is the only way we can guarantee that museum
work is able to keep up with our rapidly-developing and changing society
(Heinonen 1973, Editorial).

This current theme was also brought up in a discussion session on educational
issues in 1973, when the Finnish Museums Association celebrated its 50" an-
niversary in Helsinki. Jorma Heinonen was invited as an expert to a committee
that aimed to develop the programme for museum studies in 1974. The chair
of this committee was Niilo Valonen. All this led to a statement in a museum
policy published in 1975 by the Finnish Museums Association, which declared
that museological research needs to be considered when drafting any scientific
policies, and that it also needs to be included in university programs.

At the University of Turku, students of archaeology organised a Nordic meeting
in 1975, where one of the agendas was museum training. Jorma Heinonen drafted
areport for the department of cultural studies at the University of Turku of the

13. The chair of the committee was councillor of higher education Markku Linna, from the Ministry
of Education.
14. Report of the Regional Committee of the Museums Branch 1973.
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content of the training, but matters did not proceed as well as hoped — either
in Turku or in Helsinki.

University Studies Commence

A general updating of university curricula started in Finland in the 1970s. This
was accelerated by a report made by the University Degree Committee (FYTT
1972). This report aimed for multidisciplinary degrees, which would include
general studies and also show connections to the professional and practical needs
of society. Previous subjects were now organised into study programmes. This
updating took place at University of Jyviskyld in 1980, leading to the establish-
ment of the degree programme of Art and Culture Studies. At the same time, it
was noted that many students went on to work in museums, and a committee
was established to plan the degree programme for museum studies. This com-
mittee included experts from the museum field, as well as from the university.

The short museum courses common to some of the humanities disciplines formed
the basis of the planned teaching. These courses covered areas such as collection
care, but also introduced historical periods, as well as offering excursions and
internships. In addition, the earlier museum courses that had already started in
1974 offered sufficient background information. The continuous expansion of the
museum field throughout the 1970s also accelerated the process and ultimately
the state subsidy system was implemented in 1979 (State Subsidy 1979).'5 Accord-
ing to this decision, regional museums were granted state subsidies for regional
museum work. These museums included both cultural historical museums and
art museums. Eventually there were to be 20 regional historical museums and
16 regional art museums. This took place between 1980 and 2008, in the form of
22 regional historical museums and 16 regional art museums.*° It was required
for these museums to have a minimum of two professionals who had completed
studies in museology, or who had otherwise gained the required skills. During
the term 1980-1981 a museum programme was established, which was con-
nected to the Department of Art and Culture Studies. This programme included
general studies (30 cr.), major studies (70 cr.) and two minor subjects (60 cr.),
out of which 20 credits could be in museology. A similar option for museology
was also offered at the University of Oulu in the Department of History.” In
Jyvaskyld, the major studies and the first minor subject were so-called museum
subjects, which included archaeology, ethnology, art history and Finnish history.
The first courses based on this new curriculum were held during the summers
of 1981 through 1983 in connection with the Jyviaskyla Summer University.
All participants were either university students or professionals who had been
working in the field for a while.

15. Government decision on the basis of state subsidies (404/79).
16. The system was renewed between 2019—2020.
17. Interview with Pentti Koivunen 21.11.2006.
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Figure 1. A joint excursion of students from University of Jyvéskyla art history and museology to St.
Petersburg April 2000 in front the battleship Aurora. Photo: Janne Vilkuna.

The Advisory Board of Museums, the Finnish Museums
Association and the Higher Education Council of
Ministry of Education are Active

The Advisory Board of Museums pointed out in their letter (21.11.1980) to the
Ministry of Education that the museum field had remained somewhat unorgan-
ised and recommended that this matter should be looked into. The Advisory
Board was initially assembled upon request of the Ministry of Education, and
Jorma Heinonen, who was the director of the Lahti Museum at the time, was
the board chair. It was noted in the letter that the new curriculum had dispersed
traditional museum disciplines under various programmes, and that this would
endanger the recruitment of professionals with diverse cultural historical back-
grounds. In addition, it was stated that advanced studies in museology would
start, even though that matter had not been thoroughly studied. The board
estimated that the need for museum professionals would increase by from 200
to 250 people in ten years. This estimate proved to be too conservative, as there
were around 200 museum professionals in 1980, but around 600 in 1990, around
850 in 2000 and around 1000 in 2010.

The qualification standards, created by the NBA, were also applied to other
museum posts. This led to a situation where one needed one to two years of
practical experience in museum work before one could apply for any post. As the
field grew, this demand was extremely difficult to fulfil. This is why the Finnish
Museums Association argued for the need of a university degree programme.
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They explained that more relevant and specific internships, as part of museology
studies, could replace the former strenuous internships.®

The Ministry did not hesitate, requesting that its own Higher Education Council
(1966—1995) investigate “the overall situation and future plans regarding the
education of museum professionals in Finnish universities, the need for museol-
ogy and internships in museums and finally that it carry out the needed actions
regarding such education.” The Higher Education Council was advised to be in
contact with the NBA and the Advisory Board of Museums, but not specifically
with the Finnish Museums Association.*

The arts and theology sector of the Higher Education Council addressed the
Ministry’s letter in February 1981.2° The Secretary of Scientific Affairs from the
Ministry of Education, Kari Poutasuo, was invited as an expert to the meeting.
He presented the work done by the Regional Museum Committee and the devel-
oping network of regional museums. In his report, he stated that the organising
of the nation-wide educational and internship needs of museums is an important
step in regard to future investments in museums, as well as to the state sub-
sidy system. It was noted in the meeting that an hourly-paid person from the
museum field is needed to conduct the investigation further. Professor Kalevi
P6ykko (1933—2016) and the chair, professor Asko Vilkuna (1929—2014), were
appointed to search for the right person. The amanuensis of the Department of
Art History, Tellervo Helin, was selected, and she was appointed to the post in
September 1981.2 It was clear to all of the members that organising the university
degree studies of museology was also a very topical issue at the time in Sweden.

Tellervo Helin had anticipated the task at hand and the report was declared ready
at the council’s meeting in October 1981. The Finnish Museums Association had
worked on their investigation simultaneously, and their report was ready at the

18. In 1986 the Ministry of Education established a working group to study the needed level and
scope of internships in museums. Their report was ready the following year, and it stated that museum
and museology studies would include a three-month internship and that certain museums would
reserve fifty posts for these internships. These internships would be financed by the state and the
selected museums. These internships would be included in the study programmes of Helsinki, Turku,
Jyviskyld, Oulu, Tampere and Joensuu universities, as well as in the Abo Akademi. These suggestions
did not actualize, and as for now, the financing of these student internships is organized in various
ways in Finland.

19. Ministry’s letter to the Higher Education Council 21.1.1981. Higher Education Council archives.
Ministry of Education, Helsinki.

20. Professor Asko Vilkuna from the University of Jyvéskyld was the chair of the Higher Education
Council. The chair of the sector of arts and theology was professor Pentti Karkama from the University
of Oulu. The members of the sector were professor Karl-Johan Illman from the Abo Akademi, profes-
sor Kalevi Poykko from University of Jyvaskyld, professor Viljo Rasila from University of Tampere,
professor Kaj Wikstrom from Jouensuu University, licentiate of philosophy Pekka Pesonen from
the University of Helsinki, starting in April 1981 professor Alho Alhoniemi from the University of
Turku, docent Eero Huovinen from the University of Helsinki and presenter Matti Hanninen from
the Ministry of Education (Hosia 2009, p. 319).

21. Ministry of Education. Archive of the Higher Education Council (proceedings 6/81 24.9.1981).
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same time. The analysis of the council’s report was left on the table, and more
time was allowed in order to compare the two reports.?

The board of the Finnish Museums Association put together their own working
group already in May 1980. The chair of the working group was professor of
archaeology Unto Salo from the University of Turku. Other members were di-
rector Sven-Erik Krooks from the Pohjanmaa Museum, docent Veijo Saloheimo,
Secretary General Jorma Heinonen and Secretary of Museum Affairs Anja-Tuu-
likki Huovinen from the Finnish Museums Association. Since the association
wanted to work in collaboration with the Higher Education Council in such an
important matter, they also invited professor Kalevi P6ykkio as a representative
of the art and theology sector in 1982. After investigating the teaching taking
place in Finland and abroad, the working group planned a 15-credit basic-level
proposal for museology. The proposal was sent in conjunction with a letter to
the Higher Education Council. This letter included an invitation to a meeting
with the Finnish Museums Association for the art and theology sector to get ac-
quainted with the museum field and museology.3 After the visit in March, both
the sector and the council accepted the report, and it was sent to the Ministry
of Education on 26.5.1983.24

The report consisted of nine suggestions for action. The first suggestion was to
make museology part of the curriculum: “Studies in museology can be included
as part of the degree in those educational programmes that give courses on mu-
seum subjects. Museology can be included in these programmes as an individual
minor subject. Studies in museology can be also concluded after or outside of
bachelor’s-level studies.” The fifth suggestion included the professorship: “After
receiving more information as to the teaching of museology, the possibility for
an independent professorship should be introduced in one of our universities.
The high-level teaching and research of museology could compensate for any
shortcomings that the museum field has experienced due to the previous lack
of higher theoretical education.” Internships were also addressed, as they had
become a practical procedure intended to be used to qualify for permanent
positions, and this area was one that needed transformation. It was suggested
to partially replace these prior internships with studies in museology.2s

At the beginning of 1983 the Secretary General of the Finnish Museums Associ-
ation, Jorma Heinonen, educated and prepared the museum field for upcoming

22. Ministry of Education. Archive of the Higher Education Council, arts and theology sector (procee-
dings 4/81 19.10.1981).

23. Ministry of Education. Archive of the Higher Education Council, arts and theology sector (procee-
dings 1/83 14.2.1983).

24. Ministry of Education. Archive of the Higher Education Council, arts and theology sector
(proceedings 3/83 16.5.1983) and proceedings 4/83 26.5.1983 by the Higher Education Council.
This important event in the museum field was relatively small in the entire history of the Council’s
history (Hosia 2009: 143).

25. Ministry of Education. Archive of the Higher Education Council, arts and theology sector (procee-
dings 3/83 16.5.1983) and proceedings 4/83 26.5.1983 by the Higher Education Council.
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changes in an editorial appearing in the association’s journal, Museology — Is
it science or practical skills? In the text, he emphasised the theoretical nature
of museology as follows (Heinonen 1983, Editorial):

Museology is the only science, in addition to library and information
sciences, that is so profoundly connected to an institution. If we consider
this connection to museums and to their concrete and current tasks as
our only basis to design the teaching in this field, the result will be lacking
and detrimental to future developments in our field. If we only are trying
to solve the current challenges of the museum field and apply them to
the current tasks at hand, we are forcing ourselves into a cul-de-sac in a
long run. The museum field needs a theoretical distinction based on its
character, duties and methodological development in order to progress.
This is why we need a professorship under which postgraduate studies
and scientific research will be possible.

The successor to Jorma Heinonen as Secretary Seneral, Anja-Tuulikki Huovinen,
also strongly advocated for university-level museology studies, with good results.

The Beginning of Basic-level Studies

Professor Unto Salo, who worked as director at the Satakunta Museum, later
transferring to professor of Archaeology in University of Turku, started teaching
museology during the academic year 19082—1983. This teaching was arranged
as an additional programme, in connection with the Department of Cultural
Studies. It was upgraded from hourly-based teaching during this time up to
approbatory-level (current basic studies), with the help of financial support from
the university. The funds were granted by the university’s governing board from
the general employment funds, because the faculty did not fund the teaching.
The teaching became official?® during the academic year 1984—1985. The cours-
es were printed in the teaching guidebook and it became possible to include
approbatory-level courses as an additional minor subject of the degree (Salo
1982, p. 38).77

The Faculty of Arts of University of Jyvaskyla accepted the framework for mu-
seology studies in spring 1982. This framework was drafted by the Departments
of Ethnology and Art History. The final curriculum was accepted in December
1982, with teaching starting in autumn 1983. Five study credits were added at
the suggestion of the Finnish Museums Association. These were the Museum as a

26. The teaching in Turku was not mentioned in the 16.5.1983 proceedings of the arts and theology
sector of the Higher Education Council. In these proceeding teaching at Jyviskyld was mentioned:
“Teaching in museology has been started as part of the so-called museology study module.” In addition,
the University of Turku arranged a course called Museum Branch as part of employment education
during the spring and summer of 1984.

27. Interview with Unto Salo 15.10.2009 (Sirkku Pihlman as the interviewer) and the proceedings
(12.10.1982) of University of Jyviskyld, Faculty of Art and, the Planning Committee on Education.
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Cultural Institution (1 cr.) and Internship in Museology (4 cr.).2® Many students
complained about the six-week internship, because it was mainly organised on a
pro-bono basis. These complaints eventually ended when students noticed that
the internship led to part-time jobs and eventually to more permanent positions.
In 1991, a course on contemporary documentation was added. This was realised
in co-operation with University of Jyviaskyla Museum and the Jyvaskyla city
museums.? By the end of September 2019, 827 basic-level modules had been
carried out. In addition, 124 had been carried out through the open university
and 155 through the courses offered by the Finnish Museums Association.

These were the first steps as to how official degree teaching, according to the
suggestions made by the Higher Education Council, started at the Universities
of Turku and Jyviskyld. In Turku it was first started in co-operation with Abo
Akademi.3° The major difference was that museology studies could be included
as part of MA studies in Jyvaskyla, whereas in Turku they were added only as
an additional subject.

The Society of Museum Policy arranged a seminar in the National Museum called
Museology — Useless or necessary? in January 1984. In addition to the opening
speech, there were nine commentaries. The official opinion of the NBA was
not heard, because the Director-General C.J.Gardberg (1926—2010), could not
attend the seminar and the commentary of the Board was given by the director
of the National Museum, Osmo Vuoristo (1929—2011). It was surprising that
Mr. Vuoristo did not share Jorma Heinonen’s enthusiastic attitude towards the
possibilities of museology, even though the two had worked together for several
years. In contrast, he was concerned that practical working experience would
be negatively impacted if more theoretical aspects were introduced into the
curriculum (Vuoristo 1984, p. 36): “Many of us who seek conundrums, could
raise questions, create theorems and drift in their chamber even further from
the everyday, dirty museum work. Fewer and fewer would need to clean their
fingernails.” Behind this attitude could have been the shift in paradigm that
was taking place in ethnography, where there was a concern that the focus
toward the teaching of object research and folk traditions would shift towards
a more theoretical approach. Apparently, many leading officials from the NBA
shared Vuoristo’s views, and this line of thinking was common among many
older museum professionals. The Museum Union representative at the seminar

28. Proceedings of the University of Jyviskyld, Faculty of Arts, Faculty Council 14.12.1982. At the
University of Jyvaskyla the study units for museology were as follows: MSL. 001 Introduction to
Museology (2 cr.), MSL. 002. Organisation and Administration of Museums (1 cr.), MSL. 003. Museum
Building (1 cr.), MSL. 004. Collections (2.5 cr.), MSL. 005. Library and Archives (1 cr.), MSL. 006.
Museum and Research (2.5 cr.), MSL. 007. Exhibitions (2.5 cr.), MSL. 008. Museum Pedagogy (2.5
cr.), MSL. 009. Museums as Cultural Institutions (1 cr.) and MSL. o10. Internships (4 cr.).

29. In cultural historical museums, the focus had been in history, especially on the history of agri-
culture. With the new documentation course, the various contemporary issues were brought into
focus. In Sweden, the SAMDOK documentation had been already established in 1977.

30. See also Vilkuna 1993a (Museology in Finland at the beginning of the 1990s) and Vilkuna 2018,
pp- 98—-100.
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was the chair of the union and researcher on the NBA, Leena Soyrinki-Harmo,
who demanded more vocational education and internships. She also stated that
studies in museology should be concentrated on only one or two universities
(Soyrinki-Harmo 1984).

The position of museology became stronger when the first ICOFOM meeting
was held in Espoo in September 1987. This was the first international meeting of
museology in Finland, and it was attended by many internationally recognised
museologists. The following spring the Dutch museologist Peter van Mensch
gave a three-day course in Helsinki. Students and museum professionals were
encouraged to take part in ICOM’s international summer school ISSOM, which
took place in Brno.

The experienced museum directors Jouko Heinonen (1946—2010) and Mark-
ku Lahti advanced museology by writing a book called Museologian perusteet
(Basic Museology). The book was published by the Finnish Museums Associ-
ation in 1988 and functioned as a study book. It was updated in 2007 into the
reader-type volume Museologia tdnddan (Museology Today), which was edited
by Pauliina Kinanen.

Figure 2. Peter van Mensch lecturing at the University of Jyvéskyld 5" March 1992. Photo: Janne
Vilkuna.

Teaching Becoming Nationwide

After Jyviskyld and Turku, basic studies in museology started in 1992 at Uni-
versity of Helsinki, 1996 at the University of Oulu and 2002 at the University of
Tampere. Teaching was expanded to cover subject studies in 1993 at the Uni-
versity of Jyviskyld, 1997 at the University of Turku and 2005 at the University
of Helsinki. At the same time, basic studies of museology were opened to all
university students in Jyviskyld, not just those studying museum-related subjects
at the Faculty of Arts. This was also the case in Helsinki in 2004. Co-operation
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with the Open University started in Jyvaskyld in 2001. This co-operation made
it possible to receive a degree in basic studies in museology through distance
learning.3*

The first permanent posts in the field were established 1988 at the University
of Turku (researcher), 1989 at the University of Jyviskyla (assistant profes-
sor, transferring into a full professorship in 1999) and 2003 at the University
of Helsinki (lecturer). The critical mass of museology was, and still is, rather
small. All the appointed docents are trying to compensate for this3?, as are all
the postgraduate students and doctorates, as well as the Memornet Research
Network (est. 2004), other research schools, activists in the field and various
Nordic co-operative projects.

Several Finnish universities reorganised their structures throughout the 2010s,
and in many cases, traditional departments were eliminated. In 2019, the study
programme of museology at Jyviskyld was transferred to the faculty of Hu-
manities and Social Sciences, belonging to the Department of Music, Art and
Culture Studies. In Turku, museology was transferred to the Faculty of Human-
ities, belonging to the School of History, Culture and Arts Studies. In Helsinki,
museology was transferred to the Faculty of Arts, belonging to the Department
of Cultures. In Oulu, museology was transferred to the Faculty of Humanities,
belonging to the Research Unit of History, Culture and Communications. In
Tampere, museology was transferred to the Faculty of Education and Culture,
belonging to the Degree Programme in History.

At Pori (part of the University of Turku), the Faculty of Humanities, Degree
Programme in Cultural Production and Landscape Studies started giving courses
in museology in 2003. These were transferred to the Museology Programme
in 2009. As a result, there is only one degree programme at the University of
Turku, but two separate locations where the courses are held.

At Jyviskyld, the representative of museology was also appointed as deputy di-
rector of the University Museum in 1992 and as director the following year.33 The
University Museum was established in 1900. It houses both cultural historical
material and material of natural history. The museum functions as a museolog-
ical laboratory and one location of many for internships. This relationship has
been mutually beneficial, which helps keep new museologists grounded in the
everyday challenges of museums, and also helps students explore and experience
new innovations in the field.

31. MA Anne-Maija Malmisalo-Lensu was hired as the coordinator of the studies; she also gave
lectures on museum pedagogy.

32. Adjunct professors of museology in the University of Jyviskyla are: 1996 Janne Vilkuna, 2004
Anne Aurasmaa and Solveig Sjoberg-Pietarinen, 2012 Susanna Pettersson, 2013 Ulla Knuutinen
and 2021 Nina Robbins.

33. This post was held 1993-2016. In 2017, with the establishment of the Open Science Centre,
which joined the library and the museum, the post was transferred to the Centre.
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0i kuvatuksia
" ja mielijuohteita vy

Figure 3. University Museum personnel after the opening of the new permanent exhibition, Oi ku-
vatuksia ja mielijuohteita at the University Museum in 2013. Photo: Jyvéskyld University Museum.

Rights for Major Studies - First MAs and doctors

Museology could be studied as a minor subject at all universities mentioned in
the previous section until the turn of the millennium. In summer 2001, the Min-
istry of Education granted the right for University of Jyvaskyla to give advanced
and postgraduate studies in museology. This meant that students could major
in museology up to the MA and PhD levels. At the University of Jyvaskyld, the
Faculty of Humanities accepted the degree requirements for advanced studies
at their 12.2.2002 meeting. The new major became available for postgraduate
studies at the same time. In order to accomplish this, some degree-technical
manoeuvring was needed. This was done by Dr. Ossi Pdérnild, who worked
as the Chief Student Counsellor at the Faculty of Humanities, and who had a
positive attitude toward the new major. This manoeuvring intended to interpret
the appendix of the degree statute in a broader context.34 In general, major-level
degrees had been defined in the appendixes of the degree statutes, and new ma-
jors could not be established without changing these appendixes. The Ministry
of Education was reluctant to change these appendixes in individual cases, but
was not opposed to a broader interpretation. This worked in museology’s fa-
vour, as the 18" clause of the appendix offered a loophole. The appendix was not
considered changed if a new major is multidisciplinary, including a major that
has already been listed in the appendix. In the appendix all traditional museum
branches of the faculty were listed (ethnology, Finnish history, art history) and
all these were considered as part of museology. With this interpretation, there

34. Collection of statutes 221/94.
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were no hindrances to establishing the new major. These odd divisions into
singular or multidisciplinary subjects did not appear in the later degree statutes
(Information given by Ossi Paarnild 5.3.2009).

Despite its status as a major subject, museology remained a minor subject. This
was largely due to employment reasons. Only after the turn of the millennium,
along with the master’s-level programmes, has the subject gained popularity
as a major subject.

The popularity of museology in Finland has steadily increased over the years. The
Finnish Museums Association has regularly conducted Museouvdki surveys among
museum professionals throughout the first decades of the new millennium.3
These surveys, among other things, ascertained the number of professionals
who had studied museology. In 2003, 26% of professionals had completed the
basic studies. In 2008 this percentage was 29%, in 2013 35% and in 2018 already
40%. In 2003, 47% of professionals in the field had not studied museology at
all; the equivalent percentage in 2018 was 35%.

The first MA in museology was granted at the University of Jyviskyla in 20043°
and the first PhD in 2006. The University of Jyviskyla started a multidisciplinary
master’s-level programme in the management of archival information (AHMO)
in 2008. In this programme, museology was one of the subjects offered. In
2014, the master’s-level programme Research of Cultural Environment (KUO-
MA) was established. By the end of the year 2019, 30 students of museology
have graduated, and seven postgraduate students have defended their doctoral
theses.?” The unified degree structure and European-wide Bologna Agreement

35. See also Kallio & Vilisalo 2006 about the Museoviki 2003 survey and Diaario survey of employ-
ment after the studies of museology.

