THE UNIVERSITY OF

SYDNEY

COPYRIGHT AND USE OF THIS THESIS

This thesis must be used in accordance with the
provisions of the Copyright Act 1968.

Reproduction of material protected by copyright
may be an infringement of copyright and
copyright owners may be entitled to take

legal action against persons who infringe their
copyright.

Section 51 (2) of the Copyright Act permits

an authorized officer of a university library or
archives to provide a copy (by communication
or otherwise) of an unpublished thesis kept in
the library or archives, to a person who satisfies
the authorized officer that he or she requires
the reproduction for the purposes of research
or study.

The Copyright Act grants the creator of a work
a number of moral rights, specifically the right of
attribution, the right against false attribution and
the right of integrity.

You may infringe the author’s moral rights if you:

- fail to acknowledge the author of this thesis if
you quote sections from the work

- attribute this thesis to another author

- subject this thesis to derogatory treatment
which may prejudice the author’s reputation

For further information contact the
University’'s Copyright Service.

sydney.edu.au/copyright



Knowledge Utopias

An epistemological perspective on the convergence

of museums, libraries and archives

By

Helena Robinson

A thesis submitted in fulfilment of

the requirements for the degree of Doctor of Philosophy

Faculty of Arts and Social Sciences

University of Sydney, 2015



Originality Statement

| hereby declare that this submission is my own wotktarthe best of my
knowledge it contains no materials previously published d@temrby another person,
or substantial proportions of material which have beeeted for the award of any
other degree or diploma at The University of Sydney oradihgr educational
institution, except where due acknowledgement is made ithésts. | also declare
that the intellectual content of this thesis is thedpict of my own work, and all
references to the research of other authors is dklyoaviedged.

Signed

Date



Dedication

| dedicate this thesis to my husband, Stuart, and our ahjlékdam, Joel and Jacob.
The process of conducting and writing up this researcmfaected their lives as
much as it has mine. With the submission of this tHdsisk forward to spending a

little more time with each of you!



Acknowledgements

This thesis would not have been possible without the dued support of a number
people, and | am grateful for the opportunity to be abladaok them here.

First of all, my sincerest gratitude goes to my PhD super, Associate Professor
Jennifer Barrett. Jennifer provided expert guidance in thisgir@gad | am privileged
to have benefitted from her unique blend of professional epmEr in the museum
and government sectors and her deep theoretical knowledgsubgestions and
very constructive criticism through every step of mesesh and the writing up of
the thesis have been invaluable. It is difficult to iptd words my appreciation for
Jennifer’s unwavering support, encouragement and practicaleatiwoughout this
project, especially during the writing and revision of tharpal submissions that |
completed during my candidature. Jennifer has becometadmmentor and | feel so
fortunate to be able to count her among my friends.

| would like to acknowledge the assistance of AssociedéeBsor Julia Horne, who
generously stepped in as Associate Supervisor and provided ealeatdback on my
research direction and insightful comments on thd @ireft of the thesis. | am also
grateful to the University of Sydney and the Australiamegoment for the financial
assistance provided to me through the APA Scholarship.

Finally, | sincerely thank the 42 respondents who agre&kepart in my research
interviews. Their frank and thought-provoking accounts afkimg in converged
institutions provided me with fascinating insights into tkeegiences of collection
professionals across domain boundaries. | hope thaihaimds prove useful to them
and to their institutions.



Preface

In 2008 | was employed as a lecturer with the Museum Stpdiggam at the
University of Sydney, teaching a unit of study that focussedifferent disciplinary
and theoretical approaches to the interpretation of musdajects. At the same time,
working as a social history curator and sharing an offitlke an archivist, |
experienced first hand the problem of ‘demarcating’ theldasrbetween different
types of collections for the purposes of cataloguingudeentation and eventual use
in exhibitions and educational programs. Undoubtedly thesemstances
heightened my interest in the growing prevalence afveogence’ — a broad term
denoting various kinds of mergers of museum informatiogamsational structures

and services with those of libraries, archives and gedler

| had observed the formation of the Collections CdwfcAustralia (CCA) in 2004 —
a body created to facilitate interaction and collatiomnebetween the different
collecting domains - in tandem with the activities ofifar organisations
internationally such as the United Kingdom’s MLand the IML$ in the United
States. | noted increasing international momentumindwiital convergence of
collection databases. Meanwhile, in Australia, conuezgebecame synonymous with
an emerging movement to physically integrate differgoes of collecting

institutions, especially at the local government levehunber of prominent
examples of ‘convergence’ in the region, among thebuAfs LibraryMuseum and
New Zealand’s Puke Ariki, were applauded as innovativareeptualisations of the

cultural collection institution model.

Through my curatorial experience and work at the Univerkitgad become familiar
with methodologies for interpreting the meaning of musauefacts, such as those
anthologised by Schlereth (1999) and Pearce (1994b). The stsriiedween the
epistemological grounding and disciplinary slant integgradach of these models
made the subijectivity of museum interpretation explidiat is, the perceived

1 . . . .
Museums, Libraries and Archives Council.

2 Institute of Museum and Library Services.



significance of any museum object is intrinsically tiedts existence within a
particular museum paradigm: its position within a paréicabllection and
relationship to other artefacts; the collection prastigoverning its treatment; and the
disciplinary conventions according to which it is resbad, documented and
presented. So, what would happen if we were to reconfigureotleetions context
according to the convergence model, creating new spaiiasymbolic relationships
between objects previously housed in different kinds ofgiemies? Moreover, from
the perspective of my own museum background, | wonderechbawintegrated’
collection and institutional contexts might influence thaditional ways in which
museum artefacts are acquired, documented, researched, thandgwesented.
What consequences did convergence have for processeden$tamding museum
objects?

From these reflections, a research question emerged:
Does the convergence of museums with other types of collectitgfimss -
namely libraries, archives and galleries - have the potential to resthape
interpretive context for museum collections and, therefore, tleateand

ways in which their meanings and significances can be expressed?

The bipartite nature of the question suggested a two-proegedrch approach: the
first based on a theoretical, comparative analysikefiterature to identify
fundamental conceptual issues around convergence; andisaodnvestigation of
actual cases, where the experiences of collectiorgsiminals could be examined to
gain better understanding of how collection practicesaffected by convergence as

an institutional model.

This thesis presents the results of this research gd8gexploring the concept of
convergence from an intellectual perspective (the ‘4ipas well as its implications
in the field (the ‘practice’), the research foregrouisdsies affecting the interpretive
capacity of museum collections, and evaluates their ladwyel potential, in
converged organisation environments. As such, it testthdadirst time, the validity
of some of the conventional wisdoms surrounding thefiisrof convergence, as
well as providing the first in-depth study of staff expecies of collection work and
collaboration within converged institutions to be undertakdwoth the Australian

\'



and international collections sector. By synthesisimegresults of theoretical and case
study analysis, the thesis provides valuable insightshetednceptual and practical
ways in which converged institutions operate, with imntedialevance to policy,

management and professional practice.

Importantly, presenting the fieldwork component of thigaesh gives the voices of
‘converged’ collection workers a platform among schodend professional bodies
concerned with convergence. | hope that further considerat the theoretical
issues, together with the contributions to this resgamaided by collection
professionals from a range of disciplinary backgroundsexpertise, will engender a
more conceptually rigorous discourse around convergencéhateecognises and
integrates scholarship in the ongoing development of egamee, and builds
understanding of the role of museum practice, and theumusentext, in

interpreting the significance of cultural objects.
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Abstract

Since 2005, convergence of museums, libraries and archivesneaged as a
prominent trend in both the international and Austredifection sectors, made
manifest through the development of digital platforhat &llow integrated access to
diverse collection databases and resources, as wallaborations and mergers of
cultural institutions to incorporate various types ofaxtibns and professional
disciplines.

The convergence phenomenon has led to significant investmnetechnology and
infrastructure, and provoked considerable scholarly an@égs@nal discourse across
the library, archives and museum sectors. Yet, thdadlailiterature is largely
characterised by speculations and assumptions about thetagles and possible
limitations of convergence, and its impact on culturglegience and knowledge.
Only a handful of empirical studies exist to inform ttkebate, reflecting a nascent
field of study where the majority of research is cheaased by inventory-style
attempts to quantify and classify types of collaborativeonvergence projects. To-
date, studies have identified the aims of selected deamp convergence, processes
of implementation, project outcomes and perceived bsrefid barriers, often
concluding with practical recommendations for planning and grajanagement for
cross-domain collaboration and convergence restructiMimge have so far
examined the phenomenon within the conceptual and episigicall frameworks of
the very disciplines — museum studies, library and infion science, archival
studies - from which the professional base for converggdutions is drawn.

This thesis responds to and extends current researclabyreng convergence of
museums, libraries and archives within the context oewlogy. The derivation of
meaning and knowledge from collections through the apmicati interpretive
processes has, and continues to be, a central casicewrseological scholarship.
Accordingly, this research explores ways in whichitiiegration of collecting
institutions influences understandings of objects, throughmpact on museum

practices.
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A focus on the interpretation of museum collectionhiwiconverged institutions
demands a dual commitment to both theory and fieldworkieSpondingly, this
thesis combines inter-disciplinary conceptual analysth@tpistemological
implications of convergence with five detailed case studféoricks-and-mortar
converged organisations. The case study institutions -ocagetl in New Zealand
and four in the state of New South Wales, Australibefw several high-profile
integrations of previously autonomous cultural organisatia urban and regional
municipalities have taken place in the last 10 yegosdvide a nexus between the
international movement towards convergence and locargment and cultural

policy contexts.

The research findings suggest that convergence not only g®dutew institutional
framework for museum practices and, therefore, thepregtion of museum
collections, but also that the integration of collegtinstitutions has the ability to

reshape fundamental understandings of identity, placgkadpe and culture.
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1 Introduction

Convergence as a whole model - there are two kinds of aspect®néits

that convergence is seen by the managerial side of things as the best model
because you can pool all of your resources, put them all in one place athake
these ‘savings’ by making all these people operate in one group rather than
three or four groups... But other than the managerial side of things, shitwe’
conceptual side of things. What does convergence actually mean to the product
that you're producing?

