The Role of
Today’s Museum

Clive Gray and Vikki McCall

N



THE ROLE OF TODAY'S MUSEUM
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why. Arguing that museumns are muitifuncrional institutions, the book examines the
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provided and the providers themselves.

Adopting a wide perspective on understandings of the roles of museums and con-
sidering the different environments within which museums operate, Gray and McCall
provide a new perspective on how transformations, as well as the gaps between intended
policies and the actual work that is undertaken within museums, can be bath identified
and understcod. By differentiating between social, economic and political visions and
expectations of museumns, the analysis in this book allows for a fuller understanding of
what these organisations do and provide for their societies and the struggles and negotia-
tions that surround their existence.

The Role of Today’s Musewm takes a critical, interdisciplinary approach to studying
muserms and museum policy. As a result, the book will be of interest to academics and
students engaged in the study of museums, cultural policy, social policy, cultural sociol-
ogy, public policy and cultural and political economy. Highlighting the gaps chat exist
between policy ideals and muserm practices, the book also provides valuable insights to
policy-makers and practitioners.
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INTRODUCTION

Introduction

Museums can be described in many different ways, with museums being labelled
as engaging, relevant, professional, adaptive, community, people’s, children’s,
scientific, natural history, labour, virtual, symbolic, connected, trust, charita-
ble, engaging, local, national, universal, independent, private, company, digital
and public, amongst many other labels, depending upon which one is being
looked at, by whom, and for what purposes, One consequence of what we have
previously described as the growth of the adjectival musenm {Gray & McCall,
2018} is that there has equally been a proliferation of understandings of what
it is that people expect museums to provide, how they are expected to provide
it, the intentions that they expect museums to fulfil, and what sets of outputs,
owrtcomes, consequences and results they expect museums to produce, The re-
cent developments in how museums are understood and what it is chat they
are expected to do, continue, however, to co-exist alongside much older ideas
about museums that conceive of them as being places of contemplation and
ritual (Duncan, 1995) that provide an alternative to the pressures and demands
of the present through the consideration of the past, and which provide a neutral
public arena (Barrett, 2011) that will produce better human beings through their
simple existence,

In the present case we use ‘museums’ in a general sense to cover all of the
versions of the term that are covered by our label of the ‘adjectival museum’ (Gray &
McCall, 2018). We include in this usage all material and immaterial collections
of ‘things’ that have been gathered together to fulfil some purpose for the indi-
viduals, communities, groups and societies who have undertaken the process of
collecting, whatever that purpose may be. Thus we do not distinguish between are
galleries that were created to establish some essentialist nature of what ‘heauty” is
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(Sheehan, 2000, 13); heritage collections of physical material that was uncarthed
at an individual site; archives of written material that were intended to establish
property rights; or those organisations labelled as ‘museums’ that store, conserve,
curate, exhibit and display particnlar sets of material artefacts.

The tensions that are generated by these seemingly irreconcilable visions of
the roles of museums — between those that view them as instruments for the at-
tainment of a variety of social, cultuzal, political, technological and policy goals,
and those that view them simply as institutions that provide spaces for reflection
and learning — have existed throughout the history of museums (as can be seen
in Alexander & Alexander, 2008, for example}. These tensions have created a
situation where museumns are, on the one hand, seen as being sites for the pursuit
of a wide variety of communal objectives, and, on the other hand, as sites for the
development of the individual citizen, untrammelied by externally set objectives,
including those of the communities within which they reside. While this is a
major generalisation of the perceptions of museums that can be found in most
societies, such a dichotomous diviston between the soctetal and the individual
roles of nmiseums is frequently found in the host of normative advocacy claims
and counter-claims about them that are commonly to be found in public debate.

While none of these claims are essentially wrong they are more frequently
simply partial or misteading as to the real effects that museums can, and do, ac-
tually have — that is, when they are not simply self-contradictory. The purpose of
this book is to examine the host of arguments that have been put forward about
what the point of museums actually is. The way in which this is approached is
through an examination of the justifications that are nsed to identify what ob-
jectives, both social and individual, museums could, and should, be expected
to reach through undertaking their functional roles within communities. As a
result of this museums are not considered in terms of the precise ways in which
they do things but, instead, are examined in terms of their status as a particular
set of social, economic and political instituiions alongside their museal status in
terms of their collections. Such an approach that emphasises the contexts within
which musewms operate rather than the detall of their daily activities requires
some justification and it is this that this first chapter in the book provides. Later
chapters will investigate in depth the changing expectations and understandings
of museums within societies but here we are concerned with explaining our own
contexts that have led us to this point,

Understanding museums

It is not our intention in this book to provide yet another version of an absolute
and definitive statement about exactly how museums sheuld, and must, be thought
about. Instead, we are concerned with contextualising the sorts of claims about
these that are frequently made by their supporters, through linking them to the
underlying sets of assumptions, beliefs and ideological predispositions that they
rest upon. As a consequence of the fact that we both agree and disagree with
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parts of all of the clatms that have previously been made about the impertance
and significance of museums for individuals, groups, nations and the entirety of
humanicy it would be presumptuous of us to think that our own positions are
absolutely the right ones to adopt when thinking about museums as either indi-
vidual establishments or as an institutional category. Indeed, given the sheer mu-
tability of the claims that have been made about muscums it would be unrealistic
to expect that a claim made in 2019 would remain in force as the best, or only,
way to think about museums in 2029, let alone in 3019 (provided that humanity
has not succeeded in wiping itself sut in the fallout from climate change by then).
Indeed one of the motivations for writing this book was our recognition that the
validity of the arguments that are put forward to explain, justify, account for, or
understand social phenomena never stay either valid or remain in the same form
for very long. Thus, while the arguments of Aristotle about democracy still carry
an argumentative weight, they simply do not mean the same today as they did
when they were first promulgated, and the effect of the arguments of later writers
on the same subject from Mill and Marx in the nineteenth century to writers
on direct and discursive democracy in the twenty-first century (let alone much
earlier writers on the subject) have necessitated a continuing reappraisal of the
Avristotelian arguments, with this changing their meaning altogether in terms of
current concerns, problems and issues. The consequence of this is that there is
something of a partial nature to present interests and concerns that will not nec-
essarily remain the same inco the future. This may be a truism but, unfortunately,
this is not something that particularly seems to bother polemicists or advocates,
both of whom tend to assume that there is something not only inherently sensible
about what they are saying but also that it is inescapably correct in the present,
and will continue to be both sensible and correct into the future, if not for all
time,