36. Lonkila, H 2005. Peilikds peilind. The University of Jyviskyla.

37. Valtonen, H 2006. Tavallisesta kuriositeetiksi — Kahden Keski-Suomen Ilmailumuseon Mes-
serschmitt Bf 109 -lentokoneen museoarvo (From Commonplace to Curiosity — The Museum Value
of two Messerschmitt Bf 109 Aircraft at the Central Finland Aviation Museum); Kecskeméti, I 2008:
Papyruksesta megabitteihin — Arkisto- ja valokuvakokoelmien konservoinnin prosessin hallinta
(From Papyrus to Megabytes — Conservation management of archival and photographic collections);
Knuutinen, U 2009: Kulttuurihistoriallisten materiaalien menneisyys ja tulevaisuus — Konservoinnin
materiaalitutkimuksen heritologiset funktiot (The Heritological Functions of Materials Research of
Conservation); Lonkila, H 2016: Syvdlld syddnmaassa — Yrjo Blomstedtin ja Victor Sucksdorffin
Kainuu (Deep in the Heartland — The Kainuu of Yrj6 Blomstedt and Victor Sucksdorff); Robbins, N
2016: Poisto museokokoelmasta — museologinen arvokeskustelu kokoelmanhallinnan mddrittdjianda
(Museum Collection Disposal — Role of museological value discussion in collection management);
Laine-Zamojska, M 2017: The Role of Small, Local History Museums in Creating Digital Heritage:
The Finnish Case; Hannula, L 2019: Kdvijdt, kokijat, kokemukset — Museologinen tutkimus Siffin
senioriklubista taidemuseon keskiossd (Visitors and experiences — Museological research concer-
ning the Senior Citizen Club of the Sinebrychoff Art Museum). There are several other dissertations
done at other universities where the subject area is close to museology, such as: Auer, T 2000:
Konservointityon professionalisaatio (Professionalisation of conservation) and Hanninen, K 2010:
Visiosta toimintaan: museoiden ympdristokasvatus sosiokulttuurisena jatkumona, sddtelymeka-
nismina ja innovatiivisena viestintdnd (From vision to action: Museum’s environmental education
as socio-cultural continuum, regulatory mechanism and innovative communication).
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was carried out in Finland in 2005. Even though this agreement did not require
the so-called pro-seminar thesis to be written as part of one’s major studies, the
writing of these museologically important theses continued as minor subjects
at Jyvaskylda and Turku. At the University of Helsinki, museology was granted
major status in 2018.

University-educated museum professionals were by no means the only experts
working in the field of cultural or natural heritage. Just as important as these
were conservators working in the field, who had received their education in
Finland or abroad from conservation institutes, or from working as an appren-
tice. The Ministry of Education wanted to improve the work done within the
heritage sector; as a result, the work of conservators also gained attention. The
Ministry established a Committee for Conservation Training, which gave their
report in 1974 (Km 1974, p. 122). The governing board for vocational educa-
tion suggested in their 1979 report that conservation training consists of eight
specialised sectors. The courses began at the Vantaa Design Institute in 1984.
They started as polytechnic-level courses in 1994. In 2000, the institute merged
with Espoo-Vantaa Technical Polytechnic (EVTEK) and eventually EVTEK and
another polytechnic, Stadia, merged into Metropolia Polytechnic in 2008. During
this time, it became possible to conclude advanced polytechnic studies and the
four-year, 240-credit degree programme was expanded, with the possibility for
an additional two years of study and 60 credits.

In addition to the educational advancements of conservators, the conservation
training of museums of natural history was also established in 1987. These
courses were arranged according to suggestions made by the governing board for
vocational education, and apprentice-based teaching started in 1988. Building
conservators were trained at Seindjoki Polytechnic from 1995 to 2015. A sep-
arate restoration programme for building and furniture conservation started
at Kymenlaakso Polytechnic in Kouvola in 2001. After 2007, the restauration
programme was transferred to the interior restauration programme (Lemme-
tyinen 2016, p. 24).

The Ministry of Education had interest in developing conservation education
towards a university degree programme. This is why the ministry invited the
Councillor for Education, Seppo Liljestrom, as the investigator. He had to draft
an estimate of the development needs of university-level conservation education,
research and services. His report was ready in 1993, just when the economic crisis
was at its deepest in Finland (Liljestrom 1993). Soon it became clear that the
suggestions listed in his report as to university degree education for conservators
would not be realised. At the same time, the University of Jyvaskyla encouraged
conservators to start studies in MA-level museology, something that the field
welcomed. From the museology perspective, a person who has degrees in both
conservation and museology would be a welcomed professional to work with
museum collections (Vilkuna 1993b). The first two master’s degrees of museology
were professionals, trained as conservators. Since conservation cannot be studied
at the university level in Finland, and since the field is so tightly connected to
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our cultural heritage, by combining the various humanities fields and natural
sciences, conservators were encouraged to start postgraduate studies. This is
how heritologically-oriented museology studies at the University of Jyvaskyla
try to create possibilities for a comprehensive heritology, which would also in-
clude conservation. Their second and third PhD theses came from the field of
conservation and material sciences.

Lucky Start at a Bad Time

The transition of museology into a university degree subject and eventually into
a major happened too late from a comprehensive progress point of view. This
had a negative impact on timely development regarding the establishment of
permanent posts and the planning of research schools.

Before the 1990s, universities in Finland used a budgeting system in which
departments suggested new posts for their faculties. These suggestions were
evaluated and prioritised, and eventually taken to the Ministry of Education for
a decision by the university administration. New posts were granted according
to state budget decisions. For a long time, this system worked in favour of such
posts. The financial crisis of the 1990s changed all this and led to vast public
sector budget cuts. State institutions were given strict fiscal guidelines. During
this time, i.e., 1991-1995, universities transferred to a system in which profit
and loss were the main considerations. In addition, universities started to more
strictly implement various quality systems. At the same time, the old budgeting
system changed to one that allowed universities to regulate their own resources
and budgets.

The first museology post in Finland was an assistant professorship, which was
established at the University of Jyviskyla in 1989, eventually becoming a full
professorship in 1999. At the University of Turku a museology researcher post
was established in 1998, and a university lecturer position was established in
2003 at the University of Helsinki. These first posts were established at a time
when the development of such university posts had already reached somewhat
of a plateau. This is why individual universities were left somewhat isolated,
with overall too few permanent posts. The poor economic state of the nation
did not allow optimum growth at a time when progress was still being made,
despite a lack of funding. It was only in 2014 that the University of Jyviskyld got
additional teaching resources, with a university lecturer, teaching in the areas
of both museology and ethnography.3®

The status as a major subject was also granted quite late, only in 2002, be-
cause the Ministry of Education and Finnish Academy had already started the
financing of research schools with salary-based researcher posts in 1995. In
this environment, it was practically impossible for a small subject to establish
a new research school, either alone or with other potential partners. This had

38. MA Minna Mikinen.
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two outcomes. Firstly, students sometimes had to provide their own financing
in order to complete their postgraduate studies. Secondly, various memory or-
ganisations (libraries, archives and museums) established co-operative projects
to promote postgraduate studies.

The Treasury of Finland produced the first National Information Strategy in
1995. The Ministry of Education added a co-operative project called MUISTI
(Memory) to the strategy from 1995 to 1998. The purpose of this was to utilize
new technology in order to increase accessibility to cultural heritage. At the same
time the Committee of Information Services from the Ministry of Education
appointed a working group to investigate and present concrete outcomes, in
order to advance joint projects done in the various memory organisations, i.e.,
libraries, archives and museums. Their report was issued in 1996, and it led to
the published report Kamut-tietorakenne: Kirjastojen, arkistojen ja taide- sekd
kulttuurihistoriallisten museoiden yhteiskdyttoiset luettelointitiedot (Kamut
information structure: The joint registration system for libraries, archives, art
and cultural historical museums).

The ongoing discussion about memory organisations at the beginning of the 21
century put the focus on higher education and research in the branch. At the
University of Tampere a professorship of Library and Information Science® had
already been established in 1971 and filled in 1977 (Makinen 2007a, pp. 36—37,
P.- 40; 2007b, pp. 157—-158, p. 163) and a full professorship of museology in
Jyvaskylda was granted in 1999. But archival sciences did not have a professor-
ship in Finland, even though memory organisations were aligning theoretical
and practical interests at the time. This is why the State Archives, the NBA, the
National Library and departments involving higher education in these branches
decided at their meeting in the State Archives in 2004 to enhance and advance
the establishment of a mutual research school. The Department of Library and In-
formation Science at the University of Tampere took leadership of this initiative.

Various aspects regarding digitalisation were seen as a special challenge, and
this is why it became the first theme of the research school. The initiative was
named KAMUDI, but later changed to MEMORNET (a research school of the
society’s memory functions). At the beginning stage the collaborators were the
State Archives, the NBA, the University of Helsinki Library, the Universities of
Helsinki, Jyviskyld, Tampere, Turku and Oulu, Abo Akademi and the University
of Technology.4° In the 2005 application process, it was noted that the goals
of MEMORNET were to “strengthen the education of researchers by unifying
co-operation between universities and memory organisations. This work would
also advance basic research. In the research themes, special attention should be

39. The name of the department changed to Information Studies in the 1990s when the word
“library” was dropped. Furthermore, in 2001 the Faculty of Social Sciences was changed to the
Faculty of Information Sciences. Tampere Research Center for Information and Media (TRIM) works
in connection with this faculty.

40. Professor Janne Vilkuna functioned as the representative of the University of Jyviskyld from
the outset.
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given to various fundamental and practical changes that digitalisation brings in
the functions of society’s memory organisations.”

Despite the societal relevance of this initiative, the research school system, once
established, proved to be impenetrable.+ The application process of 2005 did not
lead to funding, nor did it in the following year. This led to a situation where the
research school continued as a network for research without outside funding.
This network was established in November 2007. Once again, the application
process in 2008 did not lead to any funding, but the fourth application process
was granted funding for six doctoral candidates for 2012—2015. Out of these six
grants, one was awarded to museology, with Magdalena Laine-Zamojska using
this to advance her doctoral studies. After this period the Ministry ended the
grant system and allocated the funds for universities to use at their discretion.
This meant that small subjects had to return to the starting point.

The lack of doctoral schools is one of the reasons why the museology programme
at the University of Jyviskyla sought out heritage professionals to start post-
graduate studies, and there were other reasons. Firstly, the increase of doctoral
schools since the 1990s led to doctoral unemployment at the beginning of the
new millennium. To grant heritage professionals the right to start their post-
graduate studies minimised this unfortunate situation, both on the individual
and societal levels. Secondly, large numbers of heritage professionals were facing
retirement at that time, taking a lot of professional know-how with them. It’s
often the case that there is working life relevance in the doctoral dissertations
made by heritage professionals, or even retired professionals. In the best scenario,
the knowledge gained throughout decades of working life can be utilized in the
fields of these doctoral studies. In addition, there was hope that postgraduate
studies and dissertations would lead to a situation where overall appreciation
of the field would increase, something that would eventually manifest itself in
higher salaries. It is somewhat unusual that the doctoral degree is still not a re-
quirement in museums or at the Finnish Heritage Agency, except at the Natural
History Museum, for various permanent posts. Once I, a member of the Museo
2000 Committee, suggested that the doctoral degree be a requirement, at least
for director posts, in the various national museums in Finland. One member of
the committee was opposed to this suggestion and said: “An experienced MA
will always win out over a young PhD.” I responded thus: “How about between
a young MA and a young PhD?”

The requirement for a doctoral degree was not included in the report or the
Museum Act, when these were updated in 2005, or in the updated Museum
Act of 2019. In practice, many of the directors of central museums in Finland
have, in fact, been PhDs.

41. The research schools were given their funding according to their results. This meant that esta-
blished research schools, which already had ongoing results to present, were granted funding easier
than newcomers, which did not have this, due to a lack of funding.
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It is the central duty for museums, archives and libraries to help both society and
individuals build their identities. Focusing on these duties had left the histories
of these individual institutions somewhat in the dark, without relevant research
having been carried out. This situation was addressed and improved during the
first two decades of the new millennium. A new publication was published in
the field of libraries in 2009, which reflected, with the help of ten authors, upon
the history of Finnish public libraries (Makinen 2009). In 1998 the Finnish
Museums Association published the 75-year history of the association (Vilkuna
1998). In addition, several individual museum histories were published, but
an overall history of Finnish museums was still lacking. This is why museology
studies at Helsinki, Jyviskyla and Turku Universities, as well as at some main
institutions in the museum field, such as the Finnish Museums Association, the
Finnish Heritage Agency, the National Gallery and the Natural History Museum,
agreed in 2005 to launch a national history project to research and publish the
history of Finnish museums. As a result of this work, the Finnish Literature
Society published a collection of articles entitled Finnish Museum History in
2010 (Pettersson & Kinanen 2010). The history of the management of Finnish
antiquities was published in 1984 (Har6 1984) and a continuation of this was
published in 2016 (Immonen 2016). This continuation consisted of the time
period up to 1972, when the Archaeological Commission was changed to the
NBA, later the Finnish Heritage Agency. The history of the State Archives was
also published in 2016 (Nuorteva & Happonen 2016).

Seminars and Publications

Even though personnel resources in museology on the national level were scarce,
the communal support of the museum branch, the work done by individual
activists, Nordic co-operation and especially the work done by active students
helped strengthen museology’s identity. At Jyvaskyla, students of the secondary
subject of museology founded in 1994 a student organisation, which was at first
called Diaario; it later merged with another three student organisations from the
same department and became Corpus. They arranged thematic two-day open-
to-all national Museological Days already in 1996, which eventually developed
into an annual event. Students at the University of Turku and the Abo Akademi
founded their joint association Museion in 2002. Museion then started to publish
its e-journal, Kuriositeettikabinetti.net (Cabinetofcuriosity.net).

The Finnish museology study book, Museologian perusteet was published in
1988 by the Finnish Museums Association. The authors of the volume were
museum directors Jouko Heinonen and Markku Lahti. The university programs
of museology in Finland agreed already in 1989 that all study material should
be jointly published with the help of the Finnish Museums Association. In 1997
the association got the possibility to publish a collection of articles by Croatian
museologist Tomislav Sola, Essays on Museums and Their Theory — Towards a
cybernetic museum. This was due to the approaching crises in the Balkan area.
In 2000 the Finnish Association of Ethnologists, Ethnos, published a collection
of articles, Nakokulmia museothin ja museologiaan (Perspectives on Museums
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and Museology) (Vilkuna 2000a), which functioned as a study book at the time.
In 2007 the Finnish Museums Association published the reader Museologia
tandan (Museology Today), which consisted of 13 articles and updated the former
publication Museologian perusteet (Kinanen 2007).

Parliament Ratifies Museology

Before the year 1979 there were no institutions that could coordinate the devel-
opment of Finnish museums with sanctions. The regional museum sector that
was based on the state subsidy system and created in 1979 was the first step
towards increasing state supervision.

After this government decision Parliament ratified the Museums Act on
20.12.1988, i.e. the Act as to the division of state subsidies (1146/1988). A Decree
(625/1989) was incorporated into the Act in 1989, defining the duties of regional
and specialty museums. There was also a flexible statement about personnel
requirements: “Museums should have a required amount of permanent and full-
time museum professionals who meet the qualifications stated in this decree.”
The Decree also declared the requirements for museum directors, curators and
researchers as follows: “An applicable academic degree is required for the post.”

At this stage the state subsidy system was only applied to regional museums,
in both the art and cultural history areas. There were altogether 35 of them.
The Museums Act also mentioned national specialty museums, although none
had been approved at that time. The entire state subsidy system was renewed
in 1992, and the Museums Act and Decree also went through revisions. After
this renewal, the state subsidy system covered all museums that had at least
one permanent post. This meant that the system expanded to cover over 100
museums, instead of just 35.

The Parliament Committee for the Advancement of Civilization stated in fall
1993, while focusing on the cultural policy report: “The funding of museums has
been regulated by the Museums Act, but the law does not regulate the status of
museums in society in general, nor does it regulate their partial responsibility
for society’s information services, together with such institutions as archives
and libraries. The lack of a law that would regulate museum functions hinders
co-operation regarding information among these institutions” (Policy Report
1993, p. 2822). The Parliament Committee for the Advancement of Civilization
ordered a report in December 1993 from the Ministry of Education, the latter
of which established a working group, Lex Museorum, to investigate renewal
of the Museums Act; their report was ready in 1994. The working group came
to the conclusion that the speediest way to expedite matters was to update the
current Museums Act and rely on the recently-written Museums Act regarding
changes to the Finnish constitution, especially Clause 14a. Parliament ratified this
change of the Museums Act, in accordance with the working group’s report. This
new Museums Act was implemented at the beginning of the following year. The
first clause of the new Act spelled out the societal duties of museums, hoping to



108 Section | - Museology and Museums as a Profession

achieve the following: “The aim of museum functions is to sustain and advance
people’s understanding of their culture, history and environment. Museums need
to practice and advance research in the field, education and the transmission
of information by documenting, researching, preserving and displaying objects
and other specimens of humans and their environment” (Vilkuna 2010, p. 43).
The 1992 Museums Act required at least one permanent post in order to qualify
for a state subsidy, but this post was not specifically defined. This is why the
new Act defined in its updated Clause Two, Paragraph Four: “There has to be
at least one permanent post in a museum, and this post requires a professional
background from the field of museums” (Vilkuna 2010, p. 43).

This meant that traditional museum subjects were not by themselves relevant,
because the needed professional requirements were up to the research and pres-
ervation responsibilities of the individual museum. Museology became de facto
the unifying subject common to all traditional museum subjects and all profes-
sionals in the field, although this was not yet recognised in the Museums Decree.

The Higher Education Council stated already in 1983, in their report to the Min-
istry of Education, that “Some one- to two-year internships should be replaced
by studies in museology. A degree in museology has to be set as the qualification
requirement for permanent posts in the museum field, after museology studies
have been organised on a national level.” The Ministry of Education established
a Committee for Museum Policy in November 1998, which named itself Muse-
um 2000. One of the duties of the committee was (1999, p. 4): “to observe the
research relationship between museums and universities and make suggestions
as to the organisation of basic and advanced studies in the field.” Their report
from 1999 stated the following (1999, p. 72):

The qualification requirements demand a specialised education in the
museum field. The Museums Decree should reflect this and demand that,
in the future and after a transition period, studies in museology, as well
as in other related subjects, are a basic requirement in the field. Those
chosen for posts such as museum director, senior curator, researcher,
curator or pedagogue should have accomplished basic studies in muse-
ology. Others should have studies in museology, if applicable.

The Museums Act was updated in 2005 and requirements regarding state sub-
sidies on education in the decree of the Museums Act were updated as well:

1§ Requirements for State Subsidy: In addition to what has been stated
in the Museums Act (729/1992), section 2§, the requirements for state
subsidy are as follows: ... 2) Every Museum needs to have a director and
at least one full-time employee. One of these two has to have a higher
academic degree, and one an academic degree, a polytechnic degree or the
equivalent of the previous vocational-college level degrees. In addition,
both the director and the employee are required to have an adequate level
of knowledge in the field that the museum represents, as well as basic
studies in museology or working experience in museums.
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The new Museums Act and Museums Decree came into effect on 1.1.2006, and
Finland became one of the first countries where museology was given official
status as a professionally qualified subject. Rarely do university subjects have
such a mandate from the state. Tomislav Sola had stated already in 1997 the
following: “The museological profession is probably one of the last to be rec-
ognised by legislation.” (Sola 1997, p. 290). This was not the case in Finland.
The Museums Decree was further revised in 2013, and this time the entire basic
studies of museology were set as the requirement. The vague expression referring
to just some studies of museology was taken out the decree.

Museum director Kalle Kallio wrote in the Finnish Museums Association’s blog
post about the status of museology being standardised:

The status and future of museology were analysed when the new museum
policy and Museums Act were under consideration. The strengthening of
professional knowledge and the growing popularity of museology have
been acknowledged as factors behind the success of museums. In the
proposed new Museums Act, it is written that in order for museums to
receive state subsidies they have to have at least two employees who
have done basic studies in museology. These studies could no longer be
replaced with working experience, but such studies would not be required
for the museum director. ... Museology has become the new normal, a
basic requirement for our profession. (Kallio 2018)

His post More Educated than Ever was published on 18.9.2018 under the featured
section. In his post he was reflecting on the new museum policy Mahdollisuuk-
sien museo — Opetus- ja kulttuuriministerion museopoliittinen ohjelma 2030
(Museum of Possibilities — Museum Policy 2030 by the Ministry of Education)
that had been published that spring.

From a museological point of view a backlash was experienced with the new
Museum Act 2019, since it did not demand any more basic studies in museology
of the museum director.

The Finnish Museums Association also wanted to ensure a path to museological
thinking for those professionals who had not studied museology. This was done
by establishing the web-course Verso in 2005. The Association produced and
administered the course; it consisted of ten credits that were also accepted by
universities. The Verso 2.0 course was started in 2007. This added another 15
credits, in order to advance the basic studies up to the universities’ 25 credit
level. The last Verso courses were held in 2016, by which time 155 museum
professionals had passed the course.

The effect of museology in the field of cultural heritage has happened and will
continue to happen in four ways. These are classified as follows:

1. research done by the representatives of the study branch
2. basic, post and supplementary education, based on research outcomes
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3. professionals conducting expert and entrusted duties+
4. raising discussion about important and current matters.
(Vilkuna 2000b, 2000c¢).

Toward Heritology

In order for museology to be granted status as a major subject at the University
of Jyviskyld, a definition of museology was required, and I was asked to rely on
internationally accepted definitions. Luckily, no official definition of museology
existed then, nor is there one now. Other disciplines do not favour these kinds
of official definitions either, because they would only produce consensus, and
therefore hinder the dialogue and debate that is necessary for research. This is
why I, as a professor of museology, wrote a heritological definition according to
the principles of new museology, as follows: “Museology (heritology) is a science
that explores the way the individual and the community perceive and control
the temporal and regional environment, by taking into possession pieces of
evidence from the past and the present.” The concept of environment includes
both the tangible and intangible, i.e., spiritual environment. These pieces of
evidence are taken into possession by selecting and demarcating areas of reality
and incorporating them as cultural reality.

This definition was left on the table at the faculty meeting in August 1999, be-
cause the representatives of other, more traditional museum disciplines did not
understand such a heritologically-oriented and museumless perspective. The
professor did not change the definition, and it was eventually accepted at the
next faculty meeting.

The museological views that were incorporated into the teaching of the Uni-
versity of Jyviskyld were influenced by four museologists: the Czech Zbynek
Stransky, the Swede Per-Uno Agren, the Croat Tomislav Sola and the Dutch
Peter van Mensch. Museologists from Leicester University, Susan Pearce and
Eilean Hooper-Greenhill, had an influence through their literature. In addition,
Kenneth Hudson’s concept of the Great Museum had a large impact.

The heritological aspect of the University of Jyvaskylda museology was strength-
ened in 1993 when the discipline’s representative took part in the international
symposium Till museets genealogi in Copenhagen, which was organised by the
National Museum of Denmark and Umeé& University. One of the speakers was
the British museologist Kenneth Hudson, who in his presentation The Great

42. Professor Janne Vilkuna has been elected twice to the board of the Museums Association (1988—
1994 and 2009—2014). In addition, he served for one year as the temporary chair in 2015. Professor
Vilkuna has held memberships in various committees organised by the Ministry of Education: Lex
Museorum (1993), Museo 2000 (1998), the Finnish representative in the EU expert group in Stras-
bourg for preparation of the Faro Agreement (Faro 2005), the Development Committee for Local
Museums (2014—2018), the Expert Group of Intangible Heritage (2015—-2017) and the Working
Group for Museum Policy (2015—-2017). He is also since 2013 the chair of the Finnish Local Heritage
Federation, which, e.g., promotes the non-professionally run local history museums.
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European Museum presented a comprehensive pedagogical view called the Great
Museum. According to this view, the entire cultural and natural environment is
seen as a great museum. The duty of museums is to look outward, not inward,
and to explain the traces of time that are present in our environment.+3

The basis for this new, museumless museology was that the museum is just a tool
with which we observe our environment. Museology is interested in this process.
This means that the so-called end-product of the museum is not the museum
itself, but rather using the museum as a tool for expression by individuals and
society regarding their views about heritage. The old or practical museology,
i.e., museography, aimed to answer the question How? The new theoretical
museology aims to answer the question Why? This attempts to ascertain the
following: Why do we collect? Why do we establish museums and other heritage
institutions? Why do we legislate our heritage? As a starting point, there is an
assumption that the selection process in the field of heritage is based on a cul-
tural interpretation of the object, and not on the object itself. Because we cannot
preserve or remember everything, we must relegate some things to oblivion,
and even allow some of them to be destroyed. This is why our conception of our
past, and the heritage that we have created, are both results of our own choices.
The interpretation that is the result of this selection can be called museality. It
is only after such a selection that, in accepted cases, the musealisation process
will take place. To analyse these processes that accumulate our heritage is one
of the main research focuses of theoretical museology.
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Museum Leadership - New
competencies and the cycle of
change

Susanna Pettersson

Abstract

Museums of today are more proactive, more dynamic and more courageous
than ever before. They have changed from monolithic institutions to masters
of several plays and have changed from keepers to doers. They are also facing
economic, political, social, technological and legal challenges that are very di-
verse and complicated. Consequently, this requires new leadership and new
competencies. What lies behind the change, how can that be analysed and how
can we respond to the future needs of museums? How have museums responded
to the requirements of change in leadership from a historic perspective? How
should organisations be led from today’s point of view, and how should they be
further developed?