Collections and Exhibitions Officet ONEHILL>

In his influential essay of 1999, the eminent Americaneulogist and museum
administrator Stephen Weil wrote that museums had gHiiben ‘being about
something to being for somebody’ (Weil, 1999). Around theesame as
contemporary convergences of museums with other typesletting institutions
began to take place, Weil was identifying a significant esation of museums from
inward-facing collection focussed institutions toward aaamitcomes model of
museum provision; one that prioritised their educationdlsamtial role. Along with
this transition came the imperative for museums to asinate their public value,
which, according to Weil, could be measured according tdundamental criteria:
financial transparency and accountability; and positive atgoan quality of life. As

Weil wrote in his introduction, the museum was becoming:

...a transformed and redirected institution that can, through its publiceserv
orientation, use its very special competencies in dealing with olgects
contribute positively to the quality of individual human lives and to enhance

the well-being of human communiti@é/eil, 1999, 231)

From this perspective, museums were vital to the ceasen of material
representations of culture, as well as facilitating gwmity participation and
affiliation with cultural programs (1999, 237). According to YWeiuseum collections

3 Interview conducted August 2011.



- and the specialist skills and knowledge that enable unugeofessionals to render
collections meaningful - circumscribe a unique area of jgeathat has the capacity to
invigorate and deepen cultural engagement to produce sigmifioaial benefits.
Implicit in this vision was an emphasis on accesotiections and associated
collection information — the foundations upon which musedorcation, the museum
experience, and the cultural knowledge through engagemdmolbyjécts, are
constructed.

As this research will show, convergence has certdiedn driven by the notion of
expanding the community benefit of collections by providingggaphically
convenient, cross-domain, cross-disciplinary acceds/éwse collections, coupled
with the promise of efficiency and return on tax- aaig+payer investment in cultural
facilities. But does convergence deliver on the promigxi@nding and deepening
intellectual access to collections? Does it facilimtenpede the ability to identify the
significance of objects? Is the convergence model conelticiexploring the cultural
value of museum collections and their relevance taoihemunities from which they
originate, and purportedly serve?

The establishment of the Institute for Museums and Lylfs&rvices (IMLS) in the
United States in 1996, the United Kingdom’s Museums, LibramesArchives
Council (MLA) in 2000, and the Collections Council of AusadCCA) in 2004
signalled accelerating momentum towards collaboratmmhcanvergence between
collecting institutions worldwide at the beginning of themnty-first century. In 2007,
RBM: A Journal of Rare Books, Manuscripts, and Cultural Heritgé@A) devoted
an entire issue to increasing collaboration and conveegacross the collecting
domains, while the coordinated publication in 2009 of spesakson digital
convergence ihibrary Quarterly, Archival ScienceandMuseum Management and
Curatorship— all prominent international titles - reinforced tigmgicance of
convergence within professional and academic discoRegad advancements in
digital technologies served as the catalyst for mamatives to provide integrated
access to disparate collection databases and propeltedsiens forward about

bricks-and mortar convergence.



As governments in Europe and beyond have moved towardsrgieagmntralisation
and privatisation of cultural institutions, with the @sated adoption of self-financing
models (Boylan, 2006, 201-204), convergence of ‘similar’ orgaaisstsuch as
libraries, archives and museums, has come to the $aaesalution to the financial
rationalisation of cultural services. Likewise in Awadia, excitement around
convergence has focused on the promise of practicairsanttial benefits; economies
of scale, shared staffing and organisational structurbanuevitalisation and new

audiences.

At the time of writing of this thesis, the issue oheergence assumed national
prominence in Australia. In its 2014 budget, the AustraliateFa Government
announced a forecast saving of $2.4M in its intention teaatate some of the
administrative functions of several Canberra-basé&dma collecting institutions: the
National Portrait Gallery, National Gallery of Auslia, National Library of Australia,
Old Parliament House, National Film and Sound Archive,ddaliMuseum of
Australia and the National Archives of Australia. Tiki@pated cost savings to be
gained through this integration mirror the adoption of engence at state level from
the early 2000s, as a method for both achieving financialexfty and activating the
combined potential of diverse cultural collections.

In the state of NSW, the adoption of convergence int@gonent policy was
formalised with the signing of the Third Cultural Acco2d6) by the NSW Minister
for the Arts, The Local Government Association oM{Sand The Shires Association
of NSW. The Accord strongly promoted the integratiomoseums, libraries,
archives and galleries through funding incentives for progiamd capital works.
Kevin Wilson, writing as the Cultural Services Group LeateAlbury City Council,
stated in the introduction to a 2007 article about Albung'® converged
LibraryMuseum [sic], that: “as we build a whole newegsation of cultural facilities
around Australia, the buzz word — and de facto governmdinyposeems to be

* The wording of the Accord stated: “In recognition of the important cultural collections held by
local governments, [the aim is] to jointly encourage greater integration of the operation of Local
Government cultural facilities including libraries, museums and art galleries” (Debus et al.,
2006).



‘convergence” (Wilson, 2007, 24). The Powerful Places earfce, convened in
2008 by Museums & Galleries NSW (M&G NSWrought together representatives
from converged organisations around Australia, providing steadgrsement for
existing projects and consolidating the official profifeeonvergence as the
organisational model of the future. As further evidencendfiusiasm for the trend, in
2009 Museums Australia (MA) advertised an upcoming cross-sgistarssion around
convergence. The text of the advertisement stated:fighd is abuzz with the term
convergence — traditional boundaries are being questiondguags, archives,
museums and galleries consider closer collaboratiomaatvergence of facilitieS.”

Within this environment of rapid change, convergence emegadalution
promising more effective transmission of cultural meyraond knowledge, enabling
greater access to collections, and in promoting crodswidn of skills between
collection professionals from across domain boundéfiesa selected chronology of
convergence in the Australian and international caltsectors 1996-2014, refer to
Appendix 2). However, despite significant investmentomverged digital and
physical infrastructure, marked by the development of gatébase portals and the
construction of new institutions, discussions about eayence appear to have been
made on the basis of a series of assumptions arouheniedéts of the model.

Only a handful of scholarly studies examine the imp&acbavergence on museum,
library, archive and gallery work, throwing into sharpeafeihe absence of staff
consultation in evaluating the effectiveness of conveeayganisations. Furthermore,
as | elaborate in forthcoming chapters, no existingaieh examines the impact of
convergence on the museum - as an epistemologicgthgtground for production of
cultural narrative and meaning - through its influence oremnnspractices, the
interpretation of museum collections, and the deliémuseum services. There is a

marked lack of research investigating convergence as a thatisupports

° M&G NSW is a not-for-profit organisation supporting museums and galleries in the state of
NSW, and their visitors. It receives funding primarily from the NSW Government, with
additional funding from the Commonwealth Government.

® Museums Australia website, advertising a Critical Engagement Event: Your Place or Mine:
the implications of co-location and convergence of facilities on the collecting sector. Advertised
for 7 August, 2009, Western Australia.



intellectual, as opposed to merely geographic, accessdléatons, and one that
achieves the cultural benefits to local communities talwgovernment rhetoric

alludes.

In response, this thesis confronts the phenomenometcgence, in its current forms,
as an under-theorised bureaucratic model for structurabehaith unknown
consequences for museum provision in the early twerdtydentury. It recognises the
disconnectedness between scholarship, empirical studlyhannstitutional rationales,
structures and professional priorities at work in conwéganisations. It draws
together complementary strands of conceptual analydis@se study research to
expose new ways of understanding museum collectionswvatiniverged facilities. In
doing so, this research contributes to the creati@robust intellectual discourse
around convergence, builds a bridge between the thedrgraatice in this field, and
brings to light fundamental questions regarding engageméminwiseum collections

within the converged institutional context.

1.1 Defining convergence

Reflecting the fluidity of the convergence model arel\thriety of converged
institutions that have come into being, a strong and figndefinition of convergence
is difficult to pinpoint. The blanket usage of the tenarivergence’ conceals the
diversity of institutional mergers and structures it s describe; institutions that
differ considerably in the level of sharing and collabiorabetween the constituent
organisations. There appears to be no consensus surroumelexptt meaning of the
term ‘convergence’, and what exactly it entails fa shaff roles, institutional

missions, and programs of converged organisations.

In the international scene, there has been an attendefine the meaning of
convergence with greater precision. In an articlenf@D01, Archivist Christopher
Marsden of the V&A Museum Archives referred to the cphes ‘integration’,
describing it as “one of the chief concerns of the mon@arthe archive profession”
(Marsden, 2001, 17). Marsden distinguished different forfie®vergence in terms
of ‘institutional integration’, where organisations are ptgiy combined, and
‘macro-integration’, where organisations remain autongsrimut co-operate to jointly



develop products and services. Similarly, writing in 2007 Bttgsh librarian and
scholar Gerald Beasley observed the emergence of twotreads or modes of
convergence between libraries, archives and museumdirSthavolved greater
collaboration between the domains, especially in thigadland online spheres, where
collections become “more open to being shared, transfesiregld and diced.” The
second trend involved the actual organisational amalgamatimstitutions (Beasley,
2007, 21).

In 2008, the authors of a now oft-cited report undertaken@ly@Research titled
Beyond the Silos of the LAMs: Collaboration Among Libraries, ArclaimdsViuseums
(based on research of university collections in the d8&UK), also described
various levels or stages of ‘convergence’ among difterelkecting organisations and
devised a ‘collaboration continuum’ in an effort tagrate these differences (Zorich
et al., 2008, 10-12). Within this framework, the report defiredrergence as an end-
point where collaboration has “matured to the levehfyhstructure and becomes, like
our water transportation networks, a critical systbeat tve rely upon without
considering the collaborative efforts and compromikasrade it possible” (Zorich et
al., 2008, 12). To put it another way, these authors idedtdonvergence as a
situation where organisations become integrated and mutabdlyjt to a point where

they no longer function as entirely autonomous units.