A key thread throughout this book includes a constructivist approach to
thinking about museums. This follows an ongoing tradition in the cultural and
arts sectors arcund the social construction of reality, questioning how things
are framed and reframed, and the narratives surrounding that. This book will
highlighe that the museum is a social construction on many levels. We investi-
gate the social, policical and economic roles that have been and are connected to
museums from the lens that “truth’ and ‘reality’ are constructed depending on
the ‘norms’, understandings and discourses that are employed by certain social
groups {Hevylighen, 1993). That the museum as an organisation, and museum
functions as sets of activities, have been seen to change over time and place thus
allows social constructionism to be adopted as a key approach as it allows us to
challenge of the ‘taken-for-granted’ assumptions and realities (Andrews, 2012)
that are commonly made use of when the nature of muscums is discussed. Berger
and Luckmann (1991, 15) ultimately contended that this approach is about the
‘analysis of the social construction of reality” and this book throughout the dif-
ferent chapters analyses the construction of the reality around the concepts, roles,
functions and policies that are applied to ‘the museum’.
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As will be seen in later chapters there is a strong tendency amongst writers
about museums to implicitly assume that their own position may be questioned,
but rarely that it can be entirely discounted. It is not our intention to undertake
a wholesale assault on the ideas and claims that we investigate — each of them can
be supported to a certain extent (usually as long as their undeslying premises are
accepted as being valid). Recognising that, however, does not mean that the con-
clusions that are derived from such claims must be accepted at face value. There
are many reasons to support museums, individually and en masse, but these rea-
sons require adequate, and appropriate, forms of support — both argumentative
and evidential — to make them both acceptable and valid. At the very least this
requires an cxplicit justification to be given for each reason to support museumns
that may be put forward. Alongside such justification from argument, however,
it is also necessary to establish some form of justification from evidence: as was
reportedly said by Thomas Huxley, ‘a beautiful theory destroyed by a nasty, ugly
little fact’,! apart from being a tragedy of science, is an important element in es-
tablishing the validity of claims, For such generally well-accepted institutions as
museusms this becomes even more important: if the arguments that are put for-
ward in support of claims that museums are important for societies are demon-
strably untrue chen why should societies continue to make use of them? And, in
the present context, why do societies continue to open them in such large num-
bers? The explosion in museum nurnbers around the world in recent years — most
noticeably in China (Lu, 2014; Varutti, 2014) — is predicated on a large number
of assumptions about the growth in local employment, the attraction of tourists
and the expression of local identities (amongst many others), each of which is,
at the very least, open to question in theoretical and argumentative terms, and
can be etther misleading or simply wrong in empirical terms. For museums there
are also increasing sets of expectations, requests and demands that they provide
‘evidence’ to demonstrate their value for their societies and funders. In this con-
text, if chere is either an absence or simply a lack of adequate empirical support
to justify their activities then the case for museums becomes at least weakened, if
not terminally damaged.

'T'he stress on empirical evidence that we give in the following chapters de-
rives from our own perspectives as empirical social scientists (one with a back-
ground in sociology and social policy, and one with a background in political
science, public administration and policy). We have applied ourselves to the in-
vestigation of museums over a number of years and have published widely on
how policy-making, social inclusion, the ‘new museology’ and citizenship are
embodied in museums, and on the political and social nature of museums as in-
stitutions. In our research, rather than impose our own views on what musewms
are doing, we have, instead, let museurn staff tell us what they are doing, why
they are doing it, how they evaluate it, and what the consequences of doing it
have been for their own organisations and for the communities that they serve.
The largely qualitative nature of our research has allowed us to identify the im-
portance of professional values and ideologies, organisational power distributions
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and hierarchies, and the meanings that museum staff give to their activities as be-
ing of great importance for understanding the ways in which museums function,
and this extends far beyond unsubstantiated, non-empirical, claims about what
musewns are and do.

The dominance of normative advocacy arguments about museums, and the
relative lack of detailed empirical analysis about them, can be simply explained
as an academic disciplinary effect, where the tendency within much of the
Literature about museums rests upon disciplines such as art history and cultural
studies. While there is some international divergence in this disciplinary basis —
museum studies in the United States, for example, has a tendency to be mors
closely aligned with archaeology and anthropology than art history — there is
lictle doubt that the dominant ways of thinking and talking about museums
within academia have a great reliance upon the types of qualitative argumen-
tation and logic that are based in the humanities in general, and which have
become increasingly concerned with ‘reading the text’ of the museum rather
than with detailed empirical contextualisation in many cases. There are clearly
developed examples of more empirically orientated and some quantifative forms
of research within the humanities, such as the example of cliometric economic
history {Diebolt & Haupert, 2016), but as will be seen throughout this book
such approaches are far more noticeable by their absence than their presence in
developing arguments about the value of museums for societies. Even in the case
of the large number of visitor surveys and analyses that rely upon quansification
(as in Falk & Dierking, 2013) there is no certainty that the statistical evidence
that is made use of is actually valid in methodological terms, being dependent
more on the assumptions that are made about models and evidential validity than
anything else. The assertive certainties that exist in many of these arguments 1s
thus as murch a case of how disciplines organise what are seen to be valid ways of
thinking and writing about subjects as it is to do with anything else. Alternative
discaplinary approaches establish other criteria as being appropriate for the for-
mulation of valid arguments and claims about museums, and it is the difference
between these approaches that have a significant effece on the whole topic of
what museums are for.

The recognition of differences in how arguments and claims are constructed
and validated within disciplinary settings makes no judgement whatsoever about
whether these approaches are in some sense “superior’ or ‘inferior’ to one another:
they are simply different. As noted above there is something of value 1n all of the
arguments and claims that have been put forward about the place of musenms in
societies: our intention is to examine them, not as arguments and claims, but as
justificatory mechanisms. If museums create employment then how could that
actually be demonstrated? What causal mechanisms would need to exist for the
presence of a museum, or the building of a new museum, to demonstrate its
effectiveness in this role? Museums may well be a source of valuable employ-
ment opportunities (although who the beneficiaries of these opportunities are is
another matter altogether), but if that is 2 major justification for their existence
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then it must be expected that questions about their success in doing the job of job
creation will be asked. At the very least the question of whether the jobs that are
created could have been created more effectively through other means (as Frey &
Meier, 2006, argue) can become an important concern in times of economic
constraint — and museums are not exempt from such constraints, however much
many of their defenders might wish them to be. In other words, it is not the ar-
guments themselves that require examination (although the normal standards of
logical thought might discount some arguments at the outset), rather it is the ways
in which these arguments are employed for policy purposes that becomes central
to our concerns. In this context viewing museums as service-providing social,
economic and political institutions rather than as simply repositories of collec-
tions (either tangible or intangible} widens the nature of the debate between
alternate visions of what museums are for, what they might provide, and how
and why they might undertake this provision, as the following section argues.