Key words: history, future, collections, competencies, society, a way forward

Introduction

This chapter looks into the development of the museum profession from a lead-
ership perspective and demonstrates how museum professionals have adapted
to the changing environment, from the 19®to the 21 century. It also sheds some
light on the key changes and critiques that have concerned art museums the most.
Even though the examples are mostly derived from the art museum context,
leadership issues can be implemented into a wider range of cultural institutions.

My questions include how museums have responded to the requirements of
change in leadership from a historical perspective, how organisations should
be led from today’s point of view, and how they should be developed further.

One of my arguments is, that in order to succeed, a museum needs a leader
with strong understanding and experience regarding content, and an ambition
to develop competitive business plans for culture industries. When using the
voice of the museum, the director needs to have content-related credibility and
a clear-headed understanding of the financing models and their potential. This
is challenging the alternative leadership view, according to which a professional
leader, a generalist, can take over almost any institution and make it flourish. In
order to develop the organisation and its practises further, the director should
be open for new competencies and changes.

To write about leadership in museums we can use several different methods. It
can be a theoretical exercise with examples from different organisations or an
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analysis related to the strengths, weaknesses, opportunities and threats. It can
also be a profound look at the fields that have the greatest impact on a museum’s
actions regarding good and bad, high and low (using, for example, the PESTLE
method, which looks into political, economic, social, technological, legal and
environmental changes). Explorations of future trends, black swans and risk
scenarios belong to the same toolkit. Writing about museum leadership can
also be a self-critical journey through one’s own career with real-life examples
from both failures to success and the other way around. I have decided to use
a combination of both.

I have grown into a museum professional over three decades, from guard to
director. I have also been privileged to work in three different countries, Fin-
land, the United Kingdom and Sweden. These decades have included a massive
transformation from a landline and typewriter dominated environment to a 24/7
society that reacts with speed and navigates a constant flow of information. The
professional museum landscape has changed from a community of art historians
to a combination of diverse professions.

The Formation of the Profession

Today’s museum professionals have education and experience that is simulta-
neously deep and broad. A curator can be a specialist in 18" century European
furniture and an IT-wizard. A social media communicator knows target audi-
ences and masters art historical texts relating to the social media environment.
The head of department is an expert in his or her field, but is expected to also
show competence in budgeting, human resources, negotiation skills and much
more. Especially in smaller museums, one has to cover several areas. In order
to understand where we stand today and how have we ended up here, it is good
to have a short look at history.

In Europe, the majority of museums were founded in the 19 century. The first
museums (as we understand them today) had been opened to the public during
the 18" century, the opening of the Louvre in 1793 being the most famous example
of this. The collections were catalogued, displayed, researched and conserved,
and the museum profession was under development. The first museum profes-
sionals came typically from the upper class; they had a scholarly orientation
and clear visions of what museums could do in society, not least thanks to the
ideas of the Enlightenment. They were pioneers who created the grounds for
the professional requirements, as we know them today.

The first museum men were academics who acted in many roles: they taught
at universities, wrote books and ran the first museums, with the expectation
of being able to cope with everything, since the size of staff tended to be very
limited. Names such as Gustav Friedrich Waagen at the Altes Museum in Berlin
or Sir Henry Cole at the South Kensington Museum in London were known
throughout Europe. They arranged classical art history into a three-dimensional
format: to collection displays and narratives. Art was presented according to
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geographical areas (schools) such as Italian, Dutch and Flemish art. Handbooks
that were published about art reinforced the idea of reading art history through a
geographical school-based system. That was not to be questioned, but taken for
granted. This created a backbone for many installations and collection displays
for decades to come, even in the Nordic countries, thus creating a framework
for art history (Karlholm 1996; Pettersson 2013; Giebelhausen 2020).

In the Nordic countries, the academic community had a strong impact on the
development of the museum field. Nationalism, the Enlightenment, educating the
people, creating the story of art and involving the artists all played an important
role. Art was meant to be shown to the largest possible audiences, preferably as
a complete story. Tools were needed for the dissemination of information: col-
lection displays, catalogues and art historical handbooks, as well as engravings,
all of which displayed the most important works of art in collections. Several of
these methods are valid even today, even though concepts of sharing information
have changed radically. The ideas of openness, sharing and co-creation have
replaced the old culture based on careful selection and restrictions.

By the end of the 19™ century the art world had changed; artists were no longer
sculpting and painting according to identical academic rules but were exper-
imenting with new styles and techniques, which was somewhat shocking to
the conservative bodies. This placed growing pressure on museums and their
gatekeepers. Artists understood that the museum men could not keep up with
changes in the contemporary arts.

The gap between the European art capitals and the boardrooms of the museums
was now growing fast, and critical voices were raised. Artists such as Wassily
Kandisky and Alexander Rodchenko argued that only the artists could implement
proper decisions regarding works of art. Academic art historians were considered
not competent enough to evaluate what was topical and contemporary (McShine
1999). Instead of reacting to the critique, museums more or less closed their
eyes and museum practises did not progress. This created a concrete need for
alternative venues such as galleries and Kunsthallen for displaying contemporary
art. For the museum profession, this was the first crisis: authority regarding the
fine arts was no longer unquestioned. New competencies were needed.

Critiques covered not only the understanding the arts but also the way that
museums communicated with their audiences. This was reflected in the ways
that museums reached out by organising guided tours, printing books and cat-
alogues and creating new ways to talk about art in an understandable way.
Director of Hamburger Kunsthalle Alfred Lichtwark, who has been described as
one of the creators of museum education, published the book Ubungen in der
Betrachtung von Kunstwerken. Nach Versuchen mit einer Schulklasse (Exer-
cises in contemplation of works of art. After experiments with a school class) in
1900, that demonstrated how artworks could be studied with schoolchildren.
The publication became exceptionally popular and was translated into several
languages, including Finnish (Lichtwark 1926). His followers were the earliest
museum educators of the new era. At about the same time, the world economy
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collapsed, and museums faced economic challenges that affected their capacity
to acquire art, among other things. Museums were forced to learn to think about
alternative funding.

After the Second World War, the art scene continued to grow in diverse directions
that museums were no longer able to closely follow. Whereas in the 19 century
there had been the illusion of a complete story of art that could be presented,
now capturing all of it was a mission impossible. This opened a flood of critique
regarding such choices. Museums presented mostly white men, with female
artists being marginalised. More inclusive policies in terms of gender and race
were required (Pettersson 2009b, pp. 23—28). This signalled that museums
should become much more analytical and observant. The choices they made
mattered, but they were also strongly challenged. Many artists groups such
as Guerrilla Girls, founded in 1985, have confronted museums in public, and
continue to do so.

Almost every generation of critical minds has produced their own alternative for
presenting art: artists’ collectives, new and experimental spaces and border-cross-
ing approaches. Established museums have been regarded as the antithesis of
renewal and risk taking. Even though such black-and-white stereotypes do not
necessarily mirror reality that accurately, this kind of debate has been always
been a driver for change and development. As Marja-Liisa Ronkko has put it,
every era creates its own museums (Ronkko 2009). Accordingly, every era has
a new set of demands for the professionals running things (Palviainen 2010).

Museums have always been for the people, have always been changing and
have always been criticised. At the same time, museums have contributed to
the building of a nation as well as responding to the needs of communities and
individuals. Museums are (relatively) agile platforms that react to change, and
they can be used in an innovative manner. Museums that were once regarded to
be objective are from today’s perspective arenas that express, and may express,
different views. In today’s society, they have extremely strong potential to make
a difference on a societal level. Museums are powerful instruments that need
to be used wisely.

All of this means that the museum director is expected to master several fields,
from economics to politics, not to mention the core competence fields that the
museum represents. The director must be interested in everything: the big and
the small, the high and the low. If translated into the language of architecture,
the museum director has to have a passion for city planning and designing
door handles, exactly as the world-famous Finnish architect and designer Alvar
Aalto did.

The Potential of the Future

After the turn of the 21 century, museums and their future were discussed in
several forums. Museums were rethinking their priorities and policies, as well
as their responsibilities (Berger 2004). Books that explored the museums and
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their possible roles and identities for the new era were published (Hein 2000;
Schubert 2000; Witcomb 2003; Cuno 2004; Genoways 2006). Conferences
and talks were organised in the wake of the change of the millennium. Muse-
ums were analysed from a global, not only Western perspective (Knell, et al.
2007). Even the roles of national museums were discussed within an extensive
research project Making National Museums (organised by the Universities of
Leicester, Linkoping and Oslo), which resulted in a publication that featured
national museum narratives across the world, and which discussed the myths of
nationality (Knell et al. 2011). Covid-19 has triggered authors to map the future
of museums after the pandemic. One of the questions concerns possible changes
in customer expectations.

As many stakeholders were working with future-related issues, so was the Finn-
ish National Gallery. I was, at the time, working with the national art museum
development initiatives and had a possibility to initiate a future-related exper-
imental project. Future Art Museums (2009) was conducted in collaboration
with museology students from the University of Helsinki, as well as art students
from the Fine Arts Academy/University of Arts. The students worked in groups.
Experimental information mining, boundary-stretching artworks in public spaces
and bold questioning contributed valuable ideas regarding the potential of the
field. Questions were related to the different and even contradictory expectations
that museums face on one hand, and the societal potential that they have, on
the other. All of this was put into a publication (Pettersson 2009a).

As one part of the project, we conducted a virtual discussion with experts repre-
senting different fields: politics, sociology, economy, future research and muse-
ums. The well-known politician Sirpa Pietikédinen, sociologist Pasi Saukkonen,
professor of economics Saara Taalas and future researcher Anita Rubin, all
shared their ideas about four themes: museums and artists, museums and the
public, museums and public debate and museums and the economy, together
with myself and Kaija Kaitavuori, who was at the time the Head of the Develop-
ment Department (Pettersson 2009a, pp. 80—115). Ten years after this virtual
debate, the conclusions are still worth revisiting. They show how some questions
are still valid — and some have become outdated. Quite interestingly the set also
reveals that which we did not see coming.

Museums and artists

« Art/artists/museums are drivers of socio-cultural change

« Artists/art are vital for our identity

+ The relationship between artists and museums should be negotiable

 Artists no longer depend on the spaces in museums

« Artists’ competencies could be utilised in museum management

e Museums should move towards more transparent communication in
relation to the art field
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Museums and the public

« A museum that tries to cover it all is sure to fail

« A museum can be a generalist with the public, an expert on art

« The same visitor can have different roles and needs, depending on time
and place

« A museum can have fans

e A museum must pay attention to the language it uses and to whom it
talks (diversity, demographical changes)

« Experiencing art is personal: the right to participate and even touch it
is important

Museums and public debate

« Civic action groups as potential networks
 The possibilities of interculturalism

« The role of art critics as interpreters and filters

« Museums have different needs for public debate

Museums and the economy

« What is the funder’s/owner’s relation to the museum?

« More emphasis on the transparency of publicly funded services: what
and why

« Can a museum that collects entrance fees serve as a proactive partner
in a public debate?

» Key performance indicators: What is being measured? On whose terms?
Can the activities be measured in the first place?

« Companies to be educated by museums

The participants of the discussion emphasised that museums represent conti-
nuity and possibilities for change at the same time. Museums were seen as huge
power engines for art and culture. Art was regarded as a channel of expression
for hopes and fears, and even the most difficult issues (Pettersson 2009a, pp.
112—113). This becomes clear when society is in crisis. The cultural institutions
carry a strong symbolic value and public spaces are needed as safe and demo-
cratic places of contemplation.

Ten years after the project, the world has changed a lot. It is especially inter-
esting to analyse what we, participants of the discussion, did not catch on our
radar earlier. Polarisation of values, political turbulence, neo-conservatism,
humanitarian crises, development of technology, climate crisis and ecological
issues were not examined earlier. Also, the funding mechanisms for the arts
and culture were based on relatively safe ground, the main source being pub-
lic funding. Therefore, alternative funding models from crowdsourcing to big
donations from companies or individuals who wish to give back to the system
were not an option, either.
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On the other hand, there were also topics that have remained the same. Let’s
take museums and the public as an example: all the points mentioned are highly
relevant still from today’s perspective. Museums need to focus, articulate their
expertise and understand the needs of visitors. As John Falk and Lynn Dierking
have shown, museum visitors have different needs and identities (explorers,
facilitators, professionals, experience seekers, rechargers) depending on the
situation (Falk & Dierking 2018). Museums work extensively with their return-
ing visitors and products are being developed to support this behaviour. The
nationwide Museum Card, launched in 2015 in Finland, is a prime example of
this. Museums are also more and more aware of social responsibility and their
diverse audiences.

Projects such as the Future Art Museums project are excellent reminders of how
significant it is for any museum to draft future-related scenarios, even the most
unusual ones, in order to develop practises as part of a strategic process. Think
tanks that focus on future trends and future researchers are excellent partners,
not to mention the American Alliance of Museum’s Center for the Future of
Museums (est. 2008), which is mapping out the cultural, political and economic
landscape, along with publishing annual TrendWatch reports.

Collections as a Core

All museums, no matter the size, profile or location, work with their collections.
They should be the museum’s strongest and most relevant driver. Collections
have a rich history that should be used wisely for the benefit of the public. This
has also been on the top of the agenda during the first two decades of the 21°
century. Collections have been digitised and many useful portals such as Euro-
peana have been launched to encourage better use of collections. At the same
time, museums have been encouraged to collaborate more efficiently in terms
of the physical mobility of collections.

A primary example, which I had the privilege to work with, was the Europe-
an Union’s OMC-working group’s (Open Method of Coordination) project on
Collections Mobility that focused on how practises can be developed together,
crossing geographical borders and overcoming legal obstacles within the member
states. The project identified the areas that needed harmonising: loan adminis-
tration and loan standards, state indemnity schemes, valuation, self-insurance
and non-insurance of cultural objects, immunity from seizure, loan fees and
long-term loans, building up trust/networking and digitisation. Inquiries were
sent to the member states and data were analysed. At the same time, museum
professionals were offered a possibility to participate in Europe-wide collections
mobility workshops. A handbook, Encouraging Collections Mobility. A Way
Forward for Museums in Europe, was published, both as a paperback and
online, thus making the materials accessible to a large professional community
(Pettersson et al. 2010).
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This Europe-wide project put collections into the limelight. Collection histories
were written, collection policies were redefined, collection displays were in focus
again and many national museums and museums associations were working
nation-wide to support museums with their collection work. Collections were
seen as an important asset that had a much bigger value than being just a collec-
tion. The sustainable and future-oriented use of collections became a leadership
issue and the impact of collections became a topic for evaluation (Rajakari 2008;
Jyrkkio & Liukkonen 2010; Niemela & Jyrkkio 2012).

And why is that? The answer is rather simple. From a leadership perspective,
collections help you to formulate the purpose of the museum. Who, why and
for whom are you? What are you working with, and why? If you are local, let’s
say a museum of old cars, you don’t start arranging international exhibitions of
medieval history. Having said that, a museum with a focus on a car collection
can easily work with various themes, ranging from the development of vehicles
and transportation, design history, popular culture and much more. Collections
are a source of inspiration and guidance.

It is fair to say that during the 21 century, collection research has grown in
importance, thus providing solid ground for proper argumentation: why col-
lections matter, why they need resources and why local, regional and national
stakeholders need to invest in them. Research literature and publications, such as
Donald Preziosi and Claire Farago’s Grasping the World, the Idea of the Museum
(2004) should belong to any museum director’s and decision-maker’s bookshelf.
Collections have also received nationwide (and even wider) attention, as in the
case of Neil MacGregor’s collaboration with BBC Radio 4 and his popular book
A History of the World in 100 Objects (2010) that was published when he was
director of the British Museum. Collecting practises have even been challenged,
as in the Victoria & Albert Museum’s rapid response collecting project, which
was introduced in 2014 and has reminded us about the need to mirror the
world when things happen, not afterwards. Collecting and collections have even
become popular among fiction authors, Orhan Pamuk’s novel The Museum of
Innocence (2008) and a museum bearing the same name, located in Istanbul,
being the most well-known example on that. These examples remind us how
the appreciation of collections goes hand in hand with the strategic choices and
capacity to make priorities that benefit, at the end of the day, the public.

Museum Competencies

Leading a museum requires knowledge about the key changes of the field and an
idea about the future. Museums have been described as mausoleums, cemeteries,
temples, laboratories, places of reflection, platforms, meditation chambers and
much more (Noever 2001). They form the collective memory of society (Urry
1996). Since the turn of the 21 century, strategies for displays, collections,
education, audience development, branding and funding have transformed mu-
seum management. Buzzwords have changed from the discursive museum to the
inclusive, participatory and beyond, and so have expectations. The museum’s
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client group consists of visitors onsite and online, funders, donors, the media
and academia, as well as politicians and decision makers.

Professionals need to understand the complexity of the culture industries and
the links from the museum’s own activities to the larger whole, meaning society
at large. Many of the world’s leading museums draw record numbers of visitors,
i.e., millions of people, thus contributing to the economy of a city, a region and
even a country. Culture is seen even as a way to brand a region, the Nordic
countries for example (Asplund & Fransson 2018, pp. 199—202). Culture has
both direct and indirect impact value.

One could ask: What would then be the ideal combination of competencies to
run a museum? The question is not new, quite the contrary. Already in 1978,
the Association of Art Museum Directors (in the USA) stated that it makes more
sense to train art historians to be managers than to train administrators to un-
derstand the role of museums. Stephen E. Weil, deputy director of the Smithso-
nian’s Hirshorn Museum and later senior scholar emeritus at the Smithsonian
Center for Education and Museum Studies, continued to analyse the question
by comparing the pros and cons of the discipline specialist vs. the management
generalist. He argued that the managerial generalist cannot be expected to have
“the education or experience that would enable him successfully to formulate
a consistent, persuasive, informed and authoritative point of view with respect
to the museum’s subject matter” (Weil 1990, p. 103).

I could not agree with Weil more. The reason is very simple: the director uses
the voice of the museum and that voice needs to be trusted. The competence
that is required from a director is much deeper than the capacity to master
Excel-sheets and budgets, fundraising and investment plans. He or she must
have an academic profile, a field of expertise that an organisation consisting of
hard-core specialists can trust. The director is expected to cope even during the
toughest times and have the guts to fight for the institution through good and
bad. Most importantly, the director must understand what the museum is and
to whom it is, and make sure that personnel is on board.

Certain core competencies required from museum leadership can be identified
no matter which decade or century we are looking at. Put simply, we are dis-
cussing connoisseurship, understanding numbers and getting along with peo-
ple. Apart from that, the director has to understand how the museum relates
to society, and the other way around. He or she must have eyes open for the
new competencies that the institution needs in order to succeed in a complex
world. This can be translated into a recipe for successful museums, which has
been illustrated in figure 1.
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Figure 1.

The museum staff must have the right competencies in place and understand
that needs change when the environment changes. When I began my career
at the end of 1980s, there was hardly anyone working with information and
marketing issues, not to mention fundraising, IT or environmental issues. They
were skills that became important only when new requirements created new
imperatives: museums needed more visitors (and ticket income) and broader
external funding. Technology, in turn, opened new possibilities that changed
the ways of communicating. Today, such skills as cultural literacy and diversity
awareness, audience development, sales, ecological planning, trend analysis
and future research belong to the list. Once competencies are in place, muse-
ums must invest in their staff members, their wellbeing and the professional
development. Diversity in the work force creates a positive spiral. From the
leadership perspective, investing in people, connoisseurship and new compe-
tencies are of crucial importance. Hiring the right people for the right positions
creates possibilities, whereas wrong choices hit hard like bad investments — not
least because museum professionals tend to work a long time at the same place.

Forbes Magazine listed the 10+ most important job skills every company would
be looking for in 2020, with a footnote that according to the World Economic
Forum 35 percent of the skills that we see as essential today will change in
only five years. The list included skills such as data literacy, critical thinking,
creativity and emotional intelligence, as well as cultural intelligence and diver-
sity. Strong cultural intelligence was seen as an asset needed to develop more
inclusive products and services. Creativity, in turn, was described as critical for
any workplace for moving forward (Marr 2019). One could also add agility and
tolerance to the list.

Another element in figure 1 refers to balancing and securing the museum’s re-
sources. The strategy points out the priorities and tells us what to do — but also
what not to do. That is also needed because the world is full of exciting projects.
Resources are quite often understood solely as funding, but that is only one third
of the pie. The two other thirds are skills and time. The museum might have huge
potential for development, but if the people are not right, their competencies
are outdated or of low quality or if they randomly do this and that instead of
focusing to the strategic areas, the whole organisation will end up facing severe
problems. Therefore, the skills and competencies plan is as important as the
financial plan, and it is critically important that staff members use their work
hours wisely. For example, if a chief curator needs a whole week to prepare a
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standard lecture, it might be better not to give the lecture at all. But if the lecture
is strategically significant and contributes to the success of the museum, then
it might be time well spent.

Strengthening financial resources requires new ways of collaborating with ex-
ternal stakeholders, as well as new thinking. In the 1980s and 1990s in Finland,
sponsorship was a relatively new phenomenon in the cultural field and the rules
were very straightforward. The museum received a lump sum of money and
published the sponsor’s logo in connection with the exhibition. International
contemporary art exhibition ARS95 at the Museum of Contemporary Art in Hel-
sinki, housed at the Ateneum building at the time, changed that scene in Finland.
ARSo95 was one of the first heavily sponsored exhibitions that also developed
a new language between the museum and its funders. Sponsors’ visibility was
defined according to the size of the contribution and the companies also used
the exhibition as a venue for customer events. The new funding system created
some debate, and opinions were divided: one group saw opportunities for the
museum and the arts in general, but the other group despised the idea that a
publicly-funded museum took money from the outside. The criticism was linked
to fear of the commercialised and Americanised way of running a museum,
thinking that the autonomy of the museum might be threatened.

Nowadays, sponsorship is a much wider concept than the exchange of money or
services against company visibility on the museum’s onsite and online platforms.
Instead, one should be able to specify what the added value is that collaboration
brings to the museum and, ultimately, to members of the public. What would be
the societal impact of such collaboration? As an example, a company can fund an
activity that brings art to the people who would not otherwise have an opportunity
for that kind of an encounter, or make sure that the museum can afford longer
opening hours, as Friday Lates, which are popular in several museums from,
the Victoria & Albert Museum in London to MoMa in New York, demonstrate.

The third focus area presented in figure 1 is related to contributing to the suc-
cess and well-being of society. Museums are never cut off from the rest of the
society or the people living in it. Helpful questions are: How does the museum
articulate its contribution for the benefit of the people? What is the impact of
museums? How can this be demonstrated? This is discussed in more detail in
the next section.