Interestingly, in the context of Zorich, Waibel andvy’s report, convergence is seen
to be most useful in support areas such as venue secaliégtion storage or the
development of a shared Web interface, rather thariviimg the combination of
libraries, archives and museums into a new organisatny. Here, the benefit of
convergence is realised in freeing the participant orgammsafrom the obligation to
individually provide certain non-core services, allowingrito “focus their energies
more productively on tasks only they are qualified to do..eiaforce that which is
most distinctive, valued and unique about each of the it@mgtibraries, archives

and museums” (Zorich et al., 2008, 12). In contrast tcedooal as well as
international examples (e.g. Puke Ariki in New Zealandrdry and Archives Canada,
Albury LibraryMuseum in regional NSW), this view of a@ngence does not
necessarily penetrate to the level of domain-speqic@aches to organisational

structure, management, programs and collections.



More recently, Jennifer Bastian and Ross Harvey puldisesearch on digital
convergence projects undertaken by cultural institutiotisetUSA. They offer the
following definition of the distinguishing characteristiof converged institutions, one

that could be applied equally well to digital or physicaesa

...a converging cultural heritage institution is one that combines library,
archival and museum material, and is working towards a set of standards and
best practices that unites traditional theory and operations from €Belstian

and Harvey, 2012, 2-3)

Within Bastian and Harvey’s description, three key faiktstify convergence: the
co-existence and integration of different kinds of aiens and supporting
documentation; the formulation of common informaticanieworks and practices;
and the leveraging of traditional, domain-based processesds the development of

innovative cultural programs and services.

In Australia, the prevalence of physically convergedectithg institutions has become
most pronounced with organisations under local governasministration, in both
urban and regional areas. And yet, a variety of condeogganisational models
prevail. The Powerful Places conference on convergéede by M&G NSW in
Tamworth, 2008, clearly demonstrated the breadth of the &peakers from around
Australia and New Zealand described a range of appro&zltesivergence within
their own organisations, ranging from simply co-locataglities (e.g. the Tamworth
Regional Gallery and Library), to sharing of basic frofthouse services, through to
full integration and amalgamation of previously dispacatéections and functions
(e.g. Puke Ariki in New Zealand, Wanneroo Library and Calt@entre in Western
Australia, Albury City LibraryMuseum in New South Walel) the same year, the
Collections Council of Australia’s Veronica Bullock akt&rgaret Birtley (2008, 28)
took a national overview approach, confirming the developrmoga range of so-called

‘converged’ organisations across Australia.

While these authors and forums illustrate the heterogeseident across so-called

‘converged’ organisations and the ambiguity surrounding the preuications of
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the term, they also raise other questions. In particqilgestions relating to the
motivations behind the popularity of convergence as a salfr the restructuring of
local government-funded collecting organisations, the mistances of its realisation
at individual facilities, and the experiences of prsi@sal collection staff working
within the model are yet to be examined within a schpladearch framework.

1.2 Physical versus digital convergence

In addition to the variety of iterations of physicaheergence among collecting
institutions, the usage of the term in describing thegnatéon of the digital

information resources of museums, archives and libraaesadded further complexity
to understanding of a term that is already loosely eyeglo

The USA'’s Institute of Museum and Library Services (INILthe federal funding

body for libraries and museums in the USA, has recedrtisat:

[the] increased use of, and reliance on, digital resources has blurred
traditional distinctions between organizatiojsgc], prompting an increased
focus on the shared information needs and challenges facing libraries, a&chive

and museums in the information dge.

In this sensedigital convergence, which hinges on information sharing via the
standardisation of meta-data across digital colleagaoonrds and interoperable
database technology, is quite a separate issuephgsicalconvergence, where the
cohabitation and potential cross-pollination of previousdyirtct collections has the
potential to bring about a profound and permanent alterattitheir very fabric. In
other words, while thdigital convergence debate centres on how we tag the
information that already exists in various collectionsrder to make searching across
databases more efficieqthysicalconvergence has the capacity to influence the
fundamental nature of that collection information, ititegrity of tangible collections,

the configuration of collection spaces, and user engagematht collection objects.

" Institute of Museum and Library Services (IMLS) & Florida State University, 2008,1.



1.3 Factors driving the convergence trend

1.3.1 Historical precedents and ‘artificial distinc tions’ between the

domains

Contemporary notions of convergence of the collectingalos are often predicated
on the common history of libraries, archives and musebnosn this perspective,
contemporary collaboration and convergence of collgatistitutions represents the
reunification of domains that traditionally belong togetiseemingly righting an
accident of history that saw museums, libraries andgadevelop and pursue
individual trajectories. For example, Robert Martin (g 2007, 81), writing in his
capacity as Director of the IMLS (Institute of Museuamsl Library Services, United
States) has pointed to the common ancestry of légaarchives and museums,
referencing the ancient library of Alexandria, destroyedd B.C.E. (also called the
Museon, or Temple to the Muses), as the archetypal/&rged’ collecting

institution®

Other authors (Weil, 1999, Waibel and Erway, 2009, Given acifiavish, 2010,
Madsen, 2010, Bickersteth, 2010) also contend that convergéhisearies, archives
and museums is not really an innovation, but rathetuan to an earlier mode of
collecting developed in sixteenth to nineteenth centuryggurburing this period,
wealthy ‘gentlemen scholars’ assembled collectiort®ooks, documents, specimens
and artefacts according to thematic groupings and withoetelftiating between
object types.

The crystallisation of Enlightenment epistemologies dutire same period
contributed further to the perception that collectingitasbns — libraries and
museums — had a joint purpose in facilitating access twlkdge. The rise of
empiricism, in which the gathering and transfer of kremlgke was understood as a
transparent, impartial process (Stehr and Ufer, 2009) aedevglobal understanding
could be drawn from observable evidence (Hedstrom and Ro@#, 4), was a key
development of the tim&luseologist Eileen Hooper-Greenhill has noted thabtth

8 Much like modern-day universities, the Museon was a repository of books, documents and

objects, as well as a centre of scholarship.



of the Modern period in the nineteenth century was marketegesire to reinvent
knowledge as a purely rational pursuit, correspondingly atiagito “cut away those
aspects of knowledge that were seen as superstitious, tstdyjemotive, and
ultimately, unreasonable” (Hooper-Greenhill, 2000, 105). Teammg of artefacts in
collections came to be seen as concrete, fixed and ugaous, allowing objects to be
“read” like books (Given and McTavish, 2010, 11) and thereloysaalpporting the
common goal of museums, libraries and archives in faiilg public education and
development (Gibson et al., 2007a, 56). Within this paradigrayy, documentary
and artefact collections could be seen as inherently cdstgdEvery kind of object
was seen as a source of objective information and, wiganised together according
to a subject area such as natural or local history, tiolfeccould create a reservoir of

tangible ‘knowledge’ on a particular theme.

Some of the contemporary scholarship focussing on theoide@mvergence persists
with the view that there is a purely typological diffiece between the published
material collected by libraries, the government and utgiibal records collected by
archives, and the individual objects or artefacts catbbly museums. For example,
Tanackovic and Badurina refer to typological differentiais an ‘artificial

distinction’ that creates an impediment for users) afe obliged to search across
institutions in order to gather together diverse materégjsired for their research,
educational needs and other purposes (Tanackovic and Bad@@@$,,299). From

this point of view, it is easy to envisage the benefitsoovergence, in either digital or
physical forms, in streamlining access to collectionuwesgs and making the use of

collections less cumbersome.

However, while library, museum and archival collectioredgally grew apart into
distinct professional domains, it is difficult to gemkse about the periods of time,
circumstances and processes by which this occurred. Goturtdre ‘accident of
history’ argument put forward by some proponents of cayerese’ rather than being
arbitrary, this separation seems to have occurredrange of conceptual and
practical reasons.

° See, for example, Clifford Lynch’s comments recorded on Holly Witchey’s weblog, (Witchey,
2007, 6)
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Offering a chronological perspective on the separatfdhe collection sectors, Robert
Martin cites the development of typographic printing tecbggliin fifteenth century
Europe, which caused a rapid escalation in the sheemeadd available texts, as one
catalyst for the separation of written works from olgeantorganised collections
(Martin, 2007, 81), leading to greater demarcation betwbgaries and museums. He
also points out that the growing formalisation of goweents around the same period
necessitated a more systematised approach to the stdigmesrnment records,
resulting in the development of national archives (idebike Martin, Hedstrom and
King (2004, 123° connect the institutionalisation of libraries, arckiemd museums as
separate collecting entities with the maturation oflera statehood in Europe and the
United States (ibid., 14). These observations attributedparation of library, archival
and museum collections to two simultaneous developnietgirowth in the number
of publications in collections, as well as the incnegsinportance of documentation in

government bureaucracy.

It should be acknowledge that different kinds of repositocontinued to coexist
within certain collecting organisations. For examplesh&tate and National
museums in Australia, and indeed around the world, retaindtvn archival and
library collections. However, it is important to djuish between these examples —
where the archives and library play a supporting role setiimglentity and activities
of the museum as the dominant partner — to recent egarapsupposedly non-
hierarchical ‘convergence’ of previously autonomous cohgcinstitutions.

These explanations of the historical divergence ofrésaarchives and museums as a
response to philosophical, technological and political ld@weents during the early
modern period have become a justification for the reiiation of the domains in the
light of the information storage capacity and developroédigital technologies
(Hedstrom and King, 2004, Martin, 2007). Indeed, in an artidéelfTheories of the
Archive from Across the Disciplingslarlene Manoff (2004) writes that many
contemporary scholars exploring the concept of thehiae’ interpret this term as

10 Article commissioned by the OECD: Organization for Economic Co-operation and

Development, 2004.
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encompassing museums, libraries and archives togethemmithderstanding that the
term ‘document’ refers to any historic object. In ti@gard, the typological differences
between collections seem to become irrelevant, renglboth physical and

intellectual obstacles to the joint management and simovof collections obsolete,
and correcting the accident of history that saw the dusrsgparated in the first place.

1.3.2 Financial imperatives

The quest for greater cost efficiency and long-term ecoaviability of cultural
organisations has emerged as a powerful influence on gane® trends both in
Australia and internationally. Research carried otween 2001 and 2003 found that
governments in Europe and around the world are rapidly mowag &om tax-payer
funding towards greater decentralisation and privatisatfccultural institutions, with
the associated adoption of self-financing models (Boyl@fe) - an observation
echoed by other authors (Genoways, 2006, Hedstrom and King, 2004g. USA, the
availability of funding to heritage organisations is dising restricted, with a variety
of factors including rising energy costs, diminishing Igid@lanthropic support, and
the pervading threat of economic downturn projected ttramdownward funding
pressure on museums well into the twenty-first cenfGhung et al., 2008).