But what are museums for?

The simple answer to this question is “whatever you want them to be for, al-
though, as academics, we must always add the proviso that things are rather more
complicated than that, Certainly museums have been used for multiple purposes
at different times (as the argument in the rest of this chapter will explain}, leading
to a position where a single view of the museum enterprise is likely to incorporate
only a small part of the entirety of what museums could be used for. It 15 possible
to draw a number of distinctions between the views of museums that are held by
museurn nsiders (particulasly cheir service-providing employees, but also their
funders and senior managers), regular museum visitors and users (including mu-
seum members and volunteers), and those members of societies who never visit
museums, do not care about, and never think about, them. Each of these groups
will contain within them a range of views about what the purposes of museums
might be and what societies might expect museums to provide for them.
Depending upon who 1s being asked, museums could be seen to have some-
thing of a mystical status, acting in some fashion as a source of enlightenment,
openness, sensual delight and excitement, or as a collection of dead ‘stuff” that is
boring, irrelevant to today, utterly pointless and a waste of space. The reasons why
such extreme positions can be held are tied up with matters of education, cultural
capatal {Bourdieu, 2010), social class and status, political ideclogies (Gray, 2015a),
economic advantage and disadvantage, access to museums, social geography, and
sacial and personal psychology. Given this sheer variation in relevant factors it is
difficult, if not impossible, to identify any single cause to account for why muse-
ums are seen to be either central to the tife of societies or an irrelevance to them.
As might be expected, we are strong supporters of museums and can see their
value as being embodied in the multiple activities that they might undertake, the
multiple services that they might provide, and the contents of the collections that
they have. We do not, however, think that our opinions are the only valid ones
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that exist: our preferences for what would make for an interesting presentation of
museum raterial in the form of exhibitions and displays are not even necessarily
shared between us, let alone with everybody else in society.

This does not mean, however, that we view every opinion as being equally as
valid as another. As we stress in our argument, the validity of claims about mu-
seums depends upon a combination of logically consistent argument, the use of
acceptable assumptions about the world, and the existence of accurate empirical
evidence based on demonstrable causal linkages between variables. Much of this
has already been implicitly referred to in the preceding argument, and forms a
major part of our later analysis of the claims, justifications and assumptions that
have been made use of to support the continued existence of museums within
societies. As will be seen there have been many claims made about the benefits
that accrue to societies from museums undertaking particular functional roles,
whether social, economic or political. These claims are not the only ones that
could be made about museums but we have concentrated on them as they have
become the dominant ones for justifying the continued support of states, trusts,
individuals, community groups, charities and societies for museums. In light of
what we have already said, however, we do not think that they will necessarily
always continue to have a similar status at a later date as new concerns will cer-
tainly arise to replace the seeming centrality that current concerns have.

Museums have always been mulufunctional organisations, undertaking a large
number of roles within societies, for a large number of groups and individuals,
and for a large number of reasons. The emphasis on which of these functions is,
or are, perceived to be the most important for the museum enterprise has under-
gone important changes over time. These changes have had considerable conse-
quences for the ways in which museums are understood, what it 1s that they are
expected and intended to do, why these things are deemed to be worthwhile and
appropriate for museums to undertake, as well as for the ways in which they are
expected to do them. Our argument investigates what museumns do, why they are
expected to be doing it, and the consequences of these expectations and activities
for how they serve the multiple, competing, demands to which they are subject.
This investigation involves an examination of the economic, social and political
environments within which museums operate so that explanations can be pro-
vided for how and why the expectations of museums have changed, and what the
consequences of these changes have been, and will continue to be, for museums,
both as individual organisations and as an institutional category. The perceived
increasing instrumentalisation of museums, where they have become expected
to be concerned with far more than the simple accumulation, conservation and
display of their collections (a claim which itself makes a large number of assump-
tions about what museuins are for), means that the social, political and economic
roles and funceions of musenms have tended to be perceived by policy-makers
at least — if not by museum professionals, visitors and funders — as increasingly
important justifications for their existence. By examining these justifications,
and explaining their validity — or lack of it — for the multiple constituencies that
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museums serve we will demonstrate the multitude of answers that exist to the
seemingly straightforward question of ‘what are museuwms for?’

In this context the recent debate within the International Council of Muse-
ums {ICOM) about the definition of a ‘museum’ is rather enlightening. While
we discuss this further in later chapters it is worth noting that the proposed new
definition that has been advanced (ICOM, 2019) has been seen as being far more
about what it is intended that museums should do than it is about what they are
in themselves (Fraser, 2019). This does not mean that either the existing or the
proposed new definitions are right or wrong in themselves, only that there is no
unanimity about the subject. The consequence of accepting this is that there is
also an acceptance of the fact that there are a plurality of views about museums
in existence, each of which depends upon its own argumentation and appeals to
evidence. Rather, however, than falling into a simplistic post-modernist claim of
relativism about these differences of view we will argue that some views make
more sense, both in their own terms and absolutely, than do others about what
the meaning, point and purpose of musewms can be. Thus, we view the ongo-
ing argument about whether museums should be classified by whether they are
not-for-profic or for-profit organisations as being extremely important in some
contexts and circumstances but as entirely fatuous in others. Indeed, the fact chae
museums can be understood and made use of in so many different ways forms an
important part of our argument: understanding today’s museum depends upon
understanding the claims that have been made about them both as individual
organisations and as an institutional form.