Museums and Society

Museums can be globally strong brands such as the Tate, the Metropolitan, the
Hermitage, the Tretjakov Gallery or the Louvre. They are institutions that play
significant roles within the fields of culture, economics and the branding of a
nation. Their directors belong automatically to the group of influential leaders
that are expected to use their voices in public. They can use the opportunity of
saying out loud what the value of culture is, and why it matters. The same logic
applies on a smaller scale to less-known institutions and smaller cities. What is



Section | - Museology and Museums as a Profession 129

important is that the directors recognise their potential to make changes and
to use their power wisely.

Larger organisations, which are often criticised, are like large ocean cruisers that
turn slowly, whereas smaller museums can be compared to speedboats that can
make quick and surprising turns. The problems with big organisations are almost
always related to their leadership, work culture, funding, rules and regulations
and public role, along with the fact that public expectations do not coincide with
reality. For example, in the eyes of graduating young curators, big museums
might seem like conservative fortresses that never take risks or experiment.

I have good reason to claim that even the biggest national institutions can be
agile, quick and radical when needed. Here I'll focus on one example. In 2015
many European countries, Finland included, received a large number of refu-
gees. A silent refugee demonstration, that lasted several weeks, was arranged in
Helsinki city centre, first in front of the Museum of Contemporary Art Kiasma
and then in a larger square, between the Ateneum Art Museum and the National
Theatre. At the time, I was director of the Ateneum.

We were approached and offered an opportunity to display a work of art com-
menting on the humanitarian crisis. With a very short lead time we decided to
contribute to the discussion concerning basic human rights and display graf-
fiti artist EGS’ work Europe’s Greatest Shame #11 (2015) on the facade of the
building. The work pictured the black world map against a white background,
divided by a red line (figure 2).

Figure 2: EGS’ Europe’s Greatest Shame #11 (2015) on the facade of the Ateneum, Helsinki. Photo:
Susanna Pettersson.
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We at the museum knew that presenting the work outside the Ateneum building
would cause lots of debate and even trigger smear campaigns and death threats
(which it also did). We also knew that we would definitely want to make space
for a work that would make people think and react. We wanted the museum to
act as a visible arena for a work that challenges and presents questions. Exclud-
ing the right-wing extremists’ hate campaign, public support was very strong
and encouraging. It showed how memory organisations such as museums are
listened to when they use their voices. The feedback also demonstrated how the
audience appreciated the work and its strong message.

Decisions like that are relatively easy to make if the organisation has strong
values. They create a firm basis for everything, from quick daily situations to
more complex problems that need to be solved. Values correspond with society,
and the dialogue between the museum and the various stakeholders and interest
groups, from politicians to education and healthcare, as an example.

Museums normally know well how important they are for society and what
their role is. One could present the question: How well do societies articulate
the role of museums? How are they referred to in the official documents, such as
government strategies or policy papers of regions and cities, or Agenda 2030?
As learning platforms? As contributors to people’s well-being? Builders of at-
tractive cities where people want to live and work? I would claim that museums
have a lot of potential to be more vocal and visible as safe-guards of the world’s
cultural and natural heritage.

From the point of view of leadership, museums should more precisely articulate
how they do their share to achieve locally, regionally, nationally and globally im-
portant goals. In this sense, museums need to be ready to change their practises
and ways of communicating and show economic, social, cultural and political
awareness. Ultimately, it comes down to the undeniable value of art and culture.

A Way Forward

The culture industries were growing rapidly and provided a good number of new
jobs before Covid-19 in 2020 and onwards. The pandemic hit these industries
hard, but showed, at the same time, the great importance of culture as one of
the building blocks of a civilised society. The need for consumption of culture
did not disappear during lockdowns, quite the contrary.

The sector needs, now and in the future, professionals who work with expertise
and passion. They need leadership that copes with both the soon-to-be retired
generation of professionals as well as millennials. Most importantly, they need
leaders who have cultural understanding of the institutions that they work for
and can take over the intellectual ownership of the organisation.

I usually describe the museum’s activities by starting with the public. Without
the public the institution would be only a warehouse that would store objects
just for the sake of it. Museums collect, research, communicate and organise
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exhibitions and events for the public. They interpret the contents and encourage
debates that invite different perspectives. But it is the people who make the
museum. Every visitor and their individual needs must be respected, as John
Falk and Lynn Dierking have demonstrated (Falk & Dierking 2018).

Running museums, developing collections, producing exhibitions and events,
funding the work and responding to the needs of the audience create an ongoing
need for analysis. Questions that help museums to identify areas for development
are many, but one must invest time in thinking them through.

In the following, I present a short (and not comprehensive) list that can serve
as a beginning for internal development. The questions might form the begin-
ning for strategic work that will eventually support the annual action plans and
delegation of different tasks on a team level, as well as on an individual level.

Collections

 Profile of the collection: what are the strengths? What are the weaknesses?

« Development potential: what to acquire and why?

 Use of the collection: how is the collection used and how should this be
developed onsite and online?

Exhibitions and events

« Profile and quality of exhibitions and events: what are the criteria behind
the decisions?

 Collaboration & production models: are the ways of working efficient?
Could something be done in a better way or differently?

+ Partners: which are the most important strategic partners and why?

Research

« Research policy: what does your museum research and why? What must
be achieved? Examples: provenance and restitution research, colonial
histories, gender studies, etc.

« Partners: who are the most important strategic partners and why?

« New competencies: are practices in place that ensure scholars can start
working?

Education and communication

 Target groups and segments: who does your museum invest in?

« Visitor experiences: what kind of ambition level does your museum rep-
resent? What is the customer promise onsite and online?

« New methods: how do you work with your audiences?

« Hybrid strategies: how do you disseminate information and create expe-
riences on various platforms?

Public debate and society
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« Museum’s voice: how does your museum use it? What are the most im-
portant arenas?

+ Clear strategy and key messages: what are the most important messages
that you want to deliver in all circumstances?

« Museum as a medium: what kinds of channels does your museum use to
communicate the most important issues? Can they be developed further?

When working with internal development and strategies, one should be aware
of the constant need for analysis. One should be ready to define and re-define
the work in relation to the needs of the audiences and society. Some changes
are there for a short term only, whereas the others might have long-term effects
that require, for example, new competences from the museum as an organisa-
tion. These changes are typically related to the ways of working, utilising new
technologies, writing and rewriting histories, positioning the museum in society
and taking responsibility.

Probably one of the biggest differences is related to the concept of a museum:
from a place that shows everything at one spot to a concept combining onsite
and online presence and services. In the 16" century the earliest collections
showed more or less everything that was included in the collection to those very
few who had the possibility for exclusive visits. When collections grew, some
objects were stored, and this created categories within a collection.

During the 18" century, when the public was gradually allowed to visit collec-
tions, a whole new set of rules and regulations was required — a code of museum
behaviour. We have seen excellent examples of this, starting from Neikelius’ pub-
lication in 1727, where he gently guides the visitors to behave well and encourages
visitors to deepen their knowledge by acquiring the collection catalogue for any
further studies (Schulz 1994). Then, as we remember, museums were gradually
opened all across Europe in the 19" century. Ways of displaying collections were
formulated and canonical representations were established (Giebelhausen 2020).
Collections grew in size, as did expertise in managing them. The biggest changes
of the 20" century were related to the notion that museums needed to be able to
use the same tools as any other industries: communication, marketing, audience
development and a widening of the economic palette from one source only to a
sustainable selection of several external sources of income.

To become a museum with an exciting onsite and online personality and presence
requires proper policies for securing funding and investing in people with the
right competencies. It requires passion for collections and research, ambition
to explore the needs of the audiences and honesty and transparency in com-
munication. A museum must not be afraid of taking risks or making mistakes.

Working at a museum is people’s business. Objects do not have feelings or
talk back, but people do. We cannot say yet how jobs will change in the future.
What we know for sure is that we will all need many skills and capacities in
order to make better museums for people. Even if the work changes, our need
to encounter authentic and original objects will not disappear. Therefore, in
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the future, we will also need platforms for these kinds of genuine encounters.
They will be challenged and re-challenged, which will keep the cycle of change
active. From a leadership perspective the requirements can be put very simply:
you need to know what you are talking about. And you need to be really good
at and ambitious with what you do.
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Strategic Managementin a
Changing Operating Environment

Kimmo Leva

Abstract

According to many weak and some slightly stronger signals, museums are un-
dergoing significant changes at present. It would appear that they are no longer
simply in charge of preserving, researching and displaying cultural heritage,
but also have a duty to promote social equality and democracy, maintain the
economic viability of communities and pursue educational policy objectives.
At the same time, as the operating environment of museums expands, changes
within it are taking place more rapidly and are more difficult to foresee.

This chapter discusses the strategic management of museums and the challenges
posed by the changing political, economic, social, technological, ecological and
legislative operating environments in the 2020s.

These changes require managers to have more specific management training or
experience rather than a background in history, art and culture. A more diverse
and dynamic operating environment calls for museums to be better equipped to
be both proactive and reactive, and to be prepared to make changes. All of these
abilities are at the heart of the strategic thinking, leadership and management
skills that are increasingly needed in the museum industry.

Key words: strategic management, leadership, economy, operating environ-
ment, strategic analysis

Museums as a Management Environment
A time of change

The widening and growing importance of the social dimension of museums opens
up new avenues in which museums can have an impact and succeed, but it also
requires a repositioning of activities and a new way of doing things. Added to
this, expanding the focus of actions increasingly means making choices about
what to do, for whom and under what conditions. Priorities have to be made,
as it is impossible to do everything, at least not with the same degree of effort
and attention.

This more diverse and dynamic operating environment calls for museums to be
better equipped to be both proactive and reactive, and to be prepared to make
changes. All of these abilities are at the heart of strategic thinking, leadership
and management skills that are increasingly needed in the museum industry.
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Museum management and leadership

As Peter Drucker famously opined, management means doing things right, while
leadership means doing the right things. Management includes administrative
tasks and responsibilities, as well as production and development processes
related to goal-setting. Leadership, on the other hand, is about seeing to it that
goals are accomplished, motivating people and bringing about change.

One of the special features of museum management is that museums have little
financial leeway. This is because substantial parts of a museum’s expenditure
and income are fixed. Fixed income is not an economic term per se, but grants
allocated to museums can be regarded as such. Their share of museum oper-
ating expenditure has remained stable at the current level of around 80% on
average. Fixed costs in museums, for their part, involve personnel and property
expenses. Their share of museum spending has also remained stable at around
80% (Museovirasto 2020).

The remit of the museum director essentially involves managing an expert organ-
isation, as over 80% of museum staff have either a lower or a higher university
degree (Suomen museoliitto 2018). This high level of education enables and
requires a focus on personal leadership in delivering jointly-developed poli-
cies and objectives, and in providing scope for adequate self-management. The
management of an expert organisation is primarily coaching, and in this sense,
traditional management approaches do not succeed.

Expert organisations are generally regarded as rather cambersome management
environments, according to experienced business executive Eero Kukkola. This
is due to the independent thinking and decision-making that is integral to ex-
pertise, but which can also cause tensions in multi-expert teams and difficulties
in achieving organisational goals (Kukkola 2016).

In the museum area, this expert organisation trait is reinforced by the fact that
when evaluating the credentials of museum directors, the focus is on expert tasks.
Up to 2020, in order for a museum to be eligible for state subsidies, its director
had to have expertise in the museum field. The new Museum Act, which came
into force in Finland at the beginning of 2020, and the state funding criteria
set out in it, place more emphasis on leadership, but museum expertise retains
its strong position in every museum and is compulsory for directors of small
museums (Museolaki 314/2019).

The new Museum Act does not radically alter the management of museums, or
the management culture of the museum industry. The director is still expected to
play a dual role as both aleader and an expert, a feature that is underlined by the
small size of museum organisations. In 2019, professional museums employed
on average 13 permanent staff members (Museovirasto 2020).

Expertise aside, museum management is characterised by project and fixed-
term work, and hence atypical employment relationships. In 2019, about 24% of
museum personnel were engaged in work of a non-typical nature (Museovirasto
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2020). This figure does not include trainees or people whose work is supported
by various grants, which is common in museums. Atypical employment gen-
erates a considerable amount of additional work for the administration and
maintenance of a cohesive organisational culture.

In addition to the specifics of financial and human resources, museum manag-
ers must take into account the fact that, as non-profit organisations, museums
are public-interest entities. Their mission is value-based and designed to fulfil
a social need, which guides the activities of state-owned museums and those
owned by municipalities in particular, which account for 59% of the total in
Finland. The value base is also emphasised in museums run by private founda-
tions and associations, which, in turn, make up about 39% of the total number
of museums (Museovirasto 2020).

Governing bodies

The work of a Finnish museum director is guided and supported by boards in
municipal museums, and by boards of directors in private museums. In state-
owned museums, this role is performed by central offices or the Ministry of
Education and Culture. In all cases, the members of the governing bodies are
appointed mainly on the basis of status. It is not uncommon for such members
to be appointed by nomination committees or with expert assistance, with the
aim of finding the most competent and suitable person for the position from the
point of view of the museum’s current situation or strategy. It is common for
the museum rules to allocate the right of appointment to several organisations.
In municipal museums, the right of, and responsibility for, appointments are
both shaped by political power relations.

Members of the board participate in the museum’s activities in a voluntary
capacity or in addition to their main work, on the understanding that they are
not expected to dedicate a significant amount of time to these duties. As a result,
guiding and supporting the work of the museum director emphasises the setting
of goals, financial and operational supervision, as well as ensuring compliance
with laws and regulations. The governing body duly has a supervisory role.

According to economist and business executive J.T. Bergqvist, the work of boards
and other governing bodies should evolve so that they primarily support the
management in terms of sparring and alternative solutions and strategic policies,
as well as strengthening the organisation’s know-how in matters of substance
(Bergqvist 2007). This is also true in the case of governing bodies in the muse-
um branch, particularly since the diversity of the social functions of museums
outside of traditional museum work is increasing. Museums are increasingly
expected to be providers of know-how, efficacy and results in the business and
social sectors.

The shift towards business management

During the 2010s, the management of museums and businesses converged. The
change was due to the fact that the share of income earned directly from the
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customer in the museum economy increased significantly. In addition, public
funding is conditional upon private financing in connection with investment or,
at the very least, upon the prospect of investment strengthening opportunities
for private financing (Levd 2019).

According to Canadian museologist Robert R. Janes, museums are embed-
ded in the business world framework, where their management is becoming
shorter-term than before, and where action and investment are sought for their
ability to provide a rapid and measurable impact. Money and its economic and
activity indicators are a substitute for a hard-to-measure and slow-moving so-
cial mission. This is one reason why business experience is increasingly being
emphasised as a prerequisite for museum directors and members of governing
bodies (Janes 2012).

Another indication of the emergence of corporate leadership in expert organi-
sations in the 2010s was the introduction of the Lean Management philosophy,
developed in the 1980s to meet the needs of the Japanese Toyota car manufac-
turing company in terms of streamlining the workflow and eliminating waste.
Lean management is based on the concept of continuous improvement, a long-
term approach that aims to bring about incremental changes in processes in
order to improve overall efficiency and quality in an organisation (Torkkola
2015, pp. 22—27).

The Top Priority for Museum Management - Ensuring
long-term sustainability

The Code of Ethics and the Museums Act

While museums are expected to deliver more tangible and measurable results
in the short term, long-term sustainability must be a core priority in museum
management. In other words, the focus of the economic and operational infra-
structure must be to ensure the long-term, if not permanent, existence of the
museum. This is emphasised in the definition of a museum in the Code of Ethics
of the International Council of Museums (ICOM), as well as in the Finnish Mu-
seums Act. According to the latter, permanence is particularly relevant when it
comes to museum collections. An organisation that maintains a museum must
show that the collection is also secured in a situation where a museum has to
close down for one reason or another (Museolaki 214/2019).

The criterion of permanence is a tough requirement for museum management,
highlighted by the ICOM Museum Definition and the Finnish Museum Act,
which both stipulate that the aim of museum activities is not to make a profit,
which, if realised, would actually provide much-needed economic leeway and
risk tolerance.

Risk tolerance is particularly needed in change situations that are characterised
by a new direction, growth or action. In museums, such a change usually implies
investing in real estate to house exhibitions or collections, although in the 2010s
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the activities of many museums also changed significantly as a result of mergers.
In the case of the latter, the change has focused on reorganising operations and
bringing working community cultures together.

From plans to strategies

The Museums Act requires a museum to formulate a multiannual economic and
operational plan that sets out how it will maintain its activities and finances in
the coming years. The Act does not require a strategy as such. Semantically, one
can examine the distinction from the point of view of how activities will be man-
aged. The “Economic Action Plan” is in line with long-term planning thinking,
where changes in the operating environment are seen as linear or reflective of
a trend, and a museum can make fairly detailed decisions on how operations
and finances will be structured in the coming years.

Strategic management, on the other hand, is based on the assumption that
the operating environment is constantly changing and partly unpredictable,
especially as a result of changes in the competitive situation. Mika Kamensky,
who has written several books on strategic management, has identified three
different tasks or goals for the strategic process:

1. A strategy is an organisation’s conscious choice of key objectives and
guidelines for action in a changing world.

2. A strategy allows an organisation to control its environment, either by
adapting to changes in the environment, modifying and influencing its
environment or choosing the best environment for itself.

3. Through its strategy, an organisation purposefully manages external
and internal factors, and the interrelationships between them, so that
the organization’s profitability, continuity and development goals can
be achieved (Kamensky 2014, pp. 13—21).

Arguably, a key difference between planning and strategizing is that the focus
in a strategy is always on the outside of the organisation, and one has to be pre-
pared to change the operation quickly, in accordance with signals coming from
customers, financiers, owners or the operating environment.

In the museum branch, there is justification for referring to both a plan and a
strategy. The use of the word plan is underpinned by the fact that 80% of the
funding for museums comes from grants, as a result of a political decision.
In this kind of operating environment, changes have traditionally been minor
and predictable. There is also no recognisable competitive framework among
museums in terms of this type of funding.

The grounds for using the term strategy arose in particular from the development
that took place in the 2010s, a decade in which the predictability of political
decision-making weakened as populism intensified. The risk that the public
administrative environment will change dramatically has increased accordingly.
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Moreover, the need for strategic thinking and strategic management has been
heightened by the change in museum funding, an increasing proportion of
which is derived from consumer service revenue and hence from competition
in the market. This has marked a significant change. In 2010, 14% of museum
expenditure was covered by consumer service income, but by the end of 2019,
that figure had risen to 20% (Museovirasto 2020).

In addition to direct service revenue, the extent to which public funding is con-
ditioned upon private sector involvement and investment has grown. The game
changer in this respect was the Guggenheim Helsinki project in the early 2010s.
In this context, public funding was conditional upon substantial private invest-
ment. The Guggenheim project did not come to fruition, but the funding model
for museum investment survived.

In light of the developments that took place in the 2010s, it is evident that the
level of planning laid down by the Museum Act for successful and long-term
museum management will not suffice. Museums must monitor the development
of the operational and competitive environment, and be as proactive as possible
in preparing to make the necessary changes to their activities.

Museums need to understand the effects of change on the operational environ-
ment and be prepared to adapt their activities in order to seize opportunities
and turn threats into advantages. The need for foresight in strategic manage-
ment is highlighted by the economic structure of museums, with their low level
of flexibility and risk tolerance, which allow for neither quick responses nor
significant losses.

When making changes, museums must also take into account the rigidity of
the museum economy in terms of investment. In practice, investment will
never increase service revenue as much as it correspondingly pushes up fixed
personnel and real-estate costs. Hence, in order to avoid the problems of the
post-investment business economy, a museum must ensure that grant funding
also increases before an investment decision is made.

A sustainable investment plan is based on a calculation in which grants cover
80% of the increase in investment costs on average. This is essential because
of the structure of the museum economy mentioned earlier. The 80% fixed
costs, 80% fixed income structure does not vary significantly, irrespective of
the size of the museum. Any increase in the volume of service revenue as a
result of investment will invariably increase the need for grant funding. This
differs from the corporate investment philosophy, where the premise is that an
investment will always pay for itself in terms of service revenue from consumers
or corporate clients.
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Strategic Analyses
The present and the future

The success of museums and their long-term activities is determined by two main
factors: 1) a favourable political environment at the municipal and state level
and 2) consumers’ use of museum services. Successful strategic management
requires the systematic monitoring of both of these key variables. In terms of the
first, a PESTEL (PESTLE, STEEP) analysis provides a useful tool for museums.
In the PESTEL framework, the operating environment is assessed through six
variables: political, economic, social, technological, ecological and legislative.
The PESTEL framework is examined in greater detail below.

When it comes to the second variable, a number of different analyses can be used
to gauge and forecast its impact. In a competitive consumer market, customer
feedback forms and questionnaires are frequently used, as well as other follow-up
activities. An often-used framework for evaluating changes in the competitive
environment is Michael E. Porter’s Five Forces analysis, which evaluates changes
through customers, subcontractors, competitors, products and internal dynamics
within the industry (Porter 2008).

An analysis of the life cycle of products and services is also vital in the consum-
er market. The most well-known tool for this is the Life Cycle Matrix of the
Boston Consulting Group, commonly referred to as the BCG model. By means
of this tool, the life cycle of products or services is divided into four stages of
development (question marks, stars, cash cows and dogs) in terms of time and
economic significance.

The question mark represents the launch phase, during which the service is
developed and the financial result is negative. The star symbolises a phase of
strong growth, where service usage rises and generates increasing revenue. The
cash cow is a stage whereby growth levels off, with development and marketing
inputs invested in service decreasing and profitability improving. In the dog
phase, demand for and profitability of service will decrease until service becomes
unprofitable and should be discontinued.

As noted, the financial success of museums is determined by political funding
decisions made at the local and national levels. Hence, a life-cycle analysis of the
competitive environment or services in the consumer market is less important
in the strategic management of museums than analysis of the social environ-
ment. There are, however, museum-specific differences. In a situation where
the entrance ticket, museum shop and other service revenues have a crucial or
increasing significance from the perspective of the museum’s long-term activities,
the monitoring of the operating environment should be increased regarding the
consumer and competitive aspects. Indeed, this was a growing trend in museum
development in the 2010s.

The most well-known and most widely-used strategic reference framework is
SWOT, which evaluates the strengths, weaknesses, opportunities and threats of
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an organisation. Despite its widespread use, SWOT is often conducted wrongly,
and the result is an analysis where there is some confusion between strengths
and opportunities, as well as between weaknesses and threats.

In order for a SWOT analysis to be carried out successfully, weaknesses and
strengths need to be assessed as part of an internal review of the organisation,
asking what works (strengths) and what does not (weaknesses). Questions must
be addressed regarding all aspects of the operations and management, from
personnel to administration, and from exhibitions to collections. Opportunities
and threats need to be examined in light of the changes that PESTEL or other
analyses point to in the operating environment. In assessing identified opportu-
nities and threats, we need to ask what we have to do in the coming years to avoid
the threats that are visible, and to take advantage of the opportunities available.

PESTEL analysis

In Finland, the political environment can be monitored according to election
cycles, the most important of which from the museum perspective are municipal
and parliamentary elections, as well as EU elections, for the purposes of devel-
opmental funding. Both prior to and after elections, the announced programmes
lay the groundwork for political decision making at the municipal and national
levels for the coming four-year term. During the term of office, changes in the
political environment are influenced by societal values that come to the fore, as
well as party programmes and ideologies. In terms of the political environment,
the most important task is to monitor cultural policy developments, although as
the social function of museums expands, business, education and social policies
are becoming increasingly important variables.