As early as 2001, UK archivist Christopher Marsden ideatifjovernment policies
and funding models, biased towards integration of productseamgtes by collecting
institutions, as the primary cause of the rapid expansf convergence projects
(Marsden, 2001, 21). Significantly, for better or worsealse noted that the coercive
tendency of these directives had encouraged institutio@sbark on collaborative
ventures that might not otherwise have eventuatedsimiéar policy context, US
heritage consultant David Curry has predicted that faiesnvergence will
increasingly provide a solution to the financial susthility of cultural organisations
in the face of economic stress (Curry, 2010a). Miclatlacet, writing on the
amalgamation of the National Library and National Avelsiin Canada in 2004, also
cited shrinking resources, and the resulting need for grezdé and efficiency, as the
rationale behind the merger of the two organisations (0p2687, 61).
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Gibson, Morris and Cleeve, in their own summaryitefature dealing with museum
and library collaboration in England and the USA, idgrthe sharing of physical and
funding resources, as well as the possibility of ratisimg costs, as some of the most
pervasive grounds for convergence being articulated by aywafiauthors (Gibson et
al., 2007a, 58). Furthermore, their research into caliloms between libraries and
museums suggests that some organisations believe finaittfadbm funding agencies
would be easier to obtain if they were seen to be wgrtagether (Gibson et al.,
2007a, 61). In the digital environment, De Laurentis propdeedibraries, archives
and museums should see their collections as finansietsaand exploit them to create
products and obtain revenue, even though this would reqeidt @away from the
mindset that cultural organisations exist outside the enmn@alm, purely for public
benefit (De Laurentis, 2006, 81, 87). Seen together, thess pieint to a changing
perception of cultural collections, away from a governtsfanded resource available
to all, to a commodity in the financial marketplace dblattract commercial income.

In Australia, several authors have indicated thaticéstl access to funding for
cultural facilities has been a key driver in the propasd development of converged
collecting institutions in regional areas (for exam@tment, 2007, 11, Boaden and
Clement, 2009, 9). This has occurred against the backdrop afishyinig federal and
state budget allocations for cultural organisationstuason that can, at least partially,
be attributed to the rise of neoliberal regional develapnpolicies in Australia since
the 1970s, as | discuss further in Chaptéerte Bookends Scenarj@gscomprehensive
report commissioned by the Library Council of NSW andeSt#brary of NSW to
explore the future of the public library system in NS@yrfd that continuing
decreases in library funding, despite increases in puséige, threatens the
sustainability of the state’s library sector (Freemaah \atson, 2009, 12-13, 54).

Fluctuations in government expenditure for collecting ia8tins also indicate a
downward trend, along with a greater expectation that@ilfacilities and programs
be funded out of state and local (rather than najigmmlernment budgets. For
example, figures compiled by the Australian Bureau ais$izs (ABS, 2014a) show
that expenditure by the Australian Government in the 2012-g6di8d was $63.9m
for art museums (compared to $191.8m from state and tgrgitmernments) and a
further $285.9m for other museums and cultural heritageus&s50.6m from state
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and territory governments). This compares to a considehadiiyer spend of $90.1m
allocated to art museums by the Australian Government/éaes earlier in 2007-
2008 (with $187.1m from state and territory governments) and $29%veatsus
$371.8m from state and territory governments) on other musand cultural
heritage. Likewise, during the 2012-13 period, Australian Goventispending on
Archives fell 6% compared to 2011-12 period (ABS, 2014b).

In NSW, the museum and gallery sector continues to lotaibg and federal
governments for funding suppo&dding Value(Huxley, 2014)"* the most recent
research conducted by Museums & Galleries NSW and commesson behalf of
seven prominent regional local governments, attestetedttor’s continued need to
justify the value of cultural facilities in economerins. The report prioritises financial
returns on investment and positive impacts on local@oms as indicators of the

public benefit of cultural facilitie$?

In terms of museum sustainability, the swing towandarfcial benchmarks has also
skewed the traditional functions of museums and may beiloting to the trend for
museums to converge with other collecting institutidmghe USA, prominent
museologist Hugh Genoways has warned that museums, diehhistorically
apportioned relatively equal resources to their four carasa- collections,
documentation, preservation and interpretation - areuraer pressure from funding
bodies (and non-museum administrators) to deliver marleprbgrams and increase
their public interface, sometimes at the expense of caa@tenance and scholarly
research of collections (Genoways, 2006, 225-226). Similddgstrom and King

1 Adding Value!: A report on the economic impact of the cultural infrastructures of the
Evocities of NSW (2014) is the publication of research facilitated by M&G NSW and produced
by Western Research Institute (WRI). The research was conducted for the Evocities, a
partnership between Bathurst Regional Council, Dubbo City Council, Orange City Council,
Albury City Council, Armidale Dumaresq Council, Tamworth regional Council and Wagga
Wagga City Council.

12 The Adding Value! report continues a discourse created around the concept of the ‘arts
industry’, where the social value of cultural amenities is translated overwhelmingly into
economic terms. Anderson (1991) implies that the linkage of arts and cultural funding to
political goals and election cycles predisposes the sector to justifying its social contribution
(‘public good’) in terms of financial benefit to communities.
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acknowledge that financial pressures have forced many &utstitutions, but
especially museums, to become increasingly markettatesh but that this
redirection in focus has elicited criticism that caratare producing “exhibitions that
are popular and trendy rather than critical and thoughteking” (Hedstrom and
King, 2004, 22). In these contexts, the positioning of conveggas@n efficiency
model capable of delivering economies of scale, greatessa¢o funding
opportunities, as well as improved marketability for cat@rganisations, also raises
the question of whether the quality of programs producedddy imstitutions will be
biased in favour of maintaining a profit, rather than gngaaudiences on a deeper

intellectual level.

1.3.3 New technologies: the ‘virtual Wunderkammer’

Rapid innovation in the development of digital techn@s@nd online capacity has
added considerable momentum to discussion about gre#ledyaration among the
domains and cross-institutional access to collectiarindtion (Dempsey, 2000,
Doucet, 2007, Neal, 2007, Zorich et al., 2008, Waibel and E2@98, Duff et al.,
2013), especially in the context of supporting an increasingade for learning
resources and ‘edutainment’ (De Laurentis, 2006, 80-81). Janaksdde/ice
President for Information Services and University Lilaarat Columbia University,
refers to the need to manage the “collective collaettiather than individual library,
archive and museum repositories, in the light of emerdigital technologies and
globalised information accessibility, as well asneating descriptive and organizing
[sic] practices” to advance this cause (Neal, 2007, 266-267).a88ymiManoff (2004,
10) has argued that the typological differences betweeméaierials collected by
libraries, archives and museums are eroded once colis@ppear in a digital
environment. Robert Martin concurs, proposing that theextion of separating
library, archive and museum collections is not repdidah the usage patterns of these
collections online, where “new users do not care whetigeoriginal materials are in a
library or a museum or an archives... They just wantssctee ‘the stuff” (Martin,
2007, 82)"® Martin proposes that the particular collection mansgye techniques and
access rules imposed by the different types of ingiitatimpede physical, cross-

13 : . . e .
Martin does not, however, provide evidence, such as findings of user evaluations, to

support his assumptions.
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sector access to collections, especially where usetseaogning accustomed to
unhindered access to other kinds of information via the letetimder these
circumstances, Martin suggests that users may legitiyrlase patience with
distinctions between professional identities and orgaoisatcultures across libraries,
archives and museums (Matrtin, 2007, 82).

Waibel and Erway are among the growing chorus to argueisbas expect to be able
to access diverse collection information via a singiline search (Waibel and Erway,
2009), creating a strong rationale for digital convergemoeltection information.
These authors point out that online commercial enteépsach as Google, Amazon
and Flickr are now competing with traditional culturatinsgions for user’s attention
online, and that a more cohesive, networked presenceldorilibraries, archives and
museums to maintain their profile in this environment iddband Erway, 2009, 323).
Under these circumstances, Waibel and Erway proposedtaboration and
convergence may provide the only opportunity for culturaltunstins to retain a
viable digital presence: “LAMs [libraries, archives andsewms] now have to find a
way to work together in securing their space in thisssabvirtuaMWunderkammér
(Waibel and Erway, 2009, 325).

Hedstrom and King contend that some online businessesasudoksellers and
retailers Amazon, have an advantage over traditi@apaigitories, in that they are able
to invest more quickly in their databases, resultingsnenario where Amazon’s
catalogues are now more comprehensive and up-to-date tdsandhsome large
libraries (Hedstrom and King, 2004, 23). Furthermore, théyehat private
enterprises such as Amazon are self-financing, rathardapendent on government
funding, has led to predictions that the need for ongoinggsippport of cultural
institutions may fall into question (Hedstrom and King, 2004, R®yeover, they
argue, the pervasiveness of online information, as walbesl networking, threatens
the ongoing viability of bricks-and-mortar collecting itigtions: “once everyone and
everything is on the Internet exchanging intellectual ptgpe a universal cyber-
marketplace, the quaint old LAM [library, archive, musé¢uwntl no longer be needed”
(Hedstrom and King, 2004, 1-2).
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At least one study, published by the IMLS in 2008, indicatasriéw cross-domain
research habits, developed through the medium of thenétiare leading to an
increase in reciprocal visitation between museumsibraties (Griffiths and King,
2008, 10). However, the consensus seems to be that dapessato collections is
eroding the ‘market-share’ of traditional repositorieskifig these views into account,
it is possible to see how the advancement of digtdirnology has not only raised the
bar for provision of online collections access for alds of collecting institutions, but
also the way in which discussions about user participatiohe digital realm have
prompted questions about the long-term sustainability ofatipgrseparate collecting

domains and physical collection spaces.