By adopting a long-term perspective on these matters it will also demon-
strate that the seemingly new instrumentalising pressures that museums are fac
ing have actually been around for as long as museums themselves, and that what
has changed is the context within which arguments about the roles of museums
are played out rather than anything else. Museums have always been multifunc-
tional institutions but what the consequences of this multifunctionality are for
the services that museums provide and the publics to whom they are provided has
equally varied considerably over time. This makes the museum, its functions and
its roles and surrounding reality constructed in a variety of ways. By examining
the range of arguments and explanations that have been used to make sense of the
changing world of museums in an international context, we also intend to show
how the gaps that exist between policy ideals and museum practices, and how
the effects of economic, political and social choices within the musenms sector
play out, can be found in different forms in different museum contexts. This is an
important element of our argument as the pressures that are faced by large, na-
ttonal, “universal” and general museums are very different to those that are faced
by small, specific, private museums that are catering for particular, and not nec-
essarily general, sets of visitors. Thus a lawn-mower museum {s in the case of the
British Lawn Mower Museum in Southport in the United Kingdom) or a mu-
seumn dedicated to the cartoon art of a single pesson {as with the Musée Peynet et
des Dessin Humoristique in Antibes in France) are rather different kettles of fish
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in comparison with the Smithsonian Science Museum or the Loovre. Likewise
a Trustee museum (as with the various branches of the Guggenheim Foundation
that are to be found around the world) will operate under different pressures
than those affecting local authority museums which have different management
and funding arrangements, amongst many other differences — and the pressures
that the latter confront will be very different depending upon which country is
actually looked at.

The structure of the book

Having identified the simple fact that museums are not all the same thing as
each other, and that their meanings have changed over time, the question arises
of how, in that case, can anything be said about them that extends beyond indi-
vidual sets of stories and examples of differences between what museums do and
how they do it? Qur answer to this has been to establish a generalised framework
to use for thinking about the nature of the differences that exist between mu-
seums rather than to look at the specific details of each museum in turn. While
reference must be made o individual examples of museums and how these have
been made sense of, these cases do not exist in 1solation from each other. Making
generalisations has its disadvantages in that individual cases can be forced into
a Procrustean bed that loses the fine detail that is important to them, and they
depend upon the assumptions and values that underlie them in the first place.
On the other hand, however, they do allow for the identification of common
characteristics that are prevalent within the musenm sector. We do not claim thae
the choices that we have made about how te think about museums are the onfy
ones that could have been made, or that the characteristics that we identify have
a definitive nature: other choices and other characteristics are available to organ-
ise thinking about museums. In what follows we will justify the choices that we
have made about how to examine museums and will show how their application
can be used to make sense of the complexity of the museum landscape and the
individual museums that form it.

‘We begin by setting the context for the examination of individual museurns
by identifying the range of functional activities that museums are expected to
undertake, or have been expecred to undertake. This leads into a distinction
between the perceived imtrinsic functions of museums and their extrinsically
claimed functions: those that depend upon the museum form of organisation,
and those that are imposed upon them. Chapter 2 will also begin to explain the
dynamic nature of the policy process in relation to musewms and the gap be-
tween policy and praciice that is an endemic feature of the sector. The difference
between internally governed museum practice and externally determined expec-
tations of the economic, social and political contributions that museums can have
for societies are clarified and the consequences of these differences are explained.
The relationship between the multiple pressures that affect the activities thag mu-
seums undertake 1s stressed, demonstrating that the internal/external dichotomy
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is only @ part of a more complex set of factors that affect museum practice and
the expectations that are held of museurns. QOther approaches to understanding
the roles of museums within societies will also be considered to emphasise the
particular nature of the approach that we are adopting. The themes that are in-
troduced here are then explored in greater depth in the following chapters.

We then move on in Chapter 3 to differentiate between the types of function
that museums undertake in terms of how these functions are tied in with ques-
tions of policy purpose, policy effect, policy output and policy cutcame. Policy
in this sense is concerned with intended means—end relationships that are created
by undertaking particular forms of action by both individuals and groups of
actors in particular structural settings. In effect it deals with the practical dimen-
sion of turning intentions into forms of social behaviour that are meant to fulfil
these intentions. Distinctions are drawn between funcrions that are held to define
what a museum is {intrinsic functions), such as conservation and curation; those
which are imposed on organisations as expectations or obligations of their exist-
ence, such as acconntability or community engagement; and those derived from
‘reading the tex¢’ of the museum, such as their perceived ritual {(Duncan, 1995)
or disciplinary (Bennett, 1995) roles within society. How these distinctions have
been made use of by a range of academic, economic, social and pelitical actors
will be explained through the use of multiple examples of museum practice from
arcund the world. We will also present an analysis of policy narratives around
the UK and internationally that try to explain the particular nature of ntusewms
as organisations. The differences that chese imply for the relationship of museums
to the societies that they are located within are then identified and explained.

Chapter 4 introduges the background to the gap between museum policy and
practice in the context of the struggles and negotiations over space and place that
are endemic within the museums sector. Chapter 4 goes into more detail about
how the host of functions that have been attached to museums have important
consequences for how museums are to be understood and distinguishes between:
museums as instituitonal forms, defined by what they do; museums as sets of
occupations, defined by the roles that are fulfilled by the people within them;
and museums as arenas for action, defined by non-traditional museums criteria,
such as social inclusion, place and urban development. These three versions of
how museums are to be understood establish different links between museums
and their economic, political and social contexts; they equally imply different
understandings of how museums are expected to operate. The work of Bourdieu
is employed here as a critical lens to develop insights into museum practice lead-
ing to an identification of distinct medels of musewm practice that emphasise
the relationships — and distances — between ideologies of musenms, the claims
that are made about them by a variety of actors, and the work that is actually
undertaken within themn. Bourdieu's argument that museums are not just sites of
practice but are also mechanisms for the exercise of ‘symbolic viclence’, where
the choices and decisions that are made by those who run museums have major
effects on the legitimation of museums as institutions and the collections that
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they contain, is made use of to undetline the complex social roles that museums
play within societies.