In the economic environment, the operation of museums is primarily influenced
by economic upturns and downturns. In this respect, changes in the operating
environment can be gleaned from national and local economic forecasts and
reports. National signals also guide economic decision-making at the local level
when it comes to changes in the structure of the economy. A case in point with
regard to museums is the increasing importance of tourism in economic policy.
In addition, changes in consumer behaviour are relevant for the use of museum
services. In recent years, for example, consumer growth has shifted from goods
to services, which has been beneficial for museums.

Changes in the social environment are more related to megatrends, such as an
aging population, urbanisation and changes in the way that work is performed.
Changes in the social environment occur slowly, but can be monitored by pro-
jections issued by ministries or think tanks, for instance, while shorter-term
effects can be anticipated by studying existing municipal and national social
policy programmes. In the 2010s, museum services were increasingly used in
the implementation of these programmes, in relation to immigration and mul-
ticulturalism, and the activation of the elderly and those at risk of exclusion.
This trend continues to gain momentum.
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The technological environment can be examined to assess the development
of the tools and processes needed to carry out museum work. In practice, this
entails preparing for the changes brought about by digitisation in managing,
presenting and producing collections and utilizing various presentation tech-
nologies in exhibition activities. In addition to the ICT sector, the development
of technologies related to management, maintenance and the production of
light, heat and cooling is important for museums. Keeping track of technological
changes also involves being aware of the available services and technologies on
the market and their developmental trends.

The ecological environment, and the associated global warming, have quickly
turned from a megatrend into a key strategic variable that must be taken into
account in all museum activities, even in day-to-day management. Museums are
expected to act to mitigate and to prepare for the consequences of climate change.
The ecological imperative has to be evident in choices made in connection with
energy solutions and materials, for example. Relatedly, museums play a role in
promoting ecological solutions and lifestyles because of their educational and
media mission. Understanding the potential of recycling and other ecological
solutions, as well as how the ecology affects consumer behaviour, is the key to
monitoring changes in the ecological operating environment.

One of the easiest ways to keep track of variables related to the museum operating
environment is by monitoring the relevant legislation. The effects of legislative
changes can be anticipated and prepared for, due to the lengthy legislative pro-
cess and possible transition periods. Museums are subject to the same laws as
other organizations, for example when it comes to financial and human resource
management. Most museums are run by municipalities, so they are particularly
subject to municipal legislation. Private museums are organised into foundations
or associations, so their administrative structure is determined in accordance
with specific laws, while the activities of state-owned museums are governed
by state legislation.

The most important legislative framework covering the work of professional
museums is the Museum Act and its related state-funding legislation. In the
case of the National Gallery and the Finnish Heritage Agency, separate laws
apply to the role of state subsidies. Legislation concerning the specific remit
of museums defines their most important tasks and the related quality criteria
and financial frameworks. In addition, the exhibition and collection work of
museums is closely linked to protection of the cultural environment, data pro-
tection and copyright laws. Staying abreast of the government’s programme
and proposals during the parliamentary term is the key to monitoring changes
in the regulatory environment.

Strategic Choices

The museum director and the executive team are responsible for formulating
a strategy, while approving it and subsequently supporting its implementation
are the remit of the museum board or other governing body. After analysing
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the operating environment and current situation of the museum, a strategy
formulation starts by making choices, usually in terms of quantity or quality.
Generally, there are three alternatives, namely maintaining, raising or decreasing
the current level of operations within the given time span. These options can
also be described as securing, expanding or radically changing the current level.

In the museum branch, the time span for a strategy is usually long compared
to the business sector. In an ideal situation, a time span is determined on the
basis of the results obtained from the operating environment and an analysis of
the current situation, but in general a museum strategy covers a period of five
years, which appears to work well.

Securing a certain level entails updating the current activities as a strategic
choice. Expanding could, for example, involve an exhibition or collection activity
that sets a goal of increasing the number of visitors or digitizing collections. In
the case of museums, the most radical change option usually involves a large
investment in construction or the consolidation of functions, which often calls
for a goal that extends beyond a single strategy period.

Strategic choices are defined for each of the museum’s functions, which can be
roughly divided into collections, exhibitions, research and administration. Usu-
ally, pressure from both inside and outside the museum prompts an increase in
the quantity or quality of each area. However, a successful and action-oriented
strategy calls for choices to be made, as not all functions can be increased or
decreased at the same time. Even maintaining the existing level requires making
a choice, because a change in the operating environment demands a change in
the way of working, even if quality and quantity remain the same.

In the corporate and commercial sectors, strategic choices are usually aimed
at gaining a competitive edge in the market. According to W. Chan Kim and
Renée Mauborgne, the market consists, metaphorically speaking, of two types
of oceans, blue and red. Blue oceans comprise all the industries not yet in exist-
ence, and red oceans consist of all the industries that already exist. Blue oceans
are unexplored and deep, providing opportunities for growth, and hence a blue
ocean strategy entails creating new demand and finding a previously untapped
market area. Conversely, a red ocean strategy is all about cut-throat competition
in a crowded market, as companies fight for a greater market share, turning
the ocean bloody. As competition increases, the potential for profit and growth
diminishes (Kim & Mauborgne 2005).

Museums tend to find it difficult and often unnecessary to define their strategic
position from the point of view of gaining a competitive advantage. In general,
museums could operate from the perspective of their main function in a blue
ocean, based on their mission and the policies related to curation and other
activities. There are very few overlaps and little competition when it comes to
the preservation, exploration and presentation of cultural heritage.
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On the other hand, from a competitive point of view, museums do not navigate in
a perfectly calm blue ocean, or in a vacuum where they would be able to succeed
in strategic management without taking other museums and providers of cultural
and recreational services into account. The key to success for museums lies in
finding solutions that ensure their share of public funding remains intact. In
this sense, the competition is to all intents and purposes with all public service
providers, but especially with other museums, as well as with the cultural and
leisure sectors.

The direct and indirect impact of revenues from consumers and the private sector
has increased in recent years, and this trend seems to be strengthening. In the
consumer market in particular, museums operate in a red ocean, where visitors
have a considerable number of options to choose among from the point of view
of spending their time and money. Yet by virtue of their unique competitive
differentiation, museums can mitigate the waves.

Strategic Objectives

After choices have been made, strategy work defines the objectives that will be
achieved. Defining objectives is often a demanding process, and there is a risk
that it will become so all-encompassing that it will not be helpful in managing
an annual or shorter time span. The tendency towards overgeneralisation can
be detected, either in expressions such as “try to do”, or in setting goals for the
entire museum without an activity-specific breakdown. Another pitfall is estab-
lishing overly ambitious goals, a tendency which is exacerbated if the strategic
choices are not made before the objectives are outlined.

Objectives must be defined in such a way that it is possible to determine whether
they have been or are being realised during the strategy period. In other words,
they must be specific and measurable. From the point of view of strategic man-
agement, a goal should be formulated in such a way that it answers at least these
two questions: What is the team, function or unit expected to achieve and how
will the outcome be measured with quantitative or qualitative indicators? In
addition to being Specific, Measurable and Achievable, it is also beneficial to
pay attention to the other two variables in accordance with the so-called SMART
framework, to ensure that the objectives are also Relevant and Time-bound.

When setting goals, it is crucial to assess whether sufficient financial and human
resources are available to fulfil them. As a rule, the functional and financial
structure of museums does not allow for the allocation of significant individual
resources for the realisation of strategic objectives. When setting quantitative
growth targets, it is important to be aware of what can be achieved during an
average year. Achieving an objective also requires a buy-in from employees at
all levels of the organisation.

At best, a museum should be identifiable by its goals. To this end, attention
can be drawn to the reasons for any proposed changes, particularly in the area,
region or other major target group served by the museum. Identity is of par-
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ticular importance when it comes to radical changes, such as seeking partners
and funding for investment.

A strategy is always time-bound. As stated earlier, museums tend to implement
strategic changes over a period of five years. The timeframes related to the im-
plementation of the strategic objectives must be defined within the strategy’s
period. To this end, at least two temporal criteria must be defined for an indi-
vidual objective: When special measures to achieve the target will be initiated
and when the results will be obtained?

Implementing a Strategy

The elaboration of a strategy, with its choices and goals, is at the heart of man-
agement at the organisational level. Once the board or other administrative body
has adopted a specific strategy from among the various options presented, the
focus of strategic management will shift to leadership, in order to drive change
by encouraging and motivating the staff to achieve the set goals.

Successful implementation of change requires a joint effort of will by the museum
administration, management and staff. The greater the consensus on the chosen
direction and the need for change, the easier this becomes. Change management
is also easier to facilitate with a more pro-developmental work community. In
an ideal situation, where the work community unreservedly supports reforms
and there is a complete consensus on the direction of the change, it is possible
to implement a strategy swiftly, and great strides forward can thus be made.

However, the optimal management environment is seldom attainable. It is more
common for the organisation to have different perceptions of the need for change,
the direction the change should take and the goals that have been set. This is
particularly the case with expert organisations, where people are accustomed
to independent thinking, and to formulating their own ideas of both what the
goals should be and how they should be implemented.

For the most part, museums also employ people who have had a long career in
the museum industry. According to a survey conducted by the Finnish Museums
Association in 2018, permanent staff in museums had worked in the industry
for an average of 18 years (Suomen museoliitto 2018). One outcome of this is
that the common values and practices of the museum industry exert a strong
influence on the kind of reforms and operating models that are regarded as ac-
ceptable. It is also common for the appropriateness of reforms and goals to be
assessed with reference to the Code of Ethics for Museums, as defined by ICOM.

When initiating a change, a leader must assess both the forces that support the
change and those that support the status quo. After this assessment, efforts must
be made to motivate those units, teams or individuals that regard the change as
a threat or an undesirable development for one reason or another. At the same
time, of course, care must be taken not to frustrate the units, teams or individuals
that are directly affected by the change, if the measures are not implemented
immediately or according to schedule.
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During a strategy’s period, it is possible to change the balance of forces pro-
moting and resisting change through human resource management. The result
is likely to be a strategic leadership environment where the pace of change is
slower than desired for those who expect it, and faster than desired for those
who resist it. This is because the strategy’s period is too short to bring about a
change in the community culture. Indeed, there is a saying that “culture eats
strategy for breakfast”, which means that the success and efficiency of a strategy
or strategic plan will always be held back by the people implementing the plan,
if the culture does not support it (Luukka 2019, p. 39).

From the point of view of change forces and organisational culture, Pauli Juuti
and Mikko Luoma classify organisations under four headings: stagnant, intense,
resting and flow mode (Juuti & Luoma 2009). A museum that is in a stagnant
situation has little appetite for change, and trust in the management or among
colleagues is lacking. There is conflict over the direction that change should take,
and the organisation is wary of diverging from the way things have been up to
the present. Managing a museum in a state of stagnation calls for an emphasis
on building trust between management and staff before setting any objectives.
Particular attention must be paid to raising awareness of the need for change.

In the so-called intense situation, there is a strong desire for renewal in the
museum. The work community is infused with energy, expectations and ideas,
but there is no common understanding of the direction of change. The intensity
is visible in daily activities. Perceptions of the right way to act are brought to the
table, both formally and above all in so-called coffee table discussions. When it
comes to strategic management in an intense museum, the foremost priority is
to clarify and adhere to the direction of change.

In a museum that is in a resting state, information about the direction of the
required change is clear, but the willingness to change is limited. The frustration
caused by previous unsuccessful change projects and the resulting fatigue have
led to a kind of sleepwalking. Managing an organisation in a resting mode re-
quires an emphasis on quick and demonstrable results, underscored by specific
and measurable goals. In this kind of situation, it is helpful if certain objectives
can be implemented early on in the strategy’s period.

When in the flow mode, a museum combines a strong desire for change with a
clear sense of direction. In this mode, the museum requires little actual change
management. The organisation is inherently driven by change itself. The flow
mode is highly desirable in bringing about change, but it can also result in a
dip in morale, as excessive zeal often gives way to disappointment if good ideas
cannot be realised in their entirety. In the worst case, the flow mode rapidly
turns to stagnation. Sustaining momentum for change is central to the strategic
management of a museum in the flow mode, even if all its goals have already
been achieved. Similarly, it is important to maintain the willingness to change,
even if some of the desired changes have not been realised.
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The first months of strategy implementation and other change management
activities are crucial. Once the proposed changes and goals have been precisely
defined and determined in such a way that the museum’s situation has been
taken into account from the perspective of the drivers of change and the organ-
isational culture, the strategic management of the museum is on track. If the
point of departure has been poorly assessed, stumbling blocks will occur. In
the worst-case scenario, the museum director may attempt to drive change by
adopting a flow-oriented approach in a situation of stagnation, where the major-
ity of personnel and even other managers are resistant. This risk is particularly
acute in cases where a newly-appointed director assumes responsibility for the
change in question.

This risk can be avoided by mapping out the strategy as openly and compre-
hensively as possible and doing sufficient groundwork beforehand, by analysing
the operating environment and the need for change within the museum. In this
context, it is also important to ensure that experts, and all those involved in the
strategy work, are made aware of the importance of the input and insights they
provide in enabling management to build a strategic plan that the board will
readily approve.
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Continuing Professional
Education as a Tool for
Developing Museums

Leena Tokila

Abstract

Finnish museum professionals are highly educated; most have a university de-
gree. The legislative policy on the museum sector has determined the qualifi-
cations required of museum workers since 1989. The new Museum Act, which
came into force in 2020, includes the following provisions: a museum must have
a full-time director with an appropriate university degree, leadership skills and
sufficient familiarity with the mission and tasks of the museum; a museum must
also employ at least two full-time museum professionals, who have completed
an appropriate university degree and basic studies in museology, and one of
these two mandated experts should serve as the museum’s director.

Changing museum work in a changing operational environment requires new
knowledge and skills. To this end, museum professionals should develop their
professional competence after completing their initial qualification. Post-graduate
training can be regarded as human resources development, which enhances an
employee’s professional skills, as well as the organisation’s ability to function
in a mutable operating environment. Training and learning can be considered
from the perspective of lifelong learning.

Finnish employees are keen to participate in continuing training programmes.
The 2017 Official Statistics of Finland indicate that more than half of Finnish wage
earners had participated in personnel training supported by their employers.
Personnel training is completely or partly sponsored by the employer and aims
to develop employees’ professional knowledge and skills. The Finnish Museums
Association (FMA) is the leading in-service trainer in the Finnish museum sector,
and approximately 1 500 museum employees attend FMA training sessions an-
nually. Reviewing the history of FMA’s continuing professional education, we are
able to perceive how training operations have reflected changes in museum work.

Keywords: continuing professional education, personnel training, museum
professional, museum work, lifelong learning
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Changing Museum Work Requires a Wide Variety of
Knowledge and Skills

Digitalisation and developing technology transform our tasks and methods of
working, as well as the tools we use. Professions evolve; many professions dis-
appear altogether. Several studies indicate that 25 to 40% of current tasks will
disappear over the next fifteen years due to digitalisation, especially that involving
artificial intelligence and related automation. This transformation of work and
its impact on society has been compared to mechanisation within agriculture
and its societal effects in the 1950s and 1960s. Automation and robots have
been in industrial use for a long time, and the tasks that are easy to automate
have already been automated; there is no great wave of change in sight in the
industrial field (Ailisto 2017).

The situation is different in the service sector, where the application of artificial
intelligence will produce big changes in working methods. The development
of technology and expanding self-service will remould tasks and professions;
self-service checkouts are one example of this evolution (Ailisto 2017). Changes
in the larger society naturally impose changes on museums as working environ-
ments, and there are consequent changes in the procedures, modes of working
and museum professions. Digitalization in the museum context means not only
digitalized objects and better online access to museum collections and exhibi-
tions, but also new services, including expanding digital museum experiences.

In museum work, automation will be first applied to the management of collec-
tions, especially to the work of cataloguing. Museum collection management
systems require museum professionals to have new skills and knowledge; ideally,
these include a combination of IT skills and knowledge about museum work.
There are not many hybrid professionals like these yet, but the need for them
is likely to grow significantly in the next few years.

In 2011, the International Committee for Regional Museums (ICR) and the Inter-
national Committee for the Training of Personnel (ICTOP), committees operating
under the aegis of ICOM, published a book, Staff and Training in Regional
Museums (2011), which articulates the changing nature of museum work from
the perspective of education. The publication is based on presentations from an
international conference and is an excellent example of the current international
and national discourse about museum professions and the education required
for museum work. The book also reflects the versatile nature of museum work
and the different ways of using resources to maintain and develop museums.
In particular, the publication relies on observations of the situation regarding
regional and local museums, which is probably a better way to generate a realistic
picture of the museum field, compared to using observation of those museums
with more resources.

ICTOP was founded in 1968, making it one of the oldest ICOM committees. It
supports museum professionals’ basic university-level education and continu-
ing education and has produced reports and publications for the international
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museum community. The committee organises annual international conferences
on education in the museum field and participates in various projects. Another
example of ICTOP’s publications is Museum Professions — A European Frame
of Reference (2008), which is an overview of museum professions, including job
descriptions and required education, intended for the use by the international
museum community.

In 2016, ICOM launched an initiative, the aim of which is to revise the existing
definition of a museum. From the museum community’s point of view, this
definition is important, because it represents a document capable of determin-
ing museum operations, internationally and nationally, thereby functioning as
a determining factor of museum work, as well as the knowledge and skills of
museum workers. The definition aims to reflect the transformation of museum
work in the rapidly changing operational environments of museums (see also
Ehanti, this volume).

A Conceptual Framework of Lifelong Learning for
Continuing Professional Education

The development of the museum should be based on a personnel strategy derived
from the museum’s strategy, which ensures long-term and goal-oriented devel-
opment. Post-graduate training can be seen as human resources development,
which enhances the employee’s professional skills and the organisation’s ability
to operate in a changing operating environment.

Learning can be reviewed, for example, from the perspective of theories of learn-
ing organization or communities of practice. The individual perspective empha-
sizes, e.g., professional identity theories. Personal and professional identity is
now a key factor in working life (Eteldpelto 2007).

One research field within adult education discipline is lifelong learning. Lifelong
learning denotes all learning and development of a human being over the course
of his or her lifetime. Lifelong learning can be informal everyday learning or
independent goal-oriented studies within, for example, liberal adult education.
It can also consist of formal, degree-oriented study within the official education
system. The concept of lifelong learning is often mentioned in connection with
changes in an individual’s life course. Lifelong learning may include development
of an employee’s professional knowledge and skills as part of a personnel training
scheme or as independent work-related studies in various courses and training
programmes, which aim to enhance or maintain an employee’s employability.

The definition of lifelong learning depends on who defines the term and to what
context. Lifelong learning has been discussed widely within adult education.
The advantages of independent, non-formal and non-professional education
have been examined in the context of the extensive Benefits of Lifelong Learn-
ing project, which involved a survey carried out in ten European countries; the
results showed that participation in education had introduced many positive
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changes in the participants’ lives. For example, participants experienced more
social engagement and appreciation for education. Liberal adult education also
seemed to benefit participants’ work and careers. Participants expressed in-
creased confidence about their potential to expand their influence within their
environment. This and other benefits gained by participants also seem to have
resulted in positive changes in their health habits. The most important factor
contributing to these benefits seems to be the independent or voluntary nature
of studies. Small successes strengthen students’ self-image and their motivation
to study (Manninen & Merildinen 2015, p. 90, pp. 94—95).

The ideology that promotes lifelong learning underlines learning for and by
adults of all ages, which enables equal opportunities for societal participation. In
recent years, the discourse on lifelong learning has emphasised adult education
and professional skill development as an objective associated with improving
national and European capacities in the context of global economic competition
(see, for example, Kinnari 2013).

Museum Professionals are Highly Educated

Finnish legislative policy on the museum sector has determined the require-
ments for state subsidies, including museum employees and their educational
background. With an act and decree in 2005, Finland was the first country in
the world to establish museology as a discipline that qualifies graduates to work
as museum professionals (Vilkuna 2010, pp. 345—346 and this volume).

The Museum Decree 2005 (effective as of 1 January 2006) and its 2013 amend-
ment established the minimum number of museum employees and their required
education, in the following manner:

A museum has a director and at least one other full-time employee: One
of them is required to have a higher university (master’s) degree and the
other is required to have a university degree, a higher vocational diploma
or a corresponding earlier vocational college diploma. Both are required
to be familiar with the museum’s field of expertise and have completed
basic studies in museology, or have at least a year of work experience as
a museum professional.

In exceptional cases, a museum director with the degree mentioned in
subsection one, item two and familiar with the museum’s field of expertise,
need not have completed basic studies in museology or have a minimum
of one year’s work experience as a museum professional. In such cases
the museum must have at least two other full-time employees who have
completed basic studies in museology or have at least one year’s work
experience as a museum professional (The Museum Decree 2005/1192
and its amendment 456/2013, unofficial translation from Finnish).

The 2020 Museum Act retains museology as a qualification requirement, while
incorporating leadership and managerial skills into the requirements for a mu-
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seum director for the first time. According to the qualification requirements for
employees in state-subsidised museums, the museum must have a responsible
full-time director with an appropriate university degree, leadership skills and
sufficient familiarity with the field and tasks of the museum. Additionally, the
act requires that a museum have at least two full-time museum professionals
who have an appropriate university degree and basic studies in museology.
One of them can be the director of the museum. A museum must also employ a
sufficient number of additional personnel (Finnish Museum Act 2020, unofficial
translation from Finnish).

Museum of Opportunities, the Museum Policy Programme 2030 of the Ministry
of Education and Culture, which was published in 2018, highlights the educa-
tion, knowledge and skills of museum professionals. The policy aims to staff
museums with multi-professional experts to guarantee excellence in museum
services. Museum professionals’ knowledge and skills can be developed through
the establishment of international mobility programmes, as well as continuing
and postgraduate education programmes; doctoral dissertations on museology
should also be encouraged. The status of museology, as a discipline, must be
guaranteed to provide new information to the developing museum sector (Mu-
seum of Opportunities 2018, p. 17, p. 19).

The Museovdki survey states that most museum employees have a university
degree. The survey was conducted by the FMA in 2003, 2008, 2013 and 2018 to
map museum employees’ educational backgrounds, age distribution, duties and
job satisfaction. The number of respondents in each of the four surveys ranged
from 700 to 900. The surveys showed that most museum employees have a degree
from an academic university or a university of applied sciences. Since 2003, the
proportion of employees with a university degree has increased, although the
number of doctoral or licentiate degree holders has remained relatively small.
The 2018 survey made it possible to choose more than one degree option, which
indicated that one museum professional could hold several university degrees. In
addition to this, museum professionals may also hold vocational qualifications
or college diplomas. All in all, the Museoviki survey showed the versatile back-
grounds of professionals working in Finnish museums (Museovaki 2018, p. 4).

According to museum experts, their job corresponds to their education, mostly
or at least in part. Museum professionals with an educational background in art
history, ethnology or history report the closest correspondence. As many as 75%
of art history graduates working in museums find their degree appropriate for
their job. The corresponding number was 73% for ethnology graduates and 69%
for history graduates. Among graduates from other disciplines, 49% of graduates
find their degree appropriate for their jobs. For example, 71% of conservation/
restoration graduates, 53% of archaeology graduates and 38% of science grad-
uates find that their degree corresponds with the job (Museoviki 2018, p. 5).

Those museum professionals who answered that their job corresponds to their
education slightly or not at all could develop their knowledge and skills by at-
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tending continuing professional education. New knowledge and skills to apply
could also increase job satisfaction.