1.3.4 Collecting organisations as a Third Place

Research by the IMLS (Griffiths and King, 2008) highlightshilgh level of trust

placed on museums and libraries by public users; a quaityehables museums and
libraries to act as sites for safe and meaningfubsadieraction (Weil, 1999, Wright,
2010). Similar ideas have been prominent in broader mudduary and archive
discourses surrounding how collecting institutions cangagad connect with
communities and better respond to the needs of theiticmms (Gomez, 2010).
Furthermore, the notion that cultural heritage institisinare a common purpose as a
‘Third Place’ — a safe, welcoming environment outside a@fkvand home - have

prompted calls for greater collaboration between thiectirig domains.

The term Third Place has been used to describe the 8gwébn of museums,
libraries and other cultural organisations as sitesifoc engagement, where people
can gather and commune around relevant issues. An oolim@& tonducted in 2010
addressing this concept describes the Third Place as “alreutnaunity space,
where people come together voluntarily and informiallyays that level social
iniquities and promote community engagement and social ctong (Hildreth et al.,
2010). In Australia, the NSW Library CounciBookends Scenasaeport observes
that the growing number of people living alone, as welhasased urbanisation, has
elevated the community-building role of libraries ageuse and accessible Third
Place for people to socialise (Freeman and Watson, 20093,126). Similarly, Public
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Libraries NSW has highlighted the beneficial roleibifdries in providing welcoming
and safe public meeting space (Don, 2008, 2, see also Ra08),

In the UK, research conducted in 2007 focussing on collabenatojects between
libraries and museums in the UK and USA revealed “thewagement of
community development through social inclusion was an itapbmotivating force in
a number of collaborative projects.” (Gibson et2007a, 60). The targeting of a
similar range of visitor demographic groups by both libraaies$ museums, including
children and teenagers, people from non-English-speakickgbounds, those taking
part in continuing education, teachers and researchassseen as justification for
cooperation between institutions. In this context, musaarparticular have a two-
fold opportunity to act as facilitators for communitiesatticulate and engage with
significant cultural themes (Sola, 1997, Carr, 2006, Pat@@#6, Chinn and al.,
2010), as well as using museum expertise in converged setimentify and
foreground issues of emerging social importance. Furtbrr,nthe renewed emphasis
in the museums sector on education and public programs Bad980s (Genoways,
2006) has aligned museums more closely with the social peigidibraries.

By considering this overview of factors influencing tleaeergence of museums,
libraries and archives both internationally and in Aalgtr it is evident that motivation
for integration is present on a number of levels. Smrearch points to the common
ancestry of the collecting domains and insists thatlififierent types of repositories are
inherently compatible, with current trends towards convergenerely the fulfilment
of a historical precedent. At the same time, the pudddihancial sustainability is
making it imperative for collecting institutions to calesi closer collaboration and
convergence in response to changes to funding models @aacdhtpblicy. In addition,
many authors justify convergence in reference to thenpat®f new digital
technologies to integrate users’ access to collectiatise, eliminating the need for
‘antiquated’ separation of the collecting domains and undergy the timeliness of
physical institutional convergence. Finally, the joint peton of collecting
institutions as a ‘Third Place’ has refocused attentwayarom typological
differences between collections. Emphasis on tleemsocial role of collecting
institutions, their programs and the social spaces liegtdan offer provides further
impetus to the idea of convergence.
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1.4 Parameters of this research

This overview demonstrates that the term ‘convergere®’be used to describe a
variety of institutional collaborations and integrasoinvolving different
combinations of collecting institutions established ipoese to a range of
motivations. Convergence of the collecting domains eareblised in both digital and
physical environments. However, as | demonstrate throughisuthesis where
literature on the topic is considered, the body of contangs and scholarship that
deals directly with convergence remains largely spegalaind disconnected. In terms
of empirical research, only a handful of studies propideary analysis of actual
cases of convergence. Most of the existing researcisésmn inventory-style
guantifying and documentation of institutional objectiek®nge processes, benefits
and challenges of convergence, rather than criticatipging with theoretical and
disciplinary discourses related to professional collegbiactice. | suggest that the
examination and evaluation of convergence in the contedeas central to
museological, library and information science, andhiaed scholarship, represents
unrealised potential to extend current understandings @fehée and its impact on

engagement with, and understanding of, cultural collestio

Recognising that no single study of legitimate depth andirigan address every
manifestation of convergence or the full range of possédearch questions related to
the trend, this thesis focuses on instances of instiitimonvergence that have come
to fore in Australia and New Zealand. Set against tie&dvap of the international
movement towards convergence, these local cases haslepsy in tandem with new
directions in government cultural policy, within a specifinding environment, and in
response to perceived community (and broader user) denaacctss to cultural

facilities and resources.

While institutional convergence has the potential to invelveural organisations of
all sizes, consultant Sue Boaden and Carina Clemehéedlbury LibraryMuseum
observe that in Australia, convergence has generatlyroed at local government
level and in regional areas (Boaden and Clement, 2008y 4 yegional context,
convergence of libraries, archives, museums and galleridustralia is often

associated with the concept of cultural hubs, or presimehere various facilities are
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clustered together in order to provide a focal destingt@nt for community and
tourist visitors, as well as encouraging the sharing oeagds through the proximity
of venues (Boaden and Clement, 2009, MGNSW, 2010, Khoshahba Z210).
Regional and local government areas have been woestedfby aging infrastructure
and community demands for better cultural facilities,leveimultaneously facing
increasing difficulty in funding cultural initiatives. dar these circumstances,
convergence has come to be seen as solution to r&ingadxpenditure while
answering community expectations for improved culturalifees. In some quarters,
convergence is idealised as a panacea for solving thesdadsues. As Boaden and

Clement claim:

Convergence at its optimum will result in a new model culturalifaeihich
communicates and engages with diverse audiences through innovative and
imaginative service delivery and programming designed by multidisciplinary

teams of qualified and experienced st¢g#009, 4)

However, recent research conducted by Museums & Gallsi$V into the
development of converged organisations in the statesSy¥ hdicates that such ideals
are often not realised. New converged institutionstlteaffected by problems of
adequate professional staffing, lack of clear organisationaitares, audience
development issues, inappropriate infrastructure and onfioding shortfalls
(M&GNSW, 2010). Taking into account the significance otwtal organisations in
regional and rural areas (where populations are geograghiealbte from major state
and national cultural institutions that are most oftemti@lly located in major cities)
what are the ways in which these institutions encouraddagilitate intellectual
engagement and physical interaction across multipleatmn areas? How effectively
do they represent heritage and contribute to cultural life?

In consideration of these questions, physically convenmggdutions in NSW offer a
fertile and compelling opportunity for study. They are ttsailteof rapid appropriation
of a global trend into local government cultural policygorporating an international
movement towards the integration of diverse collectesources within the specific
political, community and heritage context of New Soiles. In the most part, they
are new institutions, created through the amalgamatipnesiously existing and
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autonomous collecting organisations. In many cases atigegxperiments in a new
kind of organisational and management structure, bringmetier collection
professionals with a range of disciplinary backgrounds uittdeexpectation of
collaboration and cross-fertilisation of skills. ere joint venues, built to enable
more efficient expenditure of tax- and rate-payer mdaeyhe provision of cultural
infrastructure. Significantly, they are a new kind epasitory, where works of art,
museum and local history collections, library holdingd archival records are housed
side by side under the premise of improving their value tsugeough joint

collection access and inventive cross-disciplinaryaieseand public programs.

To what extent, however, do these organisations fhkilexpectations that have
driven their formation? In response to this question, tasis investigates five cases
of institutional convergence, including one organisatioNew Zealand and four in
NSW, Australia. With an emphasis on outcomes foreauascollections that have
become part of converged organisations, the researchree@the case studies
through documentary data and in-depth interviews with. 8gftombining the
findings with a comparative, conceptual analysis itit@rrogates some basic
assumptions about the benefits of convergence aslatéidun the international
literature, the research offers new insights intant@act of the converged

institutional model on the interpretive potential of museobjects.

Based on factors driving the convergence trend, the theneaiew of the discourse

around convergence and existing primary studies, | ask:

To what extent does the convergence of museums with other typesatingpl|
institutions affect museum practice? How do changes to practice indltleac
interpretive context for museum collections and, therefore, tleateand ways

in which their meanings and significances can be expressed?

In particular, | examine the following:
* Does the amalgamation of museum collections withetluddibraries, archives and
galleries alter established methodologies for documentiteypreting and

communicating the significance of museum objects?
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» Is convergence leading to productive cross-pollinatioprofessional skills and
knowledge or, conversely, the dilution, fragmentatiotoss of specialist museum
skills and expertise?

» Does convergence provide for higher levels of cultural gewgpent and amenity
than that offered by independent museums, libraries ahivas?

* Do changes to the interpretive context of ‘converged’anascollections affect
the diverse knowledge potential of those collections, agid ¢hpacity to support

the development of community and cultural identities?

In examining convergence around this core research qudasigotiesis provides the
first museological analysis of the convergence mot@.dlso the first research to
focus solely on instances of physical, institutional evgence, rather than digital
convergence of collection databases and resourcemjectbased collaborations
between institutions. It considers a range of converggeacross all collection
domains, focussing on museums that are integrated witniéls, archives, galleries,

arts and tourism centres, or various combinations sktkervices.

The research contributes to the international disccanmsend convergence, but the
project also has special significance in Australisgmgtthe popularity of the
convergence model has grown rapidly in the first decddee twenty-first century

and continues to gain currency with local, state and matgovernments.

The nature of the research question demands both tisebeatd qualitative
approaches to provide thorough, balanced, reliable and eepase findings. In this
way, the thesis provides an inter-disciplinary, systemnampirical contribution to
knowledge in this field.

1.4.1 Structure of the Thesis

This thesis follows a conventional structure, compgila review of the literature and
existing research around convergence, as well as settintgeoresearch methodology,
before describing the research findings in detail. | examh@eignificance of the
findings in the context of the research question, rpai@ting an inter-disciplinary
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selection of scholarship to explore the ramificatiohsonvergence on processes of

meaning-making associated with museum collections.