The relationships between museumns and the societies and communities within
which they are located have important implications for the expectations that will
be placed on museums and their staff and Chapter 5 examines the difference
between intrinsic, expected and imposed functions in terms of how the social
role of museums is located within them. This is then connected to the interac-
tion of local communities, groups and stakeholders in musewm functioning. The
expected and actual contributions of museums to conumnunity identity forniation
and community engagement are examined, and the consequences of changing
perceptions of the soclal dimension of museum activity for musenm practice are
identified. This discussion employs a critical view, drawing on Bourdien to ex-
plore the social role of musenms and culture in that context. This examination
leads into a further discussion of the governance of museums and their perceived
and actual instrumental roles in governing and controlling ‘culture’,

Developing from the museum—community relationships discussed in the
previous chapter the anticipated economic roles of museums form the basis of
Chapter 6, with an emphasis on the asserted role of museums as the creators of
economic value as opposed to other forms of value (such as social and cultural
value). Treating museums as simply economic actors has considerable implica-
tions for the range of functions that museums undertake and leads to the devel-
opment of various claims and counter-claims about the ultimate purpose (and
purposes) of museums. The role of different funding bodies — such as national
and local governments, quangos and independent and charitable Trusts — and
their role in pushing the agenda of economic impact are outlined, and the issues
surrounding the provision of evidence of museum impact are identified and ex-
plored. The misuse {or non-use) of the evidence that museums provide, or which
has been identified as inhering in museums, highlights issues concerning the
nature of the accountability that museums owe to different groups of social and
political actors, The drive to link museums with economic impact highlights and
reflects the increasing relationship between the cultural sector and the conserva-
tive political agenda to which it is often attached (see, for example, Janes, 2007).
The economic arguments and evidence about the valorising role of museums
are examined, and their consequences for museum practices and functions are
identified.

Chapter 7 is concerned with the political dynamics of museum practices, The
roles of power, ideology and legitimacy in determining how museums are under-
stood and the roles that they are expected to play within societies are examined,
and the consequences of political choices for museum practice are identified.
The relationships between political, economic and societal demands and how
these affect musewms are considered and the implications of these relationships
are explained. The ways in which policy narratives are developed to jusiify the
choices that are made by societal actors on the basis of the underlying distribution
of power, ideological and legitimation resources is also examined and explained.
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While the inherently political nature of museums has previously been made clear
(Gray, 2015a) this was at a level of generality that sometimes missed out on the
particular ways in which politics affects individual museum practices and pro-
cesses and the current discussion considers this in detail,

After having considered the sheer variety of visions, arguments and ideas that
exist about what museums can do, should do, and what directions they could
take, within socisties, and how an understanding of the political, societal, and
economic assumptions and implications of these changes affects their meaning
and appropriateness for museums and their activities, the focus of Chapter 8 is not
so much to simply provide a summary of what has already been said as to raise
questions about why thinking about the political and economic implications of
museums within their societal framework is essential for understanding how mu-
seums actually function within their specific environments. This, in turn, has
a wider applicability for exploring museums as social, political and economic
organisations and opens doors for future research and analysis as well as for un-
derstanding the museum enterprise as a whole.

What is evident from this surnmary of the themes, issues and approaches that
we do cover in this book is that we have not considered a number of other themes,
issues and approaches that we might have. Thus, questions concerning the re-
lationship of museums to colonialism and post-colonialism and moves towards
the decolonisation of the museum are not directly touched upon. Equally the
indigenisation of musewm practices (Kreps, 2003; 2008) and the representation
of indigenous peoples within museums (McCarthy, 2007; 2011} are mentioned
enly in passing. (In each casc more detailed discussion can be found in Gray,
20152 These omissions are not because we de not see the relevance, signifi-
cance and importance of these issues but, rather, that we effectively deal with
them by reference to other ways of thinking about museums. Both of these issues
have direct social, economic and pelitical dimensions to them, and rather than
treating them in the rather patronising manner of seeing them as special cases of
these, we have chosen to concentrate on the underlying arguments, claims, logics
and rationalities that these dimensions rest upon. Applying the arguments that
we develop will thus provide the opportunity to develop new approaches to the
understanding of these issues in the musewms context.

Note

1 'Which derives from the context within which Huxley reportedly said it; see Galton
(1908, 258).

References

Alexander, E. & M. Alexander (2008), Museutns in Motion: An Introduction to the History and
Functions of Museurms (2nd Ed., Lanham, AltaMira Press).
Andrews, T. (2012), “What is Sccial Constructionism?’, Grounded Theory Review, 1, 11.



Introduction 13

Barrett, ]. (2011), Museurns and the Public Sphere (Chichester, Wiley/Blackwell),

Beanett, T, (1995), The Birth of the Museun:: History, Theory, Politics (London, Routledge).

Berger, P. & T. Luckmann (1991). The Social Construction of Reality (Harmondsworth,
Penguiny.

Bourdieu, P. (2010), Distinction: A Social Critique of the Judgement of Taste (Abingdon,
Routledge Classics).

Diebolt, C. & M. Haupert (Eds) (2016), Handbeok of Cliometrics {Springer, Heidelberg).

Duncan, C. (1995), Civilizing Rituals: Inside Public Ari Musewms {London, Reutledge).

Falk, J. & L. Dierking (2013), The Museum Experience Revisited (Walnut Creek, Left Coast
Press).

Fraser, ]. (2019), ‘A Discomforting Definition of Museum', Curator, 62, 5014,

Frey, B. & 5. Meier (200%), "The Economics of Museums’, in V. Ginsburgh & D. Throsby
{Eds}, Handbook of the Econemics of Art and Culture (Amsterdam, North-Halland),
pp. 1017-47.

Galton, F. (1908), Memories of My Life (London, Methuen).

Gray, C. {2015a), The Politics of Museums (Basingstoke, Palgrave Macmillan),

Gray, C. & V. McCall (2018), ‘Analysing the Adjectival Museum: Exploring the Bureau-
cratic Nature of Museums and the Implications for Researchers and the Research
Process’, Museum and Society, 16(2), 124-37 (DOT: 10.29311/mas v16i2,2809),

Heylighen, F. {1993), Epistemology: Introduction (Principia Cybernetica).

ICOM. (2019), Museum Definition, https://icom.museum/en/activities/standards-guidelines/
museum-definition/ {accessed 30 September 2019).

Janes, R. (2007), ‘Museums, Corporatism and the Civil Society’, Curator, 50, 219-37
(DO 10.1111/).2151-6952.2007.th00267.x).

Kreps, C. (2003), ‘Curatorship as Social Practice’, Curator, 46, 311-23.

Kreps, C. {2008}, ‘Appropriate Museology in Theory and Pracrice’, Museum Management
and Curatorship, 23, 23—41 (DQL 10.1080/0964777070186345).

Lu, T. (2014), Musensms in China: Power, Politics and Identities (Abingdon, Routledge).

McCarthy, C. (2007), Exhibiting Maeri: A History of Colonial Cultures of Display (Oxford,
Berg).

McCarthy, C. (2011), Museusns and Maeri; Heritage Professionals Indigenous Collections
Current Practice (Walnut Creek, Left Coast Press).