The Museovdki surveys have also asked about museum professionals’ studies in
museology. Museology courses for full-time students are available at the Univer-
sities of Helsinki, Turku, Tampere, Oulu and Jyviskyld. The Open Universities
in Helsinki, Turku (and its Pori Campus) and Jyviskylé also offer museology
courses. From 2005 to 2016 the FMA also provided its member organisations’
employees the opportunity to complete basic university-level studies in muse-
ology; the programme included onsite and remote teaching, as well as students’
independent study, and could be completed while employed. a total of 155 mu-
seum professionals have completed this course since 2005 (see also Vilkuna,
this volume).

Continuing Professional Education as a Means of Human
Resources Development in Museums

Finnish employees are frequent attendees of personnel training programmes.
The majority of adult education relates to the participant’s work or occupation.
In 2017, 1.2 million Finns — half of the Finnish workforce — participated in this
type of education. Statistics Finland states that more than half of adult education
and training programmes were organised with employers’ support. Approxi-
mately one million people — 53% of wage earners — participated in this type of
continuing professional education. In 2017, women were more involved than
men by 9% (Official Statistics of Finland: Participation in adult education 2017).

The Finnish Museums Association is the leading in-service trainer in the Finnish
museum sector and approximately 1 500 museum employees attend FMA training
sessions annually. Statistics Finland shows that 3 100 people were employed
by the museum sector in 2016 (Statistics Finland’s FOLK data, 2011—2016).

Next, I describe how the FMA'’s continuing professional education operations
have reflected changes in museum work. Established in 1923, the FMA is a
national interest organisation for professionally-run museums. The association
has always provided instruction and development facilitation to museum pro-
fessionals. Historically, association representatives travelled to regional muse-
ums to show the staff how to run a museum and design or update exhibitions
(Vilkuna 1998, p. 38, pp. 53—55). Unless otherwise mentioned, a reference is
from an FMA training archive.

The FMA has a tradition of organising museum events that involve lectures,
debates and practical advice on running a museum. The first practical and the-
oretical courses for museum workers were organised in the late 1920s. During
the following decades the FMA arranged annual museum meetings, as well as
practical and theoretical courses for museum workers.

In the 1970s the number of courses increased steadily, from one event to several
events per year. The contents largely focused on the practical skills required
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of a museum staff, but they also featured the research and professional skills
needed to develop expertise in the field. As an example of training topics in 1975,
the FMA organised educational opportunities: a course in museology in Turku,
a conference on museology in Kajaani, a course in serigraphy, a seminar on
museum lighting and a five-day ethnographic seminar on the popularisation of
cultural styles and fashions. An excursion to Rome exemplified how the trends of
museum work, e.g., exhibition design, could be observed at the international level.

Other themes in the 1970s involved museum safety, including burglary and fire
protection and safety planning. The association also organised the first long,
five-day course in exhibition design and technology, with practice in manuscript
writing and miniature construction for exhibitions. Other training sessions in-
volved the care and maintenance of artworks and textiles.

Several museum seminars involved discussions about collaboration between
museums. Another topic of discussion was the regional museum experiment
for cultural history museums. The reason for these topics was that in the 1970s
a national regional museum administrative plan was discussed, and a report of
the Regional Committee of the Museum Field was published in 1973 (see also
Vilkuna, this volume). An extensive seminar on copyrights was launched in
the late 1970s; the relevant lectures were compiled into a printed publication
Tekijdnoikeus ja kuvapalvelukysymyksid (1979).

In the early 1980s, the FMA began to play a more important role, as an organiser
of continuing professional education. To that end, the association hired a training
officer, whose tasks included the planning and implementation of continuing
professional education for museum employees with a university degree. Other
continuing professional education programmes were organised for trustees,
politicians and other decision-makers. The number of participants in the con-
tinuing professional education programmes remained steady at a few hundred
per year, until it rose in the mid-1990s, exceeding one thousand.

The first signs of information technology emerged in the 1980s. In 1981, the
Hanaholmen Cultural Centre was the seat of the first pan-Nordic photography
seminar. Notwithstanding its title, the seminar discussed automatic data pro-
cessing and retrieval systems for photographic material at museums. At the 1981
art museum seminar, Pori Art Museum presented its project on a computerised
registry of artworks; the seminar also discussed automatic data processing in
museums (Kinanen 2010, p. 75; Hakamies 2019).

The FMA even organised an excursion to Stockholm’s Nordiska Museet, where
participants learned about the museum’s automatic data processing system. The
excursion was also an opportunity to discuss the status of information technology
at Finnish museums and to engage in the nationwide planning of a joint data
register. Art museums have contributed actively to the introduction of informa-
tion technology in the museum sector, and art museum seminars featured such
themes as a pan-Nordic microfilming project and data registers of art collections.
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Also in the 1980s, data system suppliers were invited to introduce data processing
systems at designated seminars. The art museum seminar in Jyvaskyla discussed
the role of a central art museum and the art museums’ minimum files, based on
the report of the art museums’ Automatic Data Processing committee. In 1987, the
FMA'’s training programme included the first basic five-day course in automatic
data processing for museum employees. In addition to basic knowledge about
automatic data processing, the course provided instruction in computerised
cataloguing, as well as an introduction to two collection data processing systems.
Two additional courses were organised in 1987 to provide museum professionals
with knowledge about information technology and related decision-making.

Basic courses in data processing were organised for several years. In 1988, FMA
engaged in a joint discussion about automatic data processing with its Nordic
colleagues; one of the topics was the situation regarding image storage. In the
late 1980s, a training programme in audio-visual technology and videos was
organised for museum amanuenses. Later in the decade, museum profession-
als developed their professional skills through extensive courses in exhibition
design and technology.

In the 1990s, information technology training continued. The main topics in-
cluded the most common brands of software for word processing, databases
and desktop publishing. A 1993 course in audio-visual technology included a
variety of topics: multimedia, hypermedia, image storage and processing, data
transfer and various storage media. Additionally, the contents involved such
future possibilities as the virtual museum and three-dimensional images. In
1994, the first Internet-focused continuing professional education event, titled
What is the Internet and how will it affect your work?, took place.

In 1996, the FMA launched a training programme related to the development of
the information society. The programme was part of The Finnish Information
Society, a nationwide development programme organised by the Ministry of
Education and Culture. The project to develop museum personnel’s information
regarding society-related competencies and museum services based on digital
materials, later titled An Information Strategy Training Programme, received a
designated allowance from the Ministry of Education and Culture until 2015. The
programme involved basic training in automatic data processing at museums
and the use and development of collection management systems. In 2014, one
of the courses organised by the association involved 3D printing.

The FMA'’s first online learning environment for continuing professional educa-
tion programmes was a 2003 online course in museum safety. Two years later,
the association offered a study programme in museology worth 10 European
Credit Transfer System (ECTS) credits. In 2006, the FMA piloted the Tietoy-
hteiskunnan tyontekijd (Information Society Professional) qualification for the
museum branch (worth 10 ECTS credits) by the Finnish Information Society
Development Centre.



160 Section | - Museology and Museums as a Profession

In 2007, more online courses became available; the museology study programme
was extended to cover 25 ECTS credits, the equivalent of the basic studies in mu-
seology offered by Finnish universities. The same year, the association launched
an online course, worth 2 ECTS credits, in the basics of museum work; this
course was intended for new museum employees who lacked formal qualification.

Other study programmes organised by the association include courses in the
production of online learning services at museums, collection cataloguing and
the marketing of museums. Parts of the study programmes were implemented
in collaboration with, for example, the University of Helsinki’s Palmenia Centre
for Continuing Education. Presentation of recent dissertations is one way to
improve museum workers’ skills and knowledge; it is a method that has been
assessed as part of the FMA'’s continuing education programme, in co-operation
with the University of Helsinki’s museology studies and the Open University.

Vocational Qualifications as Continuing Professional
Education

The development of museum management has been regarded as an integral
component of continuing education. The first museum management training
courses were already being organised in the early 1980s. Extensive adminis-
trative courses, targeted at museum managers and amanuenses, dealt with the
development of museums as work communities and the improvement of work
processes. Management development, as well as other continuing education in
the museum field, was undertaken in co-operation with Finnish universities’
continuing education centres. These management training sessions continued
into the 1990s. Finnish city college (Kaupunkiopisto) participated, for example,
in the organisation of a training course focused on goal orientation and the
estimation of profitability in museum work. In the late 1990s, the quality of
museum work became a subject of interest in training sessions. In the 2000s,
continuing education programmes also provided education in the management
of expert organisations.

Finally, in 2012, a more comprehensive museum management programme was
established, together with the school of management (Johtamistaidon Opisto,
JTO). The programme still exists, although mergers led the partner to change
its name to MIF: Management Institute of Finland. The museum management
programme is the first vocational competence-based qualification operating
as part of Finland’s official education system; it is customised for museum
managers and professionals who are preparing to assume managerial duties.
In the programme, participants complete a specialist vocational qualification
in business management and administration. Financing for the programme’s
contact instruction and competence demonstrations comes from the govern-
mental apprenticeship training system, which is probably one reason for the
programme’s popularity. The current management programme is the sixth of
its kind, and approximately 200 people have already graduated from it. The
FMA and MIF have also collaborated to establish a development programme
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for first-line managers, in which participants complete a specialist vocational
qualification in first-line management.

The FMA, in collaboration with the Rastor-instituutti, organises a vocation-
al qualification in business and administration. This programme, as well as
the specialist vocational qualification in product development provided by the
multidisciplinary educational institution Careeria, is also targeted specifically
at museum workers.

The requirements for the first vocational qualification for museum technicians
were completed in 2017. The museum field was strongly represented on the quali-
fications committee appointed by the Finnish National Agency for Education. The
first museum technicians to graduate from the new programme did so in 2019.

Conclusion

In the discussion about the transformation of museums and museum work and
about the museum of the future, issues under current debate are the competences,
skills and knowledge needed in museum professions. An integral part of this
discussion is ICOM’s museum definition, which will be revised in the 2020s.
The definition is essential to the museum community, because it represents a
document capable of defining museum operations, both nationally and inter-
nationally. Change in the operational environment of museums is constant. To
understand the meaning of this change in terms of competence requirements
is essential for museums and individual museum professionals, as well as for
organisers of basic education and continuing professional education.

More information regarding museum staff education is needed. Academic re-
search related to the museum sector has been conducted, for example, on mu-
seum work practices and the development of the profession. There is a huge
need for more research on museums, museum profession and professionals,
and co-operation with universities is crucial, especial with those universities
that teach museology.

References

Unpublished Sources

The Finnish Museums Association’s training archive.

Published Sources

Ailisto, H 2017 Digitalisaatio ja tekodly muuttavat tyota. TEM
yrityskatsaus 1/2017. Available at https://julkaisut.valtioneuvosto.
fi/bitstream/handle/10024/80139/TEM_6_oppaat__
Yrityskatsaus_1_2017_26062017_WEB.pdf [Last accessed 28 January
2020]



162 Section | - Museology and Museums as a Profession

Eteldpelto, A 2007 Tyoidentiteetti ja subjektius rakenteiden ja toimijuuden
ristiaallokossa. In Eteldpelto A, Collin K & Saarinen J. Tyo, identiteetti
ja oppiminen. Porvoo: WSOY. pp. 90—142.

Etelédpelto A, Collin, K & Saarinen, J 2007 Ty0, identiteetti ja
oppiminen. Porvoo: WSOY.

Finnish Ministry of Education and Culture 2018 Museum of Opportunities
— The Museum Policy Programme 2030 of the Ministry of Education
and Culture. DOI: http://urn.fi/URN:ISBN:978-952-263-559-4

Finnish Museums Association 2018 Museovdkitutkimus.

DOI: http://museoliitto.fi/doc/Museovaki_kyselyt/Museovaki_2018__
yhteenveto.pdf

Hakamies, I 2019 “Real Museum Work” and Information Technology —
Does not Compute!. Ethnologia Fennica, Vol 46. pp. 36—60. DOI:
https://doi.org/10.23991/ef.v46i0.74238

International Committee for Regional Museums and the International
Committee for the training of personnel 2011. In Legget, J (ed.). TAFF
and training in regional museums. Paris: ICOM. DOI: http://ictop.
org/wp-content/uploads/2019/06/StaffAndTraining_ WEB.pdf

International Council of Museums 2008 Museum Professions — A
European Frame of Reference. DOI: http://ictop.org/wp-content/
uploads/2019/06/ICTOP-Museum-Profession_frame_of
reference_2008.pdf

Kinanen, P 2010 Suomen museoliitto museokentian rakentajana. In
Pettersson S & Kinanen P (eds.). Suomen museohistoria. Helsinki:
Suomalaisen Kirjallisuuden Seura. pp. 72—93.

Kinnari, H 2013 Miten elinikdisestd oppimisesta puhutaan? Aikuiskasvatus
33(2). pp. 107-117.

Manninen, J & Merildinen M 2015 Monimenetelmallinen niakokulma
omaehtoisen opiskelun hyotyihin. Aikuiskasvatus 35(2/2015). pp.
84-95.

Museum Act 2020/314. Issued in Helsinki, 15 March 2019.
DOI: https://www.finlex.fi/fi/laki/alkup/2019/20190314

Museum Decree 2005/1192. Government decree on museums 1192/2005.
Issued in Helsinki, 22 December 2005.

DOI: https://www.finlex.fi/fi/laki/alkup/2005/20051192

Museum Decree Amendment 456/2013. The Government decree 456/2013
on the amendment of the government decree on museums, section



Section | - Museology and Museums as a Profession 163

one. Issued in Helsinki, 19 December 2013. DOI: https://www.finlex.
fi/fi/laki/alkup/2013/20130456

Museum of Opportunities. The Museum Policy Programme 2030 of the
Ministry of Education and Culture. Publications of the Finnish
Ministry of Education and Culture 2018:13. DOI: http://urn.fi/
URN:ISBN:978-952-263-559-4

Pettersson S & Kinanen P (eds.) 2010 Suomen museohistoria. Helsinki:
Suomalaisen Kirjallisuuden Seura.

Statistics Finland FOLK data 2011—2016. Available at https://www.stat.
fi/tup/mikroaineistot/aineistot_en.html [Last accessed 28 January
2020]

Statistics Finland Official Statistics of Finland: Participation in adult
education [e-publication]. ISSN=2489—6918. 2017. Helsinki: Statistics
Finland.

DOI: http://www.stat.fi/til/aku/2017/01/aku_2017_01_2018-01-12__
tie_o0o01_en.html

Tekijdnoikeus ja kuvapalvelukysymyksid 1979. Suomen museoliiton
julkaisuja 20. Helsinki: Suomen museoliitto.

Vilkuna J 1998 75 vuotta museoiden hyvdiksi — Suomen museoliitto 1923—
1998. Publications of the Finnish Museums Association 45. Vammala:
Suomen museoliitto.

Vilkuna J 2010 Museologia ja Suomen museot. In Pettersson S & Kinanen
P (eds.). Suomen museohistoria. Helsinki: Suomalaisen Kirjallisuuden

Seura. pp. 332—346.



164



Section Il

Collection
Management
Leading to
Collection
Development



166 Section Il - Collection Management Leading to Collection Development

Collections and collection curatorship have always been at the core of museum
operations. Centuries of caretaking traditions have left us with collections that
offer concrete evidence and enrichment for our understanding of the future.
Traditionally, museums are responsible not only for the care and maintenance
of their objects and collections, but also for the dissemination of information
to the public. This work has always been fundamental to museum operations.
Recent decades have produced studies where such work has been under scrutiny
and some have even contested the need for collections. The pressure to justify
the existence and upkeep of collections, from technical, material and substance
perspectives, has been an issue for museum professionals (Conn 2010; Snell-
man 2016). Questions have been raised regarding the amount of care debt that
accumulates, and compromise seems to be a constant when it comes to practical
measures for collection care in museums. At the same time, in-depth knowledge
of collections has increased due to the increasing ways of collecting data for
cultural heritage. Due to various digital technologies, more unified collection
policies and the nation-wide division of collecting duties in Finland, known as
the TAKO Network, we now have more knowledge and a better understanding
of our shared cultural reserve than ever before.

The authors of this section are experts in the field of collection management
and collection care. They have used methods such as Significance Analysis (Rus-
sell & Winkworth 2001; Hayha, Jantunen & Paaskoski 2018) in their everyday
museum work, as well as in teaching future museum professionals. The Finn-
ish modification of the Australian Significance Anlaysis method is described in
detail in Leena Paaskoski, Sari Jantunen and Heikki Hayha’s chapter. The role
of collections and the meaning of co-operation among various stakeholders
are discussed in their text, as well as how analysing the significance of museum
objects will transform the role of these objects from silent entities into cognitive
anchors. Furthermore, the need to be dynamic and take a collection development
approach, rather than restricting functions only to collection management and
maintenance, will be a crucial step in seeing significance in collections evolve.
Another tool for collection work is offered in Minna Sarantola-Weiss’ chapter,
which highlights the meaning of collection policies. In this work, one needs to
keep in mind the concept of cultural reserve, something that is not restricted
to museums. There are private homes and home or house museums, as well as
corporate collections, that house and maintain artefacts and artworks that can be
seen as part of the same cultural reserve. Liisa Oikari and Kristina Ranki make a
contribution to the category of house museums. In their chapter, special attention
is paid to the concept of a home museum, and how this distinction differentiates
highly personal and authentic homes from various historical houses. Teemu
Ahola’s chapter on the TAKO Network (Ammatillisten museoiden tallennus-
Jja kokoelmayhteistyoverkosto/Contemporary documentation and nation-wide
division of collecting duties) is also a good example of the practical tools needed
for museums in order to intensify collection work, very much with the long term
in mind. Rapid technological advances have, for example, made 3D modelling
a viable tool, both to keep delicate archaeological objects preserved, but also
to improve accessibility and make objects more informative to the public (Roe
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2014). This technology brings collections and collection work closer to audiences
in new and exciting ways, as described in Visa Immonen and Ismo Malinen’s
chapter on 3D modelling. They remind the reader that regardless of the chosen
technology, one should keep in mind the fast-changing environment of the in-
dustry and the need for close co-operation between the museum and technology
provider. Ultimately, this section highlights the meaning of collections for entire
societies, not only for museums, as seen in Teija Luukkanen-Hirvikoski’s chapter.
One needs to keep all collections in mind, regardless of their ownership, as well
as the importance of the cultural exchange between corporations and various
cultural institutions.

Heikki Hayha, Sari Jantunen, Leena Paaskoski
How to be Dynamic — The potential of analysing significance in Finnish museum
collections

Minna Sarantola-Weiss
Collection Policy — Experiences and challenges

Liisa Oikari, Kristina Ranki
Home Museums — Biographical collections of significant lives

Teemu Ahola
The TAKO Network — Developing collections together

Visa Immonen, Ismo Malinen
3D Imaging in Museums

Teija Luukkanen-Hirvikoski
Between Private and Public — Corporate art collecting and collaboration with
art museums in Finland

References

Conn, S 2010 Do Museums Still Need Objects?. Philadelphia: University of
Pennsylvania Press.

Hiyhi, H, Jantunen, S & Paaskoski, L 2018 Analysing Significance.
Helsinki: Publications of Finnish Museums Association No. 75.
Available at https://www.museoliitto.fi/doc/verkkojulkaisut/
AnalysingSignificance.pdf [Last accessed 11 February 2020]

Roe, F 2014 Modernizing Millennia. 3D Models as Ethical
Progress in Museum Practice. Master’s Thesis, Lund
University. Available at http://lup.lub.lu.se/luur/
download?func=downloadFile&recordOId=4451700&file0Id=4465992
[Last accessed 11 February 2020]

Russell, R & Winkworth, K 2001 Significance 2.0: A guide to assessing
the significance of collections. Adelaide: Collections Council of



168 Section Il - Collection Management Leading to Collection Development

Australia. Available at https://www.arts.gov.au/what-we-do/
museums-libraries-and-galleries/significance-20 [Last accessed 11
February 2020]

Snellman, A 2016 Olisiko jo aika tutkia esineitd? Kohti uutta
tutkimusparadigmaa. Historiallinen Aikakauskirja 3/2016, pp. 337—
338. Available at http://elektra.helsinki.fi/se/h/0018-2362/114/3/
olisikoj.pdf [Last accessed 25 July 2019]



Section Il - Collection Management Leading to Collection Development 169

How to be Dynamic - The
potential of analysing
significance in Finnish museum
collections

Heikki Hayhd, Sari Jantunen and Leena Paaskoski

Abstract

This chapter discusses the meaning and museum value of collections as essen-
tial cultural resources of society, promoting the idea of dynamic collections
and collection development, as well as encouraging museum professionals to
implement the significance analysis method, Merkitysanalyysimenetelmad, as
an essential part of museum work. Discussing the origins of the Finnish Forest
Museum Lusto’s forest machine collection has led to an examination of the
challenges and compromises concerning two enormous PIKA50 processors from
the 1960s—1970s in the museum. The solution was achieved using the Australian
Significance method, which was first published in 2001 and the second version,
Significance 2.0, in 2009. Other examples of significance methods are the Brit-
ish (2010) and the Dutch methods (2014), which are also introduced in this
chapter. Encouraged and empowered by these examples, we set out to compile
a version that would fit for the Finnish museum sector. The Finnish method was
published in 2015 (in English 2019). The aim was to make a method that was
simple enough for a non-specialist to perform, with a clean presentation and
plenty of concrete examples. We argue that there is a great need for producing
better cultural heritage information connected to museum collections, which
form a living heritage and a dynamic resource in society.

Keywords: significance, dynamic, collections, cultural resource, sustainability

Creating Meaningful Collections

At the beginning of the 2000s Lusto, The Finnish Forest Museum, started to
collect large forest machines as part of its documenting work in the area of
Finnish forestry. There were no other professional museums collecting forest
machines — tractors, forwarders, processors and harvesters — or addressing the
significant history of mechanised forestry. It was recognised as an important
part of the story of forestry and the forest industry in Finland. Telling this story
needed proper evidence in the form of artefact collection (Anttila, Lehonkoski
& Paaskoski 2004; Karhunkorva & Paaskoski 2008a). The mechanisation of
Finnish forest work started already in the 1940s—1950s. First came chainsaws
for felling; tractors used in agriculture were soon introduced for transporting
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and finally, from the 1960s onwards, developing forest machines started to sig-
nificantly change heavy and human-powered forest work. It was all part and a
continuum involving the great post-war intensifying project of Finnish forestry.
Finland had lost about 12% of its forest area as a war indemnity and was in the
middle of structural change. Forests and forestry played an important role in
recovering from the war, as there was a need to produce more, and much more
efficiently. It was also part of the modernisation of the Finnish society (Pakkanen

& Leikola 2010, pp. 303—308, pp. 384—387, pp. 319—331).

With the help of its stakeholders, Lusto collected 17 forest machines during
the years 2000—2010. Most were donated to the museum by Metsdhallitus (a
state-owned enterprise responsible for the management of state-owned land
and water areas) and the former Jimsidnkoski Forestry School (Karhunkorva &
Paaskoski 2008a, p. 10). There were many challenges for a museum collecting
large, mechanical and old artefacts such as these machines. On the one hand,
there was a need to present history from the first processor to modern solutions
in forestry, but without too many space-demanding machines in the collection.
On the other hand, many forest machines were demolished already, and the
museum was forced to choose from what was left in the field. There were thus
somewhat random objects left to be collected for a museum in Finland. This
inevitably led to a situation in the collection where some key objects were missing
(as there were none left in Finland) and some were duplicates (as the museum
later found a better example of a particular artefact). Another challenge was the
physical condition of the machines, which had not been used in a long time, and
that sometimes had been exposed to the elements for decades and sometimes
were over-restored with plenty of new paint. Finally, the third challenge had to
do with information, i.e., cultural heritage knowledge, as there was not always
enough information available to be able to create the rich metadata of a museum
object (Karhunkorva & Paaskoski 2008b). The forest machine collection put
together during those years can be seen as a museological compromise.