Chapter 2]nternational and Australian research on convergerEgyins with a
thematic survey of issues surrounding convergence agfpear in both scholarly
and professional literature around the topic. | extraotraon issues and comparisons
between the work of academics and practitioners in diwasintersecting fields,
including museology, social science, epistemology, aatisisience, library and
information science, and state and local governmeadéntify and describe recent
international and Australian research dealing with cogesce, with an emphasis on
the ground covered by these studies and opportunities foerfugbearch.

Rather than including an exhaustive list of the litemBsurrounding convergence, the
role of the chapter is to establish the contouri@fdebate and provide background
for the questions for this research. Where relevaritydureferences to scholarship
and empirical research are included and explored througietitesis, to provide
context for both the theoretical discussion and fieldnanalysis components.

Chapter 3Research Methodologglescribes the theoretical analysis and qualitative
case study methodology that forms the empirical reee@omponent of this PhD. |
outline the phenomenological approach that underpins etlgad of inquiry, as well
as explaining my choice of a multi-case study technigqueyding the sources of data
and methods of collection, analysis and interpretatiahl have employed.

Chapter 4, titledKnowledge utopias: An epistemological perspective on the
convergence of museums, libraries and archipesyides the conceptual anchor for
the thesis, positioning convergence within the contegpadtemological analysis and
guestioning the impact of the model on the production of kedye around
collections. While knowledge creation in museum, libi@rarchive settings has been
explored in a range of scholarship within each of thedwidual disciplines, the
fundamental concept of ‘knowledge’ and how it can be camoated has not been
comprehensively discussed in regard to convergence of tisgations. The chapter
begins by foregrounding the epistemological assumptmdrerént in the labeling of

museums, libraries and archives as ‘knowledge institutionkin the discourse
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around convergence. | examine the concepts of data, iatmmand knowledge in the
convergence context and challenge the legitimacyeo€idnm that convergence will
deliver greater knowledge for collection users.

Chapter 5Case Studies: Cultural policy contexts and institution backgrounedgns
a sequence of three chapters in which | report the findihtiee five case studies of
converged organisations used in this research. The cliapgstigates significant
national and state cultural policy frameworks, as wellevelopments in the role of
municipal councils in provision of cultural services, dmekdrop to the advent of
convergence as a popular model for the upgrading and deveibopfreew cultural
facilities in local government areas. Chapter 5 concligtesutlining the background
of each case study, including information about the hisitbeach institution’s
formation, the type of convergence represented by eaeh aad some quantitative

information such as organisational size, budget, etc.

While the reporting of the findings is conditional onimbaining the anonymity of the
participants in the study (and therefore the institutiornghich they work), | provide
sufficient detail about each organisation to establisbraext for accurate
interpretation of the findings and to enable readers te@madaningful comparisons

across cases.

Moving into a detailed account of the research findingsp@r 6,Case Study
Findings: Museum interpretive practices in the convergence codisdribes the
influence of convergence on areas of museum pragesfgally related to the
development, management and presentation of museleuntewis. Here, | group the
findings around three distinct but inter-connected thec@kections, exhibitions and
interpretation, through which | explore the ability tdf6to perform tasks related to
acquisitions and collection development, documentatidndascription, preservation,
and development of permanent and temporary exhibitionsisicer the findings in
reference to the different interpretive approachesiegistithin the library, archives,
visual arts and museum professions, exploring how tiesleods interact in
converged institutional settings. Throughout the chapggplore the impact of
convergence on specific aspects of museum interpnatactice and discuss the
implications for knowledge creation around the museutecidns.
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Chapter 7Case Study Findings: Organisational structures and management of
convergencegxamines the influence of high-level, institution-widaieges to
administration and structure on the goals and leadeos$laip organisation, as well as
the roles and responsibilities of its staff. These findow#extualise those presented
in the previous chapter, demonstrating the ways in whielbtoad institutional
frameworks of convergence produce particular conditionsnftseum practice. Areas
of management and administration, including strate@inmphg, expectations on staff
performance, the implementation of new cross-depataheammunication
mechanisms, collaboration and reporting structures, ancetlesign of individual job
descriptions, are considered for their impact on thepreéation of museum

collections.

Having reported the findings of my case studies, Chaptee&ping the promise? The
theory and practice of museum interpretation within the convergence roodeludes
the thesis with a discussion of key findings in refeesto the fundamental
philosophical issues introduced in Chapter 4, providing analysisnvergence in the
context of epistemology.

| examine the extent to which the experiences of ciadle professionals working
within converged institutions, as evidenced through my reBeahed light on the
potential for information and knowledge creation in thes@ronments. The
discussion provides new insights into significant wayshich convergence

influences practices of making meaning around museum dotisct

The thesis concludes with the key findings of the reseand their wider implications
for both academic and professional (cultural sectorpdises around convergence. |
reiterate the ways in which this thesis addressesalrgaps in current research of the
convergence trend by offering empirical evidence of theaohof convergence on
museum practices and interpretive outcomes for musedetohs. Through this
research, | hope to strengthen the dialogue about ty® iwavhich physical
convergences can alter archival, library, and especralgeum frameworks, and
correspondingly, the interactions with collectionattresult in the creation of cultural
knowledge.
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2 International and Australian research on

convergence

As museology, archives and library scholars involvedemtiost recent international
study of convergence of cultural institutions point out,libdy of literature around the
topic of convergence to date remains limited in compatisahe growth of the
phenomenon in both digital and physical (institutionahtexts (Duff et al., 2013, 5).
The relatively small number of scholarly publicatioasd scattered emphases of
existing case studies, contributes towards the diffianlgstablishing a consistent

narrative through a review of this literature.

Below | present my review in three sections, reflectime types of scholarship
relevant to the topic. First, | consider intersectibesveen the idea of convergence
and concepts within museological scholarship, identifyingheotions between
convergence and its possible influence on museum pracdieesnd, | present a series
of key themes that emerge from an overview of publioat@n the theme of
convergence that take the form of professional or aw@depinion pieces. These
primarily discuss and speculate about convergence, ibeatgt behind the trend, its
influence on collaborative practices, as well as cangg potential impacts on visitor
engagements with collections. Third, as there i€ lgtimary research of convergence,
| take each of the existing empirical studies in tuomsadering the approach, methods
and findings reported by the researchers, as well abnaitgtions posed by the

research.

2.1 Convergence and Museology

Any consideration of the ways in which the perceivedmmgpand value of collection
objects is constructed — whether those objects are bdo&sments, artworks, images
or artefacts — inevitably leads to questions relatingdalibcipline-based, professional
collection practices that produce information, themaaiecnections and the intellectual
‘order’ of collections. These issues have been addiesgthkin the academic literature
surrounding archives, libraries and museums as individudsf@ practice (see, for
example, the work of Canadian theorist Terry Cooteference to archival
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historiography and Hope Olsen'’s critiques of library clasaiibn and cataloguing
conventions). In the context of convergence, andeiplinary discussion of
disciplinary interpretive practices is especially watea, and | examine and contrast
these approaches in Chapter 4 of this thesis. Howéeeways in which museum
interpretive contexts may be modified or challengeddmwergence deserves some

introduction here.

A core concern of museology as a scholarly discidlegein investigating how
meaning (knowledge) is derived from objects (for exampkeceatributors in Pearce,
1990c, Hooper-Greenhill, 1992, Pearce, 1994b, Lubar and Kingery, 1995,rHoope
Greenhill, 2000). Museology studies the history of museumst@mechanisms of
museum practice and management, as well as consideringophilosl concerns such
as the production of narrative about identity, history @riture in the museum
context. In these ways, the discipline explorestiigeum as an intermediary
between, and interface for, numerous fields of studghagology, social history, the

visual arts, the sciences, etc. — and the visiting public.

For these reasons, changes to the ways in which mmgsteunction, both in terms of
internal professional practices and processes, as svelaionships with other
cultural institutions, are significant in their poteht@mchange this interface, altering
the context for the production of meaning around museumtsiged, therefore, the
availability of those meanings to museum users. The conveegd museums with
libraries, archives and galleries represents such axtoatshift. By restructuring
museum activities, spaces, programs and staff roleseagemnce has the potential to
impact the kinds of information produced around museum ¢wolfecand the
engagements available to users of those collections.

2.1.1 Convergence and the identity of collections

A number of prominent museologists and scholars ing@ldisciplines have discussed
the ways in which institutional context shapes botlotrerall character of collections
and the interpretation of individual objects. Questidsmuathe identity of collections
are relevant to the discourse around convergence, wifienet groups of objects -
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each with their own history and provenance, and acatediaccording to specific
domain-based practices - are brought together into a sngjiitional context.

Susan Pearce (1999b) has explored the interconnectedmdgsaté within museum
collections and the impact of various interpretive trads on understanding the
significance of artefacts in their collection or ingional settings. Using the metaphor
of an iceberg, Pearce argues that the meanings of aafietijects should be seen
holistically, comprising of both the ‘tip of the icebergthe hard measureable,
guantifiable properties of the individual artefact that @vailable to empirical analysis
— and the less measureable, amorphous ‘below the surdgagonships between the
item and its belonging to the whole of the overallestiion, that collection’s history,
its internal logic and even its physical location (®8eal999b, 18-19). Similarly,
museums scholar Eileen Hooper-Greenhill indicates hieatieaning of artefacts in
museum contexts is always an interaction betweem#dteriality of the object and the
interpretive framework applied to the object as a compooiea larger ‘collection’

that has been assembled according to a particular a&ifHooper-Greenhill, 2000,
103-104). For Hooper-Greenhill and Pearce, a museum objeagiblea
characteristics, as well as the internal logichef ¢ollection overall, contribute to the
knowledge potential of the artefact: both its individuad aeferential properties are

mutually contingent.