Sheehan, J. (2000}, Museums in the German Art Wosld: From the End of the Old Regime to the
Rise of Modernism (New York, Oxford University Press).

Varuiti, M. (2014), Museums in China: The Politics of Representaiton after Mae (Woodbridge,
Boydell).



2

WHAT DO MUSEUMS DO? WHAT ARE
MUSEUMS FOR?

Introduction

Tt 1s something of a truism that museums are multifunctional organisations.
Greenwood (1996 [1888], 4) saw these functions as covering ‘rational amusement
of an elevating character’, education, the storage of ‘local objects of interest’
and ‘specimens of manufactures resembling those produced in the immediate
locality’, with the museum being one of 2 ‘series’ of local institutions focusing, in
the main, on education. More recently ICOM, the leading pressure group rep-
resenting the interests of museums, museum services and museum professionals
around the world, has claimed that a museum ‘acquires, conserves, researches,
communicates and exhibits the tangible and intangible heritage of humanity and
1ts envirenment for the purposes of education, study and enjoyment’ (ICOM,
2013) The continuity between these views, separated by 125 vears, could be
taken to imply one of two things: either that museums are beacons of functional
stability within a changing world, as there is an underlying core of activities that
are accepted as being what muscums do regardless of time, place, or context; o,
that these claims about museums are largely superficial generalisations that hide
a much more varied, and contentious, world of practice and activity. The second
view allows musenms to avoid having to explain to the world how they deal
with the continuous processes of change that they are confronted with on a daily
basis as it assumes that change does not particularly matter in a museums context.
The former statement goes further than this by assuming that the continuities in
museum practice outweigh the significance of broader changes within societies
that might be expected to affect what these organisations could be asked to do in
the light of new social, economic and political circumstances.

This chapter outlines some of the debate about the definitions and undee-
standings of ‘the museum’ that has previously been described as a “crisis’ of rale
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and funcrion (Harrison, 1994). The questioning of museums, their purpose, role
and functions has been of key concern since the development of the new argu-
ments and ideas from the 19205 onwards about the relationship of museums to the
socteties of which they are a part that have since been labelled as forming the
‘new museology’ (McCall & Gray, 2014). The arguments of Bourdien {1999)
suggesting that museums are a space for symbolic violence in the continual le-
gitimisation of the cultural classes have also had an effect on how museums are
understood and, if classed as an institution of symbolic violence, then the mu-
seum must have a role in reproducing the conditions of its own existence whilst
also reproducing itself as a distinct field of social action, separate from all oth-
ers {Jenkins, 1992). This chapter begins to outline and categorise some of the
domains of struggle over this space of social action — where power is both subtly
and not so subtly exerted and exercised (Bourdien, 1999, 126). The debate that
has developed has been one that has overtones of defensiveness on the behalf
of museums when the purposes and activities of museums have been consist-
ently linked to wider existential, social, economic and cultural changes, with
a perceived instrumentalisation of museums often being seen as damaging to
what are held to be the ‘real” and intrinsic roles of museums, This argument can
also be seen as being simply the latest example of a continuing tussle between
alternative visions of how museums are to be understood within societies. This
chapter examines these alternatives to show how museums have been understood
by practitioners, politicians, the general public — whether visitors or not — and
academics as being much more than simple repositories of different sorts of
collection and, instead, actively respond to a host of social, economic and polit-
ical pressures, contexts and demands to create the complicated sets of roles and
functions that the modern museum undertakes. This examination involves the
investigation of central questions concerned with the entire museum enterprise:

*  Which functions do they undertake?

*  Why these functions rather than any others?

*  Who controls these functions?

*  What effects does the undertaking of these functions give rise to?
*  Where are these functions to be andertaken?

*  How are these functions to be carried out?

As will become apparent the answers to these questions are affected by time:
different functions assume greater or lesser significance depending upon the par-
ticular context that is being examined — the expectations of a sixteenth-century
wunderkarmer or cabinet of curiosities are not the same as those that are associ-
ated with museums today — and the ways in which museums have changed in
response to their environments, and have changed their environments in turn —
are an important part of what follows. This is explored along with examples of
museum practice that give insight into these questions and the differing political,
economic and social circumstances that affect musenm functions.
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It is possible to identify an extremely large number of functions that muse-
ums tindertake, have undertaken, and are expected to undertake, Rather than
traw] through these as a set of individual activities the starting point lies, instead,
with organising them into coherent categories of analysis. By doing this it is
possible to establish a robust mechanism that will allow for the development of
explanations to account for changes in both the expectations of what museums
are doing and why these expectations have changed in the ways that they have.
It is then possible to identify different sets of categorisation for museum func-
tions that point attention in different directions ranging from the descriptive
to the theoretical as the means by which to make sense of what museums are
doing. All of these approaches have particular strengths and weaknesses as ways
of organising the material that is being dealt with. Simply to illustrate what this
can lead to, a comparison of three approaches is given here: one towards the
descriptive end of the spectrum; one dealing with the source of the functions
concerned, which derives directly from description and theory; and one based
on policy purposes, intentions and effects, and which is more explicitly theoret-
ically informed.

Which functions? Universal description

The descriptive approach is based upon a broad view of museums as multifunc-
tional organisations, with these functions being associated with particular di-
mensions of the overall work that museums undertake (Gray, 2015a, 3-8 It
assumes that these functions will be found in all museums, of whichever sort, at
any time and in any place and is thus based on a universalist view of museums. In
this case museum functions can be divided into four categories:

1. Core — those functions that must be undertaken if an institution is to fit into
the ICOM (2013) definition of what a museum is.

2. Intrinsic — those functions that are inherent in museums as an organisational
form.,

3. Use — those functions which are associated with both the physical and met-
aphysical forms of the museum idea.

4. Community/social — those funciions that directly relate museums to par-
ticular sets of social and community interests.