A museological compromise is often a part of museum work. It means balancing
between different viewpoints and criteria in collecting and valuing museum ob-
jects. Museum collections have had various tasks and aims throughout museum
and collection history. They have been sources for research, objects to be exhibited
and the tangible heritage of society, and have told various stories about both
the past and the present (Pettersson & Kinanen 2010). They are believed to tell
about society and human life, but they also tell us about museum professionals,
their visions and affections. Nonetheless, the cultural heritage information itself,
collected and connected to the objects, has not dramatically changed through-
out the course of museum history (Ekosaari 2009). In our cataloguing work in
Finnish museums, we still concentrate on describing the appearance of artefacts,
instead of pointing out their meanings and significance. Cataloguing is, in fact,
seen more as a technical process of recording than as a process of producing
content, meanings and stories (Museoiden luettelointiohje 2014, p. 9).



Section Il - Collection Management Leading to Collection Development 171

The need to produce better cultural heritage information and more meaningful
museum collections has arisen in many ways during the 2000s. For example,
participation, co-operation, the professional-amateur movement and the idea
of shared cultural heritage are all seen as means for creating dynamic collec-
tions. According to Peter van Mensch and Leontine Meijer-van Mensch (2015,
pPp. 24—26), we should talk more about collection development than collection
management. At the same time, various methods for assessing significance have
been created around the world.

Lusto’s forest machine collection is partly the background of why we became
interested in Significance, an Australian method of assessing the significance
of cultural heritage objects and collections (Russell & Winkworth 2001). The
first efforts were made in 2011, when Lusto’s artefact collection curator Sari
Jantunen used the method in her short-term studies concerning museum work.
The class took place at the Helsinki Metropolia University of Applied Sciences;
the method was introduced by teacher Heikki Hayha. Sari used Significance to
assess a part of Lusto’s forest machine collection. The degree work, Kookkaita
koneita — Raskasta rautaa (Large Machines — Heavy Metal) (Jantunen 2011),
proved that the method was feasible and worth further examination. Next, in
2013, we started evaluating the museum value of the forest machine collection
in co-operation with Lusto and the students of Helsinki Metropolia University
of Applied Sciences’ Degree Programme in Conservation. One of the concrete
problems to be solved was that Lusto had two PIKA50 processors from the
1960s—1970s and, as they are enormous objects and expensive to preserve,
the museum had to choose the better one to be musealised and kept for future
generations. We successfully used the Australian Significance method in making
this deaccession decision for the other machine. The concepts of significance
analysis (merkitysanalyyst) and significance statement (merkityslausunto) were
collectively defined in Finnish with the Metropolia conservation students and
museum professionals at this time. Later on, we ended up working even more
with significance analysis.



172 Section Il - Collection Management Leading to Collection Development

Figures 1. and 2. From left to right: The too-rigorously restored PIKA50 (V1IM0607) was chosen to
be disposed of from Lusto. The authentic PIKA50 (des5297) was conserved and relocated to the
exhibition hall.

Examples of Significance Analyses Methods

Through the experience of analysing and evaluating Lusto’s forest machines in
2013, we considered the Australian Significance method inspiring, but it ap-
peared to need some developing to fit the particular needs of Finnish museums.
We started a project, Merkitykselliset museokokoelmat — Museo-objektien ja
-kokoelmien merkitysanalyysimenetelmdn kehittdminen (Museum collections
of significance — Developing a significance analysis method for museum objects
and collections), funded by the Finnish Heritage Agency and carried out in
2014. In this project, we developed the criteria and certain concepts concerning
significance analysis, as well as making a method that was more flexible and
easier to use. Before we got to this point, there were several foreign examples
to be thoroughly investigated. In the following, we introduce the Australian,
British and Dutch methods for analysing significance, created from 2001 to 2014.

The Australian Method

Significance — A guide to assessing the significance of cultural heritage objects
and collections (Russell & Winkworth 2009) is based on the concept of the as-
sessment process and summary statement of significance that were developed
by the Australian National Committee of the International Council on Monu-
ments and Sites (Australia ICOMOS) in 19779, known as the Burra Charter. The
Method of Assessing Significance was therefore first used for the management
of places of cultural significance (Russell & Winkworth 2009, p. 4). The first
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edition of Significance was published in Australia in 2001 by the Department of
Communications, Information Technology and the Arts through the Heritage
Collections Council (HCC) and the museum sector. Significance was created by
heritage consultant Roslyn Russell of the Australian Heritage Projects, along
with heritage consultant Kylie Winkworth (Russell & Winkworth 2001, pp. 7-9).
According to the publication, the project’s aim was to facilitate museums to
identify and preserve cultural heritage, help assess the significance of objects
in collections and provide a basis on which to set priorities, focus resources and
generally make solid collection management decisions.

The method was intended for all collecting institutions and for everyone working
with collections, and the process was to be applied to both single objects and
whole collections. The meaning and value of an object was to be defined by con-
sidering significance against a standard set of assessment criteria. The primary
criteria were historic, aesthetic, scientific, research or technical and social or
spiritual. The degree of significance was estimated using the following compar-
ative criteria: provenance, representativeness, rarity, condition, completeness
orintactness and integrity and interpretive potential. The completed process of
significance assessment was summarised in a statement of significance (Russell
& Winkworth 2001, pp. 7—-12).

The step-by-step-process gave clear instructions on how to proceed and what
to do. Firstly, the executor was to compile all available details about an object
and its history, secondly, to research the history and provenance, as well as
talk with donors, users and relevant community members, and thirdly, to un-
derstand the context of the object. The fourth step was to analyse and record
how an object is manufactured, how it works and its condition. The fifth step
was to consider comparative examples of similar objects and the sixth step to
assess significance against the main criteria. The seventh step was to determine
the degree of significance by making an assessment based on the comparative
criteria. The final step was to write a statement on significance that explains
why the object is significant and what meanings and stories it carries (Russell
& Winkworth 2001, p. 20).

The second edition of the significance method, Significance 2.0, was released in
2009. The authors Roslyn Russell, Kylie Winkworth and the Collections Council
of Australia Ltd took into account the experience gathered with determining
significance in different collections settings — archives, galleries, libraries and
museums (Russell & Winkworth 2009, preface vi).

As a result, Significance 2.0 includes a greater emphasis on whole collections
and cross-collection applications, as well as the inclusion of criteria for assessing
national significance (Russell & Winkworth 2009, p. 1). The core of the method
remained unchanged, but the steps of assessing significance were refined. The
method now involved only five main steps: Analysing an item or collection, re-
searching its history, provenance and context, comparing it with similar items,
understanding its values by reference to the criteria and summarising its mean-
ings and values in a statement of significance. The assessment consisted of four
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primary and four comparative criteria. The four primary criteria were historic,
artistic or aesthetic, scientific or research potential and social or spiritual. The
four comparative criteria were provenance, rarity or representativeness, condition
or completeness and interpretive capacity (Russell & Winkworth 2009, p. 10).

Looking at both the 2001 and 2009 versions of Significance, the refinement of
the latter was noticeable and welcomed. With the aid of the Australian method,
it was possible to apprehend the meaning of the studied object on a much deeper
level. The step-by-step process guided us in exploring aspects of the object that
one might have overlooked otherwise. Also, writing the Statement of Significance
forced one to crystallise ideas and discoveries into a solid form. Nonetheless, the
two-fold method and use of the English language made the Significance a little
too laborious to be even partially implemented into everyday use in Finland.

The British Method

The British method, Reviewing Significance 2.0 — A framework for assessing
museums collections’ significance, management and use, is a 2012 updated
version of the original Reviewing Significance framework that was published by
Caroline Reed, Museum and Heritage Consultant, together with Renaissance
East Midlands (REM), in 2010. The publication was inspired by the Australian
Significance 2.0 and University College London’s Collections Review Rubric
(Reed 2012, p. 2).

Like its Australian inspirer, Reviewing Significance 2.0 presented a method,
the Significance Assessment Process, which helps with assessing a museum
collection’s meaning and value, developing understanding of the use of collec-
tions and creating a basis for dynamic collection management. In addition, the
framework presented the Collections Review Process to help with comparing
collection management, care and documentation with usage, as well as several
grids, forms and data sheets as ready-to-use tools. The Significance Assessment
Process and the Collections Review Process were intended to be used either
together or separately (Reed 2012, p. 2). The Collections Review Process, a
score-based data analysis system, was not utilized in compiling the Finnish
method, Merkitysanalyysimenetelmad.

The Significance Assessment Process provides two tools: Significance Assessment
Grid and the Statement of Significance Template. The Significance Assessment
Grid presents a structured series of questions in tabular form. The questions are
grouped under six column headings and six row headings. The column headings
are: provenance/acquisition, rarity/uniqueness, visual & sensory impact, condi-
tion/completeness, historical meaning and exploitability. The row headings are:
key points, national/international, regional or cross-regional, locally specific,
community/group and organisationally or site specific (Reed 2012, p. 2).

The written answers to the questions presented in the Significance Assessment
Grid are then collected to the Statement of Significance Template. The bul-
let-pointed key observations are first summarised after each heading and finally
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as an edited and ready-to-publish Statement of Significance. The Statement of
Significance template also has a separate section to indicate ideas of further
research and consultation (Reed 2012, pp. 6-7).

Reviewing Significance 2.0 had both pros and cons. The bullet-pointed key
observations in the Significance Assessment Grid made it easy to summarise
the meaning and value of the studied subject. The five different perspectives
— national/international, regional/cross-regional, locally specific, community/
group and organisationally or site specific — made it clear that the impact of
the object or collection probably is and should therefore always be considered
more widely than just from the museum’s perspective. Yet again, the use of the
English language and the way the method was presented made it quite difficult
to use for us Finns.

The Dutch Method

The Cultural Heritage Agency in the Netherlands has published a method of
Assessing Museum Collections in 2014, called Collection valuation in six steps.
The method makes distinctions among value, criteria and significance (Cultural
Heritage Agency 2014). They describe the concept of valuing in relation to her-
itage as making reasoned, verifiable statements about its value. This elucidates
the value assigned to heritage in order to guide the way in which museums
preserve, develop and use this heritage, as well as to engender public support
for it. According to the Cultural Heritage Agency, such valuation has been al-
most the exclusive preserve of professionals such as architects, historians and
curators, who tend to express valuation in scientific or culture historical terms.
As Laurajane Smith (2006, p. 30) writes: “Act as stewards for the past, so that
present and future publics may be properly educated and informed about its
significance.” The world is changing, however, as they state in the introduction
of the method — politically, economically and socially — and so is the way that
we view heritage and valuation. Ideas about who values heritage are also subject
to change.

According to the Dutch method, the value assigned to collections plays a key
role in three activities: use, preservation and development. The most interesting
activity is development, which, as they state, may increase through research.
This is an accepted reason why objects about which nothing or very little is
known are kept in a collection. It is very difficult to see who other than experts,
can conduct research, and this in our opinion rules out other stakeholders who
may also have an interest in value heritage.

The method introduces the concept of a reference framework. Does an item have
a high, medium or low value at the national, regional or local level, or within
an institution? What is the significance of an artwork in relation to the artist’s
complete oeuvre, or to other works from the same period, of the same style or
from the same region? This reference framework, in our opinion, exists only for
experts in the relevant field.
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The Dutch method, despite its great ideas about who values heritage, doesn’t
really achieve its goals. We felt that to be successful the method should support
the creation of community identity by opening collections to new generations
and by honouring the effort of previous generations toward the common good.

This could be understood as increasing social inclusion, a concept that is men-
tioned many times in the United Nations Sustainable Development Goals. Ac-
cording to Hilary Silver (2015, p. 3) social inclusion may refer to a process which
encourages social interaction among people who have very different socially
relevant attributes or to an impersonal institutional mechanism of opening up
access to participation in all spheres of social life.

Merkitysanalyysimenetelms, i.e., Analysing Significance
- The Finnish method

Encouraged and empowered by these examples, we set out to compile a version
that would fit the Finnish museum sector. The aim was to make a method that was
simple enough for anyone to perform, through a clear presentation and plenty of
concrete examples. We also wanted to make sure that using the method would
be easily approachable and the end result individualised. The former chair of
ICOM Finland, Eero Ehanti, aptly describes this in his foreword of the English
version, Analysing Significance:

Having tested the method, I know that it works, and is fun to use. Easiness
is another important quality that deserves to be highlighted here. Why?
Because it is not the exclusive right of museum professionals to define
cultural heritage and establish its significances. It is a responsibility that
can and should be shared with communities and individuals to whom
cultural heritage essentially belongs, and who have unique insights into it.
This publication opens the door for better community involvement, which
is another excellent reason to spread it as widely as possible. (Ehanti, in
Hayha, Jantunen & Paaskoski 2019, p. 5)

The Finnish method was modified on the basis of experiences and comments
that we received from a total of 60 museum professionals, stakeholders and
other persons who tested the method on a number of tangible and intangible
expressions of culture, objects and collections both inside and outside museums
(Hayh4, Jantunen & Paaskoski 2019, p. 6).

The method consists of selecting the object and perspective for analysis, justifying
these choices and determining what the goals are. Subsequently, those who will
carry out the analysis need to be found. This is then followed by familiarisation
with the object of analysis, the collection of information, contextualisation and
an assessment of the significance and meanings based on the chosen criteria.
The method concludes with the writing of a significance statement (Hayha,
Jantunen & Paaskoski 2019, p. 8).
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Figure 3. The process of the significance analyses method (Héyh&, Jantunen & Paaskoski 2019).

We did not want to dictate which implementation or presentation method would
be the most beneficial for analysts and interest groups, and therefore the most
fruitful for their analyses. Even though finding actors and interest groups may
be challenging, it would also be rewarding and would support participation
within and the transparency of museums. What would be a stimulating way to
process and express thoughts — a group discussion, communal writing assign-
ment, diagram, comic strip, video, etc.? It is also good to consider which method
would best convey the significance and meanings of the object to audiences. The
analysis requires a research-oriented approach, and its results always depend
on the interpretation by the performer(s) of the analysis. This is a continuous
process, open for later reassessments and new interpretations (Héyh4, Jantunen
& Paaskoski 2019, p. 9, p. 12).

It has to be kept in mind that the communal analysis of objects and collections
may yield conflicting interpretations. The objects and collections may have dif-
ferent significance and meanings to different actors. Their relationship with the
object of analysis varies, and this influences the results. Therefore, in accordance
with the principles of cultural studies, the party or parties who determine the
significance and meanings become visible in the process (Hayhi, Jantunen &
Paaskoski 2019, p. 9).

The Need for Richer Metadata and More Use of

Collections

Museum collections are an essential part of cultural heritage. They should be
dynamic and well-utilized resources for individuals, nations and societies (Mattila
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2018, p. 21). With the help of cultural heritage, we can create deeper understand-
ings of cultural processes, change and time, as well as building identities and
having an impact on a sustainable future. Museum collections should, therefore,
be seen as a means for building a better world — and this where the concepts
of dynamic collections and collection development (van Mensch & Meijer-van
Mensch 2015, pp. 24—26) are needed. Dynamism means:

The collections are developed by means of acquisition and deaccession,
but also that existing collections and museum objects are reflected upon,
significance is attributed to them and they are contextualised repeatedly
and from new perspectives. The potential and utility value of collections
are highlighted. Significance analysis is a method for developing museums’
collection work and producing dynamic collections (Hayhi, Jantunen &
Paaskoski 2019, p. 10).

We argue that there is a great need for producing better cultural heritage infor-
mation connected to museum collections and to include it to our understanding
of what a museum object is, and what it is for. To improve the metadata we have

expressed in Analysing Significance that a museum object, first of all, should
be defined as:

Not only a physical object but a combination of selected information,
significance and meanings, as well as a tangible or intangible expression
of culture. A museum object has both a physical and cultural life cycle. An
object’s physical life starts when it is manufactured and ends when it is
destroyed. In the various phases of its cultural life cycle, the object man-
ifests itself as an idea, as an existing but not yet used object, as an object
with a usage history and finally, as an object that has been destroyed but
still exists in documents or memories. From the perspective of the cultural
life cycle, the significance and meanings relating to the object are essential.
A museum object’s purpose of use is almost always something else than
what it was originally designed for. For example, it works as a piece of
evidence and source, conveys information and meanings and produces
identities, experiences and well-being. A museum object’s authority as
evidence is guaranteed by its genuineness; authenticity strengthens the
“power of the genuine object”, on which the relationship with the viewer
or user is often built. (Hayhi, Jantunen & Paaskoski 2019, p. 10)

Developing collections’ use has been emphasised in the new Finnish museum
policy programme Opportunities in the Museum Sector (Mattila 2018). Museums
need better metadata to be able to use and get more use for their collections. In
recent decades there has been very little discussion about the information con-
tents and cultural heritage information included in museum collections. Instead,
the computerisation of Finnish museums since the 1980s—1990s has created a
constant negotiation regarding technical cataloguing. We know very well how to
catalogue, but not so well what to catalogue. The significance analysis method is
an attempt towards establishing more dynamic museum collections in Finland.
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Examples of Using the Significance Analysis Method

In the following, we introduce a few examples of using the significance analyses
method in museums, together with the audiences and stakeholders of museums.
Our examples are from the Finnish Forest Museum Lusto, the Craft Museum
of Finland and collaborative project involving the Kerava Art Museum and the
Helsinki Metropolia University of Applied Sciences.

A few years after the significance analysis method was launched in the Finnish
museum sector, we found ourselves keen to make the most of it, trying to figure
out how to get museums to actually implement it. The good news was that all
the museum professionals and museums’ stakeholders who had been testing
the method seemed to have found it useful, innovative, inspiring and worth-
while. What made the method less compelling for the museum professionals
was all the cataloguing necessary, regarding millions of museum objects and
not enough time. Using the method as part of everyday work seemed to be too
time-consuming. There was also the question of “proper museum work”. Proper
museum work is still talked about in the museum sector and it includes more or
less practices connected to collections. Cataloguing is one of them (Hakamies
2017, pp. 148—-149; Hakamies 2019, pp. 42—43). As long as significance analysis
is not seen as proper museum work but as some new, extra practice, it will not
become mainstream.

We believe that significance analysis methods in Finland and abroad will be-
come proper museum work and help creating dynamic collections, catering to
the needs of individuals and societies. There have been several inspiring and
encouraging examples of this already.

In the collection management of the Finnish Forest Museum Lusto, the sig-
nificance criteria have been used for defining and determining the museum
value of an object since 2015. This is needed when deciding on acquisition and
deaccession or doing value classification. The aim is to more deeply integrate sig-
nificance analysis into the various collection management processes (Collection
Management Policy of The Finnish Forest Museum Lusto 2015). As part of its
participatory museum work, Lusto has also used the method successfully with
its stakeholders, for example when documenting and evaluating the significance
of the forest workers’ Hiace van. The group of forest workers analysed their van
themselves and found the most essential and relevant museum values during
their analysis (Hayh4, Jantunen & Paaskoski 2019, pp. 20—21).

The Craft Museum of Finland has decided to implement the method of Analysing
Significance as an essential part of its work, especially involving the acquisition
process (The Collection Management Policy of Craft museum of Finland 2018, p.
40). Questions that can produce the most expressive answers have been chosen
from the method and changed into simplified language. The questions are then
handed out to those who plan to a make a donation to the museum. The idea is
that the donor will be able to tell the story of the object or objects as fully as they
possibly can, without having to understand the language that museum profes-



180 Section Il - Collection Management Leading to Collection Development

sionals use. At the same time, they are hopefully guided to an understanding that
what cultural heritage museums wish to collect and preserve is much more than
mere artefacts. For museum professionals the answers, which will be speed-read
through the Analysing Significance criteria, will offer an easier and faster way to
form a clear vision of the object’s significance, as well as to highlight the issues
that speak for or against the acquisition. Asking donors to participate this way
also complements the method’s communal nature.

In 2013 the Kerava Art Museum and the Helsinki Metropolia University of
Applied Sciences launched a pedagogical conservation project to restore the
Sirkusmuistomerkki sculpture by artists Heikki Haividoja and Antero Poppius
(1979). This sculpture consisted of five almost life-size fibre-glass horses, which
formed a circus monument in the centre of Kerava city (Kauppinen & Hayha
2015, pp- 134—141). The project partners wanted to share this journey of care-
taking with the people of Kerava. The aim was to raise awareness and increase
knowledge of the circus monument, to lift the curtain of museum work and allow
people to participate in the future of their beloved monument. The Significance
2.0 analysis was used as a key to unlock the meaning of the monument, and to
study its intangible elements. This significance assessment was a collaborative
and transparent process and it took into account that the circus monument
may hold different meanings and values for different groups and individuals. A
class of school children were at the core of this project. They were following the
process from the beginning, working with the conservation students involved.

The children were given the task of spreading knowledge about the project. They
expressed their thoughts and shared their knowledge with the project group and
a wider audience through a blog. They also made a short film that was shown in
every elementary school in Kerava. Alongside the children’s project the project,
group also invited people to participate in different ways. They asked people to
contribute to this project by sharing their memories and stories of the monument.

According to the consultations carried out in Kerava, it seemed clear that through
functionality the circus horses had made their way into the lives and memories
of the people. They played a significant role in childhood memories. Accord-
ing to the memories collected and interviews conducted, functionality was the
most important value for the community. Functionality was then chosen as the
ideal state of the monument. Ideal state, a concept from conservator Barbara
Appelbaum (2007, pp. 173—193), is very useful in defining a realistic goal for
the conservation-restoration process. Ideal state is always a real historical state.
Functionality also preserved the cultural practice and meaning of the monument.

What did the project group gain by making the process transparent instead of
just conducting it behind closed doors? It was able to show that conservation
is a process that does not happen overnight and one that involves decisions.
The group wanted to show that both tangible and intangible aspects should be
studied carefully before decisions are made. The group was also able to share
knowledge of local history with a new public. But maybe most importantly in
the project, a sense of engagement with the community was gained. The project
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group was able to demonstrate that public space, in this case public art, creates
private memories and experiences that are beyond the creators’ intentions, and
that those experiences are of value.

In the course Significance Analysis as an Interpretation Method arranged by
the University of Helsinki and Helsinki Open University in 2019, around 20
students studied and analysed artefacts from various museums’ collections.
The museums, in co-operation, offered the students chosen objects and their
own museum expertise for doing the analyses. The results — 14 comprehensive
significance analysis works and statements provided to the museums — were real
research and fantastic summaries of history, cultural meanings and interpreta-
tions of these objects. The objects analysed during this course showed interesting
views and became part of a larger context, what Renatas Bernitunas and Janusz
Baranski call “cognitive anchors” (Berniiinas 2009, pp. 167-171) and “material
medias” (Baranski 2012, p. 88). This is how a museum object, at its best, works.

As these examples show, the significance analysis method has been very use-
ful, in co-operation among museums and universities, as it offers a new way
to study museum collections and find meanings and significance connected to
physical objects. It also creates research that is highly relevant for museums,
universities and students.

Significant Museum Collections of the Future

Today, the problem of Lusto’s two PIKA50 processors has been resolved. Even
though the significance analysis process helped us to make our decision, it took
several years to prepare for the actual disposal of the duplicate object. The PIKA50
machine with new paint and only a little contextual information has since 2008
been part of Lusto’s basic exhibition. The conservation of the PIKA50 with high
museum value (notable significance, rich metadata and original, albeit poor
condition) is now finished and the other machine with lower museum value was
sold in Autumn 2019 to a local heritage village. The next steps are to replace the
processor in the exhibition and transport the disposed object to its new home.