From this perspective, the internal consistency of muaseatollections — assembled
under particular historical circumstances and visionmugbose — contributes to the
interpretive capacity of collection objects. Convergerepresents the potential to
disrupt this collective integrity, perhaps less so byagsmilation of collections into
larger multi-purpose institutions (and corresponding chaimggn® physical
environment of the collections) than through collectibesoming subject to new

organisational policy, strategic and professional framksvor

In an article exploring the concept of collecting, Covean identifies museum
collections (though he could just as easily be referongtary or archive collections)
not simply as repositories of significant objects, d&ab as cultural artefacts in
themselves. According to Venn, collections bear the irhpffithe governing
epistemologies of the period during which they were askzhand, therefore,
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embody the potential to be understood as documents ofilprg\ailture and
intellectual discourse over a particular historicaiqekrBorrowing the words of
Heidegger, Venn writes that collections bring to liglg ¥ays in which societies have
approached “the ordering of the orderable” (Venn, 2006, 36prdained in their
chosen classification systems and other forms ofisatie grouping, revealing the
prevalence of a particular world view. The conceptual@naical fabric of a
collection are both significant in “providing enough evidetw enable one to
interrogate the collection from the point of view loé tmeta-categories operating to
constitute the modern architecture of knowledge” (Venn, 2806,In this way,
collections become an important source for refleabionvays of knowing, supporting
the development of conscious self-knowledge among camtiesi regarding their own
position and relation to the epistemological lineageasgmted in the form of the

collection.

The work of scholars such as Pearce, Hooper-GreentiNann suggest that the
perceived meaning of collection objects depends not only gohysacal nature and
provenance of the individual items, but is also derivedugh the narrative
relationships developed between objects within a collectie well as the motives
(implicit as well as explicit) of the collecting intsition that has assembled them. In
this way, collections attain a particular history andrabter in a holistic sense,
through their provenance relationships, exhibition histptiesconventions under
which they are described, and so on. In turn, the atifin of these relationships
through collection documentation and presentation cameinéle the kinds of
interactions that users experience with objects, lamdreanings they attribute to

them.

There is no reason why the same ideas - emphasignmpact of the identity of the
collection as a whole on the ways in which individiteais within the collection are
understood — cannot be applied equally well to libraries estives'* Therefore, does

14 See, for example, Hope Olson’s (2001) critique of inherent bias in library classification
schemes, which highlights the influence of overall world views and epistemologies that guide
the development and documentation of library collections, as well as the positioning and
understanding of individual items within those collections.
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convergence between libraries, archives and museumsniemdally affect the ways
in which individual objects within those collections canrierpreted? Through the
merger of organisational structures, policies and objestivbat potential does
convergence have to alter the perceived cultural signdeaf objects and collections
previously held by independent institutions?

2.1.2 Cultural norms for collection engagement

Inasmuch as museums, libraries and archives are rejesmd sites for the
interpretation of cultural objects, it could be argued ttatitional ways of visiting
and interacting with collections also represent a \aidl valuable form of cultural
expression — the intangible cultural heritage of engagiith collections, to put it
another way. As Edwina Taborsky writes in her chajtledtThe discursive object’,
which appeared in Susan Pearce’s influential museum stediderObjects of
Knowledge(1990c), the cohesiveness of societies is predicatedasadsbeliefs,
behaviours, and modes of communication, which enable ¢inabers of a society to
meaningfully engage with one another (Taborsky, 1990, 50,T68)long history of
museums in Western / European culture has seen thiapesant of particular
conventionalities of usage, including ways of interactirth exhibits, behaving in
museum environments and receptiveness to museum communidatibese ways,
the museum context constitutes a particular stagingngravhere norms for social
engagement can be enacted. These conventions, baskdred behaviours and
understandings, contribute to functioning society; the@heisiting a museum
constitutes and represents an enactment of culture anvin right.

In a similar way, museum scholar Susan Crane des@ibesollective understanding
of museums as a shared “museal consciousness”: aaos®ehof approaches through
for understanding the way in which museums order and rejprelsgcts and
information (Crane, 2000, 2). Scott Paris develops hisfownulation of this concept
in his description of the “communities of practice” tdatvelop around museums
(Paris, 2006, 261-264). He likens the learning of the soathirdellectual processes
that accompany museum attendance to a type of appréipicetiere more
experienced museum users demonstrate appropriate and melgrangéipation to

novices:

30



Novice visitors learn how to view objects and read signs, how mtifigle

exhibit boundaries and themes, and how to navigate the physical spaces as part
of social groups... Then, like experts in the community, they sloaiessind
inculcate others into the communitgibid., 261).

In other words, both Crane and Paris highlight that grorant aspect of a user’s
interaction with (in this case) a museum colleci®their subscription to, and
performance of, specific behaviours perceived as approfwiateuseum visitation,
and the corresponding sense of participation in a @llpuactice that this engenders.
Though difficult to measure, these ‘affective’ asp@ttsiuseum experience form an

important experiential context for user engagementsawiliiection objects.

The concept that part of the museum visitor experienttee sense of membership to a
museum-literate group adds a new dimension to the idpeessed by authors cited
earlier, that museums uniquely support communities. Museob@nly function to
deepen individual and collective understandings of cult@éha interpretation of
collections, thereby creating a stronger sense of ideatity. The very process of
becoming acquainted with the methods museums use to quoateithese
interpretations, and becoming well versed in social andcjpative norms within
museum settings, constitutes communities of ‘museuiterigractice’, whose

affiliates internalise their membership to the group asqidheir identity.

In the light of convergence of libraries, archives andenms, we might reasonably
guestion what aspects of the museum experience, affiliahd ritual are altered when
different types of collections, services and orgarosati functions are integrated. If
our approach to conceptualising and using libraries, archingesaseums as separate
entities is culturally embedded, in what ways are tlooswentions challenged in
merging the identities and activities of collecting ingtons? Are community
identities attached to collecting organisations alsoeafzDoes the combination of
collections under a single entity confuse our abilityawigate the collection space,
forcing visitors to oscillate between different modésomprehension and
engagement? To extend Paris’ ideas on museum comesuaitpractice, will a mass
re-initiation be necessary to develop new literacy anwisitprs in the necessary skills
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and normative behaviours for engaging with converged ciolfeenvironments? And,
could convergence reduce rather than enhance accesstiicod, if the physical
proximity of collections and integrated spaces are notlgoive to audiences
effectively interacting with them, or comprehendingitimeaning? Finally, how can
collection professionals working in converged organisateffectively leverage
established approaches to engagement to develop meaningftippéicn with all
kinds of collections?

This litany of questions points to the under-researched @spleconvergence: its
possible effects on the production of knowledge; its impaaiser engagements with
different kinds of collection information and spaceas] é&specifically in the case of
physical / institutional convergence) its potential to inficeeuser affiliation with
collections.

2.2 Literature surrounding convergence: gathering t he

threads of an emerging discourse

Differences in purpose and practice between the coledbmains, and the impact of
these differences on the eventual meanings and relapenst@ated between
collection objects belonging to library, museum or arghcollections, has yet to
emerge as a significant feature of discussions surrouriingoinvergence trend.
While acknowledging the variety of epistemological arethmdological approaches
that characterise particular collecting domains (as$ agethighlighting the potential for
the creation of ‘converged’ professional roles andskithe literature stops short of
exploring precisely how the new institutional structudsgsiamics and professional
practices brought about by convergence might alter estafllspproaches to
collections and produce new perspectives, or new kindsavflkedge, about objects.

In spite of claims highlighting the self-evident compéitypof the collecting domains
based on historical precedents for integration, manylashacknowledge that the
professional distinctions between libraries, archawed museums remain intact.
Discussion about the reasons for professional diftextmn across the collecting
domains persists in publications dealing with convergenceciedigen regard to
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ways in which traditional ‘silos’ can be broken dowretmble effective cooperation

and communication between collection-related disciplines

Dempsey (2000, 12) and others recognise that the contentgardsation of library,
archive and museum holdings is a reflection of diffenestitutional missions,
traditions in collection management and control, and péores of object value.
Robison observes that each domain enacts its own lemadgses, visitor access rules,
loan policies, conservation strategies, deaccessionowe@ures and other collection
management philosophies that can produce vastly diffeceabmes for relatively
similar collection items (Robison, 2007, 43). The emergehgeeater staff
professionalisation in the collections sector has lm#ted as an important factor in the
development of libraries, archives and museums asdisifiecting domains up to
the present day, complicating the argument for conveggerib considerations of
diverse professional practices and cultural outputsstituriions.

Analysis provided by a number of authors — some of whippdwto be proponents of
the convergence trend — indicates that there are inat@rstifications for the
autonomous existence of libraries, archives and museunen &iwcTavish (2010)
state that, as methodologies for documenting and pregdifitrary collections,

archival records and museum collections evolved and becamespecialised from
the beginning of the twentieth century, the practicality conceptual appropriateness
of jointly dealing with collections diminished. In theSl8 and Canada for example,
systematic library education became formalised around fagih programs for
museum professionals to follow during the 1930s (Given antiaMsh, 2010, 16-17).
Similarly, Gerald Beasley has also cited the growtlbedrianship as a profession,
and the accompanying need to develop more efficient sy$terdsaling with

growing collections of books and journals, as the keyrdming factor in the
separation of printed collections from other forms atenial culture (Beasley, 2007,
22).

15 Hjorland notes that a Department of Library Science existed in Chicago as early as 1894
(Hjorland, 2000, 27).
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In the USA during the 1950s and 1960s, standardisation adscay Icollection
documentation and management was advanced with the ajppliohtomputing
technology to library cataloguing, leading to the develepnof the machine-readable
cataloguing (MARC) format, which was adopted nationall§971 (Hedstrom and
King, 2004, 18). This development, alongside similar attenopssaindardise library
classification and cataloguing rules in Britain and petqrecipitated the publication
of the International Standard Bibliographic Descriptit8BD) by the International
Federation of Library Associations (IFLA) during thelgd970s, with refinements
and extensions to the standard continuing until today (reedsand King, 2004,
Byrum, 1997). As Hedstrom and King point out, these classifin procedures
imposed a particular epistemological framework - gmstemic infrastructure” -
across library collections worldwide, based on the idebdscyclopaedism and
scientific rationalism (2004, 18). Moreover, the emphasisqa on achieving
ubiquitous cataloguing protocols across libraries — to acleiengistency in their
philosophical framework, collection description methods, the physical order
imposed on bibliographic collections — contributed to pmsitig librarianship as a
consolidated professional field requiring highly specidligaining.