By themselves these are simply labels which require filling-in hefore sense can
really be made of them. However, the categories are useful in that they give an
indication of the museum’s putpese not just its activities, with this being, as Weil
{1990) noted, central to how museums should be identified. Table 2.1 summa-
rises examples of exactly which sets of activities have been included within each
of these categories, even if, as the discussion will demonstrate, their location is
open to a great deal of disagreement and debate.
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TABLE 2.1 Potential musenm functions

CORE Acquisition, Conservation, Research, Communication,
Exhibition (ICOM, 2013)
Interpretation, Collecting, Managing and Caring for the
Collection {Ambrose & Paine, 2012)
Amusement, Culture, Scientific Study and Research, Technical
Instruction (Marray, 1996 [1904])
Education, Labelling, Classification {Greenwood, 1994 [1888])

INTRINSIC Mediation, Management (Desvallées & Mairesse, 2010}

Buildings Management (Ambrose & Paine, 2012)

Instruction and Self-Enlightenment of an Audience (National
Museumns of Canada, 1981)

Trading, Managing Visitors (Greenwood, 1996 [1838])

Bestowing Value and Meaning, Controlling Information,
Processing Knowledge (Stam, 1993)

Accountability (Gray, 2011)

USE Education, Study, Enjoyment (1COM, 2013)

Health Improvement (Chatterjee & Noble, 2013)

Being a Time Machine (Lumley, 1988)

Ritual Activities (Duncan, 1995)

Socizl Control (Benmett, 1995)

Being an Institution of the Public Sphere (Barrett, 2011)

Creating Fconomic Value (Plaza, 2008)

Seocial Amelioration, Lounging, Cultivating Powers of
Observation, Conguering the Craving for Strong Intoxicants
{Murray, 1996 [1904])

Being a Catalyst for Social Change (Dodd ef al., 2002}

Contributing to Human Dignity (ICOM, 2019)

SOCIAL/ The Representation of Local/National Tdentity (Kneil, 2011)
COMMUNITY Being a Guardian of Place (McCall, 2009)

Being a Contributor to Secial Identity (Pewdney ef ai., 2013)

Being a Contributor to Secial Inclusion (West & Smith, 2005}

Audience Development (Black, 2005)

Cultivation of Local Patriotism, Elevation of the Masses,
Conveying High Moral, Intellectual and Physical Lessons
(Greenwood, 1996 [1888])

In the case of the core functions of museums slightly different versions of the
ICOM definition exist which both serve to demonstrate that the idea of a ‘core’
to museum activities is by no means an uncontested one, and also to show how
a descriptive definition of what the museum core is can start to bleed into the
other categories. Thus Desvallées and Mairesse {2010, 20) add mediation and
management (as intrinsic functions) and architecture (as a use function} to the
ICOM listing of core functions, and make no mention of the provision of ‘en-
Joyment” at all. The [COM-inspired standard training manual for museum staff
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around the world (Ambrose & Paine, 2012, v—xi) is organised around the cen-
tral functions of interpretation, collecting, managing and caring for collections,
museum buildings (which can take the form of both intrinsic and use functions),
and museum management (an intrinsic function), for the purposes of providing
for the museum visitor. While these act as extensions to the basic [COM list-
ing, the extent to which they are accepted as being centrally concerned with
what it takes an organisation to be if it is to be considered a museum is open to
some debate. Certainly the inclusion of architecture and buildings is generally
of much less, if, in some cases, of any, importance for dealing with intangible
heritage {Alivizatou, 2012; Smith & Akagawa, 2008) however significant they
may be for more traditional, and distinetly cangible, forms of museum collections
{(MacLeod, 2013).

This questioning of the centrality of particular functions is tnereased when
the other types of function are taken into account. In terms of use functions, for
example, apart from fairly obvious examples where the museum space s sim-
ply one that can be utilised for particular purposes — such as being used for
the staging of musical events (with some museums and galleries having this as
a long-standing activity, such as with the New Walk Museum and Gallery in
Leicester, England, for example, which has acted as a location for concerts since
the nineteenth century) — this function can also include a range of symbolic roles
that museums and galleries can play for particular, and specific, groups and na-
tions as well as for individual visitors. Thus, the role of museums in establishing
particular representations of national and local identity (Knell ef al., 2011; Gon-
zalez, 2015; Knell, 2016) has been long recognised as an important function that
museums can fulfil. Whether it is important enough to be censidered a ‘core’
activity of all museums becomes, however, a matter of interpretation rather than
anything else: it is more the case that museuns may be seen to be providing this
function, but there is nothing to say that they must be providing it. It has, how-
ever, been a key part of wider national policies and strategies within Scotland and
Wales (see for example MGS, 2(12) since these nations received new devolved
powers in the late 1990s, but how it is actually delivered or evaluated remains
rather complex, if not obscure. In this case it is perfectly possible for some visi-
tors to see this symbolic function as being at the heart of the museum enterprise,
and thus a core function, whilst for other visitors it is an utter irrelevance, if not
completely alienating.

A similar problem arises with the idea of infrinsic functions. These activities
can range from legal requirements concerned with the state of the museum’s
accounts, to questions of accountability (to whom and for what, with both be-
ing a part of this), to matters of community engagement (whoever these com-
munities may consist of), amongst many others. In effect, these functions are
concerned with the expectations and obligations that go with being 2 museum.
These may be developed from both internal sources — such as the maintenance
of professicnal standards in the undertaking of job roles in the museurn — and
external ones — such as the law of the land (as in the case of dealing with human
remains and tissue samples in many countries), and the general social standards
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that museums are expected to live up to and abide by. In the case of accountabil-
ity, for example, operational managers have both a legal and social duty to ensure
that organisational rules and procedures are followed, and an operational and
political responsibility to their line managers and funders (Gray, 2015a, 114--15)
and this division between forms of accountability causes complications for man-
agers in undertaking their role. In a general sense, intrinsic functions must be
undertaken by museums if they are to be seen as legitimate social organisations
undertaking social roles, but their status is not the same as that accruing to the
museum’s core functions in terms of delivering services, McCall and Gray {2014)
for example highlighted a clear divide in some local authority museums between
peeple labelled as ‘old school” {core function focused) and those labelled as ‘new
school’ {concentrating on outreach and learning focused roles). Other potentially
intrinsic functions form an accretion around the service-providing role of muse-
ums which is just as important but which, simply put, works in a different way.
Where the dividing line between core and intrinsic falls is utterly unclear in this
bug, intuitively at least, it does exist.