Collection work has always been seen as the heart or foundation of a muse-
um. It has also been one of the most time-consuming areas of museum work.
Throughout the years of professional museum work, museum professionals have
concentrated on collecting, documenting, cataloguing, managing, describing,
digitizing, preserving and conserving museum collections. Today, the use of
museum collections is becoming probably the most central question, as 5.6
million artefacts, 346 000 artworks, 15.9 million specimen of nature, and 24.1
million photographs, among other things, are preserved in Finnish museum
collections (Museotilasto 2019). These items are needed as a living heritage and
dynamic resource in society, and they help us to understand ourselves, the past
and the present, as well as creating a more sustainable future. The collections
will, however, act as such only if they are studied, analysed and given significance.
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Collection Policy - Experiences
and challenges

Minna Sarantola-Weiss

Abstract

This chapter describes the phases of collection policy thinking in cultural-histori-
cal museums in Finland. I explore collections policy as a process that is constantly
changing in relation to a museum’s own operational environment and to national
and international developments. In the 2020s, the challenges will be collected
under the umbrella term of sustainable development. The collections should
be sustainable from the environmental, economic and cultural points of view.

Keywords: dynamic collections, sustainable collections, material culture and
digitalisation

Helsinki City Museum in 2021, founded in 1911, 62 permanent employees.

Collections include approximately 450,000 cultural-historical objects,
more than a million photographs and approximately 6,000 pieces of art.

Awards: Museum of the Year 2017 Finland, Winner of the Museums +
Heritage International Award 2017, European Museum of the Year 2018
Special Commendation.

Introduction

According to the national Museum Statistics annual data from 2018, the object
collections of Finland’s cultural-historical museums included approximately 5.6
million objects, while the total accession in 2018 was 59,000 objects. The col-
lections included approximately 23.6 million photographs, with the photograph
accession for the year being 373,000. Helsinki City Museum housed approxi-
mately 450,000 objects and a million photographs. The size of the collection
and all related management responsibilities are considered huge, and museums
need tools and strategic thinking to accomplish this task. A common tool used
for this purpose in the 215 century has been a collections policy document, in
which a museum defines its collection mission and describes the core contents
of its collections. In an ideal situation, the document describes what will be col-
lected in relation to the collection mission, and it also includes policies related to
collection care and use. The identity of most museums and the services targeted
at their clientele is based on a museums’ own collections, so the collections
policy document can be regarded as the most important document that guides
a museum’s long-term operation, alongside the museum’s memorandum and
articles of association.
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A collections policy is not only a document that describes goals related to strat-
egy and content. It should also be an everyday tool that describes how muse-
ums should organise their collections management so that their strategic goals
can be achieved. Museum consultant Freda Matassa (2011) divides collections
management into collection acquisitions, documenting collection information
and information management, collection storage, exhibition use, mobility and
access. The Finnish Checklist for Museum Collections Management Policy
(Ekosaari et al. 2013 & 2014), has largely the same basis but focuses more on
the importance of defining a museum’s collection mission as the basis for all
collections management. Many collections policy documents include a section
that resembles a handbook, and work instructions are sometimes made into a
separate instruction manual.

My chapter is not a guide for creating a collections policy. Instead, I describe the
phases of collections policy thinking in cultural-historical museums and how
the discussion around collections policy has affected collections management. I
explore collections policy as a process that is constantly changing in relation to
amuseum’s own operational environment and the museum industry’s national
and international developments. I also look to the future and examine which
questions collections management will face in the 2020s and what tools we
have acquired throughout the years!. Helsinki City Museum’s collections policy
process acts as a concrete example for this chapter. As the museum is in charge
of regional matters in the Helsinki metropolitan area, our task is to also support
our region’s museums in developing and documenting their collections policy.

The Legal Framework

The Finnish museum field has developed while interacting with the international
field. ICOM’s Code of Ethics for Museums, in particular, is extensively considered
in the development and guidance work of museums. This applies to collections
policy as well. ICOM began outlining the ethical principles of museum profes-
sions very early and published the Ethics of Acquisitions recommendation in
1970, which outlined the ethical accessioning of collections, but it was not until
the 1986 Code of Ethics that the creation and publication of a written policy
was required. In Finland, the Act on the Statutory State Aid and Subsidies of
Museums (Laki museoiden valtionosuuksista- ja avustuksista) (1146/1988) was
established in 1988, and the requirements for receiving statutory state aid were
considered to be the careful storage and appropriate cataloguing of objects and
archival material owned by a museum. The Museums Act of 1992 (729/1992)
required museums to collect and store material and visual cultural heritage for
future generations in accordance with ICOM’s ethical guidelines. For the same
purpose, museums were required — again, in accordance with ICOM’s instruc-
tions — to practice collection research, education and information dissemination,

1. I am grateful to my colleagues Elina Kallio, Tiina Merisalo, Tuomas Myrén, Aki Pohjankyrd, Eero
Salmio, Satu Savia and Tommi Uutela for sharing their knowledge and experience.
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as well as exhibition and publication. No definitions were created for operations
or written instructions given related to collecting and storage.

The 2005 Museums Decree defined a long-term operational and financial plan as
a requirement for receiving statutory state aid. A part of these plans was a plan
for how museums organise the displaying, collecting, accessioning and storing of
collections. The basis was the Museo 2000 (Museum 2000) commission’s view
that all museums require a collections policy programme, in order to improve
the management of their collections (Museo 2000, p. 53, p. 58). This marked
the beginning of collections policy documents for many Finnish museums. As
an example, the first collections policy document for the National Museum of
Finland was published in 2009. Nevertheless, the new Museums Act of 2019
was the first law to state explicitly that museums receiving statutory state aid
required both collections and a collections policy programme. Helsinki City
Museum was slightly ahead of many others, since its first collections policy
document was completed in 2003.

The Beginning of the Helsinki City Museum Collections
Policy Process

The history of the City Museum’s collections goes back to 1787, when the bass
drums, horns and standard that belonged to the city’s disbanded cavalry unit
were collected.? The members of the bourgeoisie who led Helsinki at the time
must have had their reasons to preserve these specific objects, even though
no documentation of those reasons remains. We can consider their collecting
to be a part of the general identity project of the rising European bourgeoisie
class. Weapons and musical instruments were typical collectibles, already in
the collections of Renaissance nobility, and flags and standards were valued as
spoils of war and signs of victory.

The first written form of the City Museum’s collection mission is the task given
to the Antiquities Board of Helsinki in 1906, i.e., documenting a disappearing
Helsinki. The City Museum was founded in 1911 to continue the Antiquities
Board’s work with the task of “collecting objects that are ideal for illustrating the
city’s history, its appearance and its societal life” (Kertomus Helsingin kaupungin
kunnallishallinnosta 24, 1911, p. 230). In other words, the view of what should
be collected for the City Museum’s collections has existed since its founding,
even if the matter was not conceptualised as a collections policy per se.

In 2000, Helsinki turned 450 years old and was named the European Capital
of Culture. After the City Museum had accomplished this Herculean task, it was
time to focus on developing collections management. Many factors incentivised
development. Firstly, Helsinki’s city administration adopted a results-based
management model from the business world. The model emphasised strategic
thinking and measuring operations. A mission and vision were also defined

2. Helsinki City Archives, Maistraatin poytékirjat Ca:93. 3. maalisk. 1787, § 5. pp. 14—149.
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for the City Museum as one of the city organisation’s actors (Helsingin kau-
punginmuseon kokoelmien historia 2002, p. 2). Secondly, the museum’s own
museological thinking developed in the same direction as part of the internal
professionalisation process, together with the museum field. By chance, the
City Museum of Stockholm explored the collection collections management
goals of other Nordic capital museums during this time (Sigurdsson 2001), and
discussions during this process inspired colleagues in Helsinki to study their
own collections more analytically.

The work was aided by the storage room’s basic renovation and a desire to direct
resources from accepting donations toward museum-led documentation projects
(Helsingin kaupunginmuseon kokoelmastrategia 2003, p. 2). The undertaking
was characterised by the difficulties involved in pioneering work. There were
no real domestic models, which was one additional reason why Stockholm’s
report was so welcome.

Work had to begin from scratch. The first task was to describe what the museum’s
collections actually included. Information on the collections’ specific contents
was largely based on employees’ personal skills and tacit knowledge, because the
information was — as was the case with almost all other museums — primarily
recorded in manual record books and files. Moreover, cataloguing was behind
in accessioning, despite the fact that the first IT-based relational database was
implemented in 1991 (Toimintakertomus 1991). Information on the contents
and goals materialised as accessioning and everyday practices, and was retained
as an oral tradition whose interpretation depended on the new generation of
museum employees.

The analysis demonstrated that the personality and interests of the Museum
Director had a significant impact on the collections’ acquisitions until the be-
ginning of the 1980s. Directors made decisions on which objects to purchase
for the collections and purchased objects themselves. Later, as the museum
grew, curators began to play a larger role. A survey conducted as background for
the history project revealed, however, that curators either lacked the necessary
skills or were unwilling to analyse the reasons for their decisions. Instead, they
spoke of “an intuitive recognition skill” (Helsingin kaupunginmuseon kokoel-
mastrategia 2003, p. 39). That said, there was a unanimous view of the goal,
which was “a collection of objects that is as varied and comprehensive as possible
and describes Helsinki and the people of Helsinki” (Kokoelmastrategia 2003, p.
38). In other words, the process of adding to collections had followed the mis-
sion given during the founding phase at the beginning of the 20" century, even
though there were no written or public instructions. The insufficient cataloguing
made accessioning difficult in the present, because people felt that there was no
comprehensive understanding of the collections.

The City Museum’s first real collections strategy was completed as part of the
process in 2003. It began ambitiously with the definition of Helsinki’s city iden-
tity. According to the strategy, the identity’s elements were being a city by the
sea, the city’s position as a capital city and being European — all themes that
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are still present in the Helsinki City Strategy. The collections were examined in
relation to the identity’s different elements. One central observation was that
the object collection placed more emphasis on private life and women’s lives,
whereas the photograph collection focused more on public spaces. Another
observation was that the collections as a whole emphasised the inner city. It
was noted that these factors caused many of the city’s residents to be excluded
from the collections. Much thought was given to what it meant to identify as a
Helsinki resident, but the museum’s relation to legislation or the Helsinki City
Strategy was not mentioned at all. Instead, borders were defined between the
Helsinki City Museum and other museums in the Helsinki Metropolitan Area.
The aim was not only to limit the museum’s acquisitions but also to improve
co-operation. The museum’s own primary processes received descriptions, which
was possible because the city had recently adopted a process description prac-
tice. Contemporary collecting was mentioned referentially, but the matter had
clearly been considered:

We must assess which contemporary trends will be given more significance
and become permanent fixtures of city life. If these trends are added to
collections, the reasons for adding them should primarily be based on
the impact of the trend in Helsinki instead of how hot the trend is. (Hel-
singin kaupunginmuseon kokoelmastrategia 2003, p. 48, translated by
the author)

The document also notes that the museum should represent other realities besides
those of the museum’s employees and most typical customers, but no means to
accomplish this or concrete goals were defined. The document also discovered
deficiencies and development needs. Online publication was not yet possible
in 2003, and the document was not published in any other form either, so it
was only available for the museum’s internal use. In fact, the internal nature
of the document is one of its notable features. There are no mentions of any
stakeholders, external users, citizens or financiers.

The collections strategy was updated rather quickly in 2007, and it was called
The Collections Policy Programme. This time, the incentive came from legisla-
tors. The Museums Act of 2005 required museums receiving statutory state aid
to have a comprehensive long-term plan. The previous document consisted of
56 sheets of A4 paper. The new document was comprised of only 12 sheets and
contained many references to previous processes and the history of the collec-
tions. It was easy to build on earlier work, and the new document proved that
collection thinking and work had developed. The collections strategy of 2003
was mostly descriptive, whereas the 2007 version included more strategical-
ly-minded writing. The document defined customers, citizens and the research
community, and named the owner of the collections, i.e., the City of Helsinki.
The document also set a goal for collections policy work — defining the future
of the collections’ content and care. The guiding principles according to the
document were the museum’s mission and operational plan, which meant that
collections management was redefined as a part of the museum’s comprehensive
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operation. The museum’s first collection inventory began with this collections
policy update. In addition, the document made visible the serious problem of
objects without inventory numbers, which had previously gone largely unmen-
tioned. The accessibility and mobility of collections were mentioned for the
first time, which indicated that museological discussions and suggestions were
being followed. The digital world had also developed. Transferring collection
information online was set as a goal, and the new collections policy programme
could be published on the museum’s website.

Toward Dynamic Museum Collections

The goals written in the 2007 collections policy document were goals of their time.
Similar objectives were present in both national and international discussions,
and there was even talk of reinventing the museum as an institute (Anderson
2004). The period was also an eventful period for collections management, and
the development of digital technology facilitated networking and made collection
information more easily accessible. Common topics at the beginning of the cen-
tury included the uncontrollably growing museum collections, collection bulimia
and the hoarding of collections, with museums becoming more aware of the fact
that resources were limited. In England and the Netherlands, discussion about
the costs of collections management began at the end of the 1980s, and in Fin-
land, the depression in the 1990s had made the vulnerability of public funding
painfully obvious. The remedy offered was the concept of dynamic collections,
which was launched by many parties (van Mensch & Meijer-van Mensch 2011,
p. 19, p. 20). The idea at the core of the concept was that collections are not
static, given entities; rather, they are entities whose contents and significance can
change from time to time, with collecting and deaccessioning being two sides of
the same coin. Considering the significance of new and existing collections was
seen as important. The first version of the significance method was launched in
Australia in 2001. There was also discussion of potentially increasing the use and
shared ownership of collections, and the Collections Mobility 2.0. Lending for
Europe 21° Century project was conducted between 2001 and 2010. The aim of
the project was to increase the mobility and shared use of museum collections
within the European Union (Petersson et al. 2010). ICOM also established a
new committee focused on the development of collections (the Committee for
Collecting; COMCOL) in 2010. Other megatrends in the museum world included
the participation of customers and communities, which had been established as
an idea as early as in the 1970s, but did not get much wind in its sails until the
2010s. The position of experts was challenged, and museums began searching
for an active role for the audience as partners and experts in both acquisitions, as
well as in interpreting the significance of existing collections. COMCOL created
a new, visible forum for skills and thinking related to these matters.

There was also much activity around these questions in Finland. In 2011, led
by the Finnish Heritage Agency, the Finnish National Gallery and the Finnish
Museums Association, the Museum 2015 project began. During their project,
cataloguing instructions based on the SPECTRUM standard were created. Ad-
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ditionally, the project implemented a collection management system that all
museums could choose to use. The aim was to develop the management of
collections and the accessibility of collection information widely throughout
the entire museum field, and to find solutions to challenges related to electronic
bodies of work. Museum 2015 wished to steer museums’ activities away from
each museum’s internal needs toward common practices, where different collec-
tions and their objects would be accessible to users, regardless of their original
source. This unification of practices was supported by the Checklist for Museum
Collections Management Policy publication. The checklist was complemented by
the Finnish version of the significance analysis method (2015), which museums
could use to deepen their understanding of their collections’ museum value and
significance (see also Hiayhi, Jantunen & Paaskoski, this volume).

One matter that was crucially important for the dissemination and accessibil-
ity of electronic bodies of work, and one that strongly steered the guidelines
of collections policy, was the Finna service. It opened in 2013 and is the cus-
tomer interface of the National Digital Library. Through Finna, the public has
constantly-expanding access to the cultural heritage information of libraries,
museums and archives.

From the perspective of collections policy, the TAKO Network played an impor-
tant role. The network significantly improved the transparency of collections
management and increased the exchange of knowledge and skills related to
collections management. Museums in the TAKO Network can accession their
collections in a controlled manner and avoid overlapping work, based on the
framework defined by the agreement on collaboration among Finnish museums
in accessions and collections. Teemu Ahola examines the TAKO Network in more
detail in this publication, but the network’s significance cannot be exaggerated
when writing about the collections policy of Finnish museums. Museologist
Simon Knell argued in 2004 that the collections policy documents of museums
often look inward, focusing only on their own collections, and that the documents
do not sufficiently account for either development and future outlooks or the
relation between a museum’s collection and the rest of the museum field. With
TAKO, such navel-gazing in collections policy has been considerably reduced
in Finland.

Besides TAKO, the development of collections management in the 2010s also in-
vested in other projects that unified operations in the museum field and provided
tools for collections policy work. Even the Museo 2000 Commission recognised
the need to limit collections and accessioning and proposed that museum col-
lections should implement a classification system based on the museum value of
objects. This classification system also included the possibility of deaccessioning
(Museo 2000, p. 16, p. 54). Museums took up the challenge at very different
times. Tampere Museums were trailblazers who had already implemented a
classification system for their collections in 1994. Action was truly finally taken
with the Kokoelmapoistojen hyuit kdytdinnot (Good practices for deaccessioning)
project between 2014 and 2016. In the project, six museums created a proposal
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for a national deaccessioning process (Sarantola-Weiss & Visti 2016). In this
sense, the attitude of Finnish museums towards deaccessioning has followed
European developments. In the early 2000s, many museum professionals still
considered deaccessioning unethical. Now, the scales have tipped in such a
way that not deaccessioning is generally seen as equally unethical, although
that is not the case everywhere. Museologist Dieuwertje Wijsmuller (2017) has
charted the attitude that EU countries have towards deaccessioning, and has
stated that almost all countries have legislation related to deaccessioning, na-
tional instructions or best practices developed by museums themselves, but
there are still differences in whether collection management aims to produce
dynamic collections or preserve the material cultural heritage that museums
control as perfectly as possible. In Finland, as in other Nordic countries, the
idea of dynamic collections is widely shared, and museums have implemented
collection classification tools related to it. Furthermore, they have started to
perform significance analyses and have begun deaccessioning processes. The
national museum statistics began tracking deaccessioning for the first time in
2016. Between 2016 and 2018, cultural-historical collections had deaccessioned
a total of 14,295 objects documented on Museum Statistics, which amounts to
an insignificant 0.2% of the collections’ total number of objects.

All projects described above were characterised by their network structure. Dif-
ferent museums participated in the development projects, while the Finnish
Museums Association, the Heritage Agency and the Ministry of Education and
Culture worked as a steering group, publisher of the final report and inves-
tor. The substance of the projects was produced by museum professionals. The
structure made the field’s voice heard and helped to implement developmental
thinking. In the 2010s, collections changed from being a private matter of in-
dividual museums to being part of a shared, professionally-developed national
cultural heritage. The work done together culminated in the Ministry of Educa-
tion and Culture’s 2018 programme, Mahdollisuuksien museo (Opportunities
in the Museum Sector) (Mattila 2018). The programme emphasised planning
in collections management and collections as a resource for communities and
society. Mahdollisuuksien museo — and all national collections policy steering
and development work, in fact — was penetrated with the idea that it should be
possible to prioritise and classify all kinds of museum collections.

Good Work is Rewarded

Helsinki City Museum also enjoyed the benefits of networking. The museum
actively participated in founding the TAKO Network and in the deaccessioning
project. The agreement on national collaboration in accessions and collections
was made with the Finnish Heritage Agency in 2013. The deaccessioning project
brought much-needed support from colleagues to the discussion regarding the
ethics and practices of deaccessioning. Deaccessioning had already been docu-
mented as a collections management tool in 2000, but in 2014, the leasing periods
for collection centres were ending and inventories as well as deaccessioning had
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to be conducted on a large scale. Active participation in COMCOL’s operation
brought an international perspective to the proceedings.

All the development work and networking were visible in the City Museum’s next
collections policy programme, which was completed in 2014 and continued until
2019. Like many other museums, the basis for the City Museum’s programme
was the Checklist for Museum Collections Management Policy, which introduced
the concept of collection mission to the document. The concept encompassed
the somewhat disorganised concepts of city identity and collections history from
previous documents. Compared to the earlier documents, the new document was
generally characterised by more accurate terminology and a broad view of the
different perspectives of collection care, from developing spaces to attempting
to assess the economic impacts of collections management. Another new feature
was that the idea of customer perspective was included in the document.

The City Museum got new premises in 2016. The move made it possible to renew
the museum’s strategy, as well as our understanding of our audience and of who
we want to reach. Customer thinking and inclusive practices had internationally
permeated museological thinking, and the City Museum was on the cutting edge.
The results of this work were encapsulated in the new vision: “Everyone has the
opportunity to fall in love with Helsinki”.

With new legislation, updating the collections policy became a topical issue
again in 2019 as part of the statutory state aid system reform. The update pro-
vided a good reason for looking both backward and forward. One delightful note
was that the museum’s own collection workers considered the 2014 collections
policy document a helpful tool. The document helped in recognising areas that
had improved, and it was used in customer communication and even as a tool
in recruiting.

I believe that there is good reason to say that the City Museum’s collections
are well under control as we enter the 2020s. Collections management has
taken a huge leap in 15 years, and there were developmental tools that museum
workers could only dream of in 2003, i.e., the main body of object and archive
collections was kept in one collection centre in appropriate conditions. Col-
lections were processed as dynamic entities whose accessioning was carefully
considered and limited, and both collection inventories and deaccessioning were
constantly performed. Contemporary collecting was done regularly, and the
targets of documentation were usually selected through national discussions or
as part of university collaboration. The TAKO collaboration established clear
boundaries with other museums and enabled an active, collegial discussion.
Overall, the museum was no longer an introverted, autonomous actor that was
detached from others. Instead, collections management was conducted while
actively interacting with the operational environment. As an example, the Hel-
sinki City Strategy, i.e., the strategy of the museum’s owner community, had a
much more visible impact on collections management than it did before. This
can be interpreted as having less freedom, but committing to the Helsinki City
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Strategy also clearly helped in both defining the borders of our own operation
and in budget negotiations.

Allin all, the development of the City Museum’s collections management reflected
the general professionalisation of museum work from both a management and
accessioning standpoint. The museum’s directors — regardless of their gender
— long represented the tradition of gentlemen collectors, where the views and
tastes of individual connoisseurs were deciding factors and where accession
procedures were not central to operations. This attitude, in turn, was reflected
in collection workers as the museum expanded. In the 21% century, accessioning
was no longer based on the intuition of individual experts, but rather on collection
responsibilities and collegial decisions, and there was strong commitment to
collection procedures. The founding-phase documentation regarding collecting
the city’s history, face and societal life continued to steer the collection mission.
We have considerably developed in the strategic thinking heralded by Simon
Knell (2004, p. 14), and our understanding of our own collections, as well as
their potential and challenges, has deepened significantly. The development can
be clearly observed by reading the museum’s collections policy documents, but
it can also be seen in everyday work.

Museum Collections in the 2020s

What about challenges? What should Helsinki City Museum and all other mu-
seums prepare for as we enter the 2020s? Many present and future challenges
have already been identified several times over the decades (Lubar 2017). These
include challenges such as controlling the growth of collections, controlling and
publishing collections digitally and including the audience in accessioning. Be-
coming mainstream does not mean that all the work is done, however, although
our museographical and museological competence has advanced significantly. In
the 2020s, these themes will be gathered under the umbrella term of sustainable
development. We must develop museum collections that will be ecologically,
financially, socially and culturally sustainable.

The theme of sustainable development has been relevant for a long time. It was
the basis of the eco-museum movement. The British Museums Association,
for example, already published an article on the topic in 2008 (Sustainability
and Museums). The Finnish Museums Association included sustainable de-
velopment in their strategy for 2007—2010. Controlling energy consumption
related to collection storage and using ecological materials are actions that we
have begun to view as obvious. Controlling the growth of collections is a very
important tool in this matter as well, as growing collecti