While the community and social functions of musenms are given a discrete cate—
gorisation in this descriptive listing exercise it is already clear that they could be
seen as being simply an element in the intrinsic functions of museums, or even a
core function in their own right. Each of ICOM (2013}, Desvallées and Mairesse
{2010} and Ambrose and Paine’s (2012) views of these core functions, either im-
plicitly or explicitly, assumes that there are sets of people with an interest in what
museums are, what they do and how they do it. Indeed the ‘new museology” asa
philosophy of museun operation had a clear and explicit focus on drawing mu-
seums and the communities that they serve closer together — even if this has not
always been as successful as it might have been (McCall & Gray, 2014). McCall
{2013) notes that museumn workers link ideas around citizenship, user involve-
ment, place and belonging to community involvement and the role of the mu-
sewm as a ‘guardian of place’ was seen as being central to local communities and
to the social functions of museums. However, the evidence also noted that the
museum was often seen as a ‘conduit’ or ‘neurral forum’ (therefore the ‘guardian
of place’ role was a descriptive category rather than a central or core function)
and often discussed as something that should be seen within museumns even if it is
‘not necessarily the case in all museum sites” (MecCall, 2013, 81). The perceived
need that this entails to improve the museum/community linkage might imply
that this relationship has not necessarily been seen to be a core function that
museums have — after all, if 1t was accepted as being central to what museums are
doing then there would be no need to give it a new significance and importance.
This is supported by the short-term nature and failure to maintain successful
community projects in the museum context: McCall and Rummery (2015), for
example, note this as a limitation on the ability of museum partnerships to en-
gage diverse community members. Despite a large appetite for the continuation
of community involvernent, resource limitations dictated the end of one engage-
ment project that had been evaluated as successful, indicating that other factors
were seen as being relevant for such forms of engagement and these could be
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turned on and off at will, meaning ¢hat they were seen as being neither ‘core’ nor
intrinsic functions in their own right. On the other hand it might equally be the
case that this is an example of Downs’ (1972} issue attention cycle argumnent —
that not every issue is equally as important at all times and in all places but goes
through a cyclical process of interest and neglect, usually depending on matters
that are entirely external to the museum itself, Whichever is the case thou gh, it
is clear that the community functions that museums undertake have not always
been given the centrality that would be expected if they were actually a core
part of museurn activities making them a distinct category in a descriptive sense.

The complexities that arise from these multiple versions of what museums
are intended to be doing (and achieving), and the fact that these versions
have changed over time, have been recognised by ICOM, which proposed in
September 2019 that a new definition of what a museum is should be intro-
duced. While this proposal was shelved for further discussion and consideration,
it forms an important component of recent developments in thinking about
the roles and functions of museums in societies. In brief, the new definition
(ICOM, 2019) sees museums as participating in processes of democratisation
and inclusion, providing opportunities for dialogue and addressing present-day
‘conflices and challenges’. They do these things through their material /immate-
rial (or tangible/intangible) collections, and should seek to make them accessible
to everyone and promote equal rights to heritage. The idea from the previous
ICOM definition {ICOM, 2013) that museums are ‘not for profit’ remains in
the new version, as do the functions of collection, preservation, research, in-
terpretation, exhibition and the enhanecemnent of understanding, even if ‘enjoy-
ment’ seems to have fallen off the definitional map. In addition, museums are
expected to be “participatory and transparent’ and to develop close links with
all of their commanities, and to contribute to ‘*human dignity ... social justice,
global equality and planetary wellbeing’.

The shifts in emphasis that are marked by the proposed new definition suggest
that the precepts of the ‘new museology’ have firmly taken root at the [COM
level — even if the shelving of its adoption indicates that these have not been
entirely accepted by the international museum community as a whole. It is appro-
priate to note that the new definition assumes that museums can actually do all
of the things that it is suggested they do, although later chapters will demonstrace
that problems of causality and attribution are rife in the museum sector and that
the evidence base to support most of these claims is extremely thin, if not actually
non-existent. It is also fair to poine out that there is a great deal of thetorical noise
associated with che new definition and whether this noise can be translated into
something of practical significance is entirely unclear - and, again, later chapters
will demonstrate that the implementation gap between desires and practices is
an ever-present reality in museums. The fact that the proposed definition is full
of deeply ambiguous terms means that while museums and thetr critics will be
able to make claims and counter—claims about the suceess, or otherwise, of mu-
seums in fulfilling the demands that are being made of them it will be difficult
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to demonstraie the accuracy of any these claims (Gray, 2015b), Thus, while the
new definition is full of worthy ambition on the surface, it is quite likelv that
vnderneath this the water will be full of beth sharks and Snarks (in the original
Lewis Carroll (1971, 213-30), sense of the word, rather than the social media one)
leading to a great deal of frustration and pointless debate rather than anything
more fruitful.

The simply descriptive view of museum functions clearly has some problems
attached to it, not least in terms of determining which sort of function each ac-
tivity falls under. For example, the idea of the museum expressed in functional
terms has been a way of avoiding questions regarding political and moral 1ssues
{Weil, 1990), something that debates about the restitution, repatriation and sim-
ple return of items that museums have in their collections have recently brought
to the fore (Greenfield, 2007), More positively, however, it does provide a basic
check-Tist of the range of activities that museums can and do undertake, allowing
for distinctions to be drawn as to whether a particular activity is being carried
out as a core, intrinsic, use or comuuunity function in any specific case. This, in
turn, allows for a clarification of the purposes which particular functions fulfil
and serves to indicate that multifunctionalism takes place not only at che simple
level of there being a lot of functions that museums undertake, but also at the
level that these functions are being carried out for a variety of purposes, with
each of them potentially serving multiple ends. Thus, the development of out-
posts of galleries, as with the expansion of the Guggenheim, the Louvre and the
Tate, could be seen to be concerned with everything from allowing more items
in the collections of these organisations to be put on display; to contributing to
local economic development through job creation and increased tourism num-
bers; to acting as a mechanism for the exercise of cultural diplomacy; to forming
1 demonstration of the cultural power and importance of the host gallery; to
providing an educational resource to influence artistic ideas and practices, At
the very least this demonstrates that musenms are not concerned with any sin-
gle, particular, function at any given time but, instead, that there are a plurality
of uses to which museums can be put, allowing 2 great deal of flexibility for
museum. staff to make use of in organising what they are doing, why they are
doing it, and what they are doing it for. It is not necessarily the case that all of
the functions that are available are heing undertaken at any particular time but
their availability provides multiple opportunities for museum staff to arrange and
rearrange what it is that they are providing. It also allows them the opportunity
to direct whatever functions they are providing towards mubtiple groups of re-
cipients, thus extending their ambit away from the “traditional’ core of museum
visitors {as seen in Cuno, 2004; 2011) to many more potential audience members.

Which functions? Sources

What is not of particular concern in the descriptive approach is where the
functions concerned are derived from. In this sense the sources underpinning
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