By contrast, the professionalisation of museum wosltiisseen by many as
unfinished business (Sola, 1997, Genoways, 2006, Archibald, 2006), peetapse
of the inter-disciplinary backgrounds of museum practisrand the dual facets of
museum provision, which involve specialisation in bottkbaiehouse functions such
as collection research, management and exhibition develafp as well as operational
aspects with a direct public interface, including educakipregrams, publications
and, increasingly, online presentéhile it has evolved in tandem with the library
field, museum practice and theory has developed alongeattrey that acknowledges
non-standardised classification, heterogeneous appoaxidject interpretation, a
wide variety of material culture expertise, and an eashon overtly mediated public
access to collections. A considerable body of liteeaexists around the contested
topic of museum methodologies for artefact interpi@iaand many of these papers
were published during the 1980s and 1990s in a number of importad edit
museological publications (e.g. Schlereth, 198&grce, 1994b, Lubar andKingery,
1995). The different methodologies for artefact study alahised in these volumes
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exemplifies the influence of diverse disciplinary apphescand epistemological

perspectives underpinning the functions of institutions withénmuseum spectrum.

The significance of fundamental differences in thesMaywhich libraries and
museums understand the purpose of their collectionghaidorofessional role in
providing physical and intellectual access to those dadlies, has received some
(albeit limited) attention in the discourse around cogeace. Gerald Beasley has
observed that libraries provide systematised accesdlést@ns, whereas museums,
though also having systems, use these as a means to, @moestructing narrative
around collections and providing access to these intetipretan the form of
exhibitions, public programs and other pieces of communitéBeasley, 2007, 245.
Similarly, Deborah Wythe has noted that collectiomsiategral to museums because
they support acts of interpretation and the resultingrnaros, but that collecting alone
does not constitute the mission of museums (Wythe, 2007F88hermore, Gibson,
Morris and Cleeve (2007) remark that museum cataloguingragdtave traditionally
been designed for use by staff and not public users. Condisgdy, 90% of museum
collections reside in secured storage, in contrast tarjitwollections, which are
generally fully accessible to outside users (Gibsaal.eP007b, 56).

In other words, libraries focus on user access to estlfection holdings via
standardised cataloguing protocols that library profesksi@pply consistently to
describe the collections. By contrast, museums envisageobjects as cultural
artefacts that require active, ongoing interpretation (@ilet al., 2007a, 56), and
whose meanings are communicated through narratives fartheof exhibitions,

guided tours, publications and other public programs.

18 Marlene Manoff has highlighted the narrow epistemological framework embedded within the
rigidity of library cataloguing, citing David Greetham’s criticisms of Library of Congress
Classification (LCC), Dewey, and Universal Decimal Classification (UDC) as systems that
perpetuate an empiricist approach to knowledge. According to Manoff, these frameworks
attempt to objectively categorise collections from a position apparently outside of any cultural
or temporal context (Manoff, 2004, 20). The simulated neutrality of these universal schemes is
at odds with the multiplicity of cataloguing regimes and nomenclatures used within the
museum sector, which often reflects the particular character and needs of particular
collections.
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Archives present yet another model of collecting, oftemed first and foremost in
their role of preserving information contained in unigeeords, rather than as overt
interpreters of content. In a paper focussing on theemirof archives, Mike
Featherstone, editor of journBteory, Culture & Societyjescribes the archive
historically as:

...the place for the storage of documents and records. With the emergence of
the modern state, it became the storehouse for the material froim whic
national memories were constructéeeatherstone, 2006, 591).

The idea of the archive was, therefore, conceived arthengdrinciple of preservation
of documentary materials, later evolving an official lawreratic function. Archives
fulfilled these functions by providing ‘raw’ content thatugs be mined and
interpreted by scholars, governments and other extesead @or, among other things,

the production of historical narratives.

In contrast especially to museums, interpretation técion holdings in historical or
thematic contexts by archivists is sometimes discodragd even regarded as
antithetical to good archival practice. The most reeéition ofKeeping Archives
(2008), a comprehensive manual of archival practice publishedustralian
Society of Archivists, contains several referenceseaiecessity for archives to be
kept according to the principle of provenance (i.e. thgirmal order in which they
were received from the creating agency) and the pri@itgrchivists to remain at
arms length from interpretation processes (Bettingt@h 2008, 18, 356, 365, 382).
The archival approach to record keeping is succinctly descmibte ifollowing
paragraph froniKeeping Archives

As outlined above, archives have many potential uses and an archivist
cannot know exactly what these uses may be in the future. Rather than
rearranging records in a way that might be ‘useful’ to a particular
audience, archivists preserve the original order so that records can be

understood in their original context, giving room for users to interpret
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and analyse the records in a multitude of wgdB&ttington et al., 2008,
18)

With their primary objective to protect original order,taval practices avoid placing
layers of interpretation on collections. This may prdelthe use of subject or theme
indexes and other finding aids common to both museunctoltes and libraries (even
though collection guides and series summaries do represers of interpretive
content). The primary concerns of archives lie iningtg the relationship between the
documents and the institutional and personal functiongetivties that gave rise to
them. As such, access to the collection is organisaahdre source or creator of the
record, the record type, and so’dsimilarly, due to the governing principle of
provenance (also calledspect des fonjisarchival records are arranged and described
in series, rather than as individual items. Ideallghgaublic user follows their own
path through the order of the archive, making their owsesefithe collection without
the inference of any pre-imposed understandfiriss such, interpretation of the
meaning of archival materials often remains personal andcallplundisclosed
(unless it forms part of research disseminated via andacp outlet that is not
connected with the archive itself, such as a governmenicptibh or scholarly
research). Hence, while archives exist for public use, l@idd¢ontent is inherently
relevant to the history and ‘memory’ of societies, dbeof articulating and
disseminating those histories and narratives sits outsideemit of the archive itself.

s important to acknowledge here that institutional archives work within a legislative
framework in which certain collections must be preserved for a minimum period, and where
records are seen as a potential source of evidence of the operations of an organisation. In this
context, the administrative role of institutional archives differs from that of collecting archives,
which primarily focus on the accumulation of original documentary material for posterity
(although many archives serve as an amalgamation of both).

18 Another indication that the extrapolation of meaning is not seen as one of the roles of
archivists is presented in the content of the Archives of Australia website (2010) which, for
example, does not cite interpretation of collections among the six core areas of theoretical and
applied knowledge necessary for archival practice.

Bitis important to acknowledge the tension that does exist between some scholars of the
archival context and its practitioners. In his wide-ranging and rigorous essay that covers the
historical development of archives and critiques mechanisms for archival information

management, Terry Cook (2009) argues that archives are not, in fact, the neutral repositories
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David Bearman, as cited in an overview of issues suringr@nvergence in the
Museums Australia NSW Branch newsletter (Sloper, A., 20(d9,), sums up the role

of archives as follows:

Archives store evidence of activities of large organisationsishateded for
accountability; their function is to be able to retrieve documenthespcan be

the basis for factual, often legal, assertions.

This perspective, while recognising the interpretive natusgafival work in
identifying object groupings within the collection (accordiagptovenance),
underscores the bureaucratic nature of archives in rec@misgament. In a neat
analogy, archives have been described as “wholesalershywhovide raw research
materials for others to interpret, while museums casele@ as “retailers” with ready-
made products for their users (Yakel, 2005, 16). To add to gjimdture, archives
rarely describe collections at the level of the individteah, so the notion of
combining collections where archival records are documestgdoaips, while others
items are individually accessioned, presents significhallenges to joint collection
management, use and access. Finally, archives have\regeb of considerations
regarding appraisal, access and disposal, retaining sooresamly for the necessary
legal period and generally filtering access in regard terafisues such as copyright,
confidentiality and freedom of information requiremersise( Bettington et al, 2008,
Chapter 11, 351-378).

In view of these differences, the prospect of convergeithe collecting domains
produces certain tensions around collection managed@tumentation and
interpretation. For example, how do the missiorestaints and collection policies of
converged organisations vary from those formerly betantp their constituent
collecting bodies, and what does this tell us about ded@arges to institutional
motives? When collections are integrated, do staférise and skills within the new
organisation reflect the individual needs of the compocelt¢ctions? And, are

of information that they purport to be, and that archivists actively engage in historiographic

processes — even if at times they may not recognise their own actions as such.
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certain domain-based strategies for collection docteien and public access given
preference over the others?

2.2.1 New skills and professional cross-pollination

Forming a significant thread in the literature surroundingveagence, a number of
commentators suggest that collaboration and convergetioe aollection sector will
lead to the acquisition of cross-domain knowledge betweeary, archive and
museum staff, the cross-fertilisation of ideas, pcastiand experience, and innovation
and development across the sectors (Dempsey, 2000, &, D00, Clement, 2007,
Boaden and Clement, 2009, Stapleton, 2007b, Duff et al., 2013§ Bhen aspiration
for the creation of a new breed of collections profesds - with cross-domain
knowledge and capabilities - to develop out of the convegggrad (Macnaught,
2008, Zorich et al., 2008, 28).

In the context of digital collections convergence, melgs for collection professionals
that traverse domain boundaries have been posited, andn¢itdgs coined. Curry
proposes the formation of a new professional fielceddlkknowledge stewardship” to
coordinate and manage the knowledge commons created @aligigiailable library,
archive and museum information (Curry, 2010b). SimilaHg, ‘tultural heritage
information professional’ or ‘CHIP’ embodies the goétreating a new breed of
converged collection specialists. The ‘CHIP’ is defins@&ross-domain information
expert, who “uses or manages information technology to agésic] and provide
access to information resources for all users of alltheritage organizations [sic],
including libraries, museums and archives.” (Marty, 2008, 1).

However, judging by recent international debates aroungdbsibility of greater
collaboration between specialists from across thleatong domains, the
presupposition of professional cross-pollination occurretgimally as a result of
convergence appears problematic. For example, in a 2010 didoession on the
future of museums and libraries hosted by the IMLS, ongjpant, whose view was
echoed by others on the same weblog, commented “itappiénting that so few
librarians seem to appreciate where curators and artsharis coming from and what

they actually do” (Gomez, 2010). Writing on the feas#pitit convergence, Dupont
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described similar sentiments in citing a museum stutliekest who, in response to a
library, archive and museum conference in 2007, statedaslabit surprised at some
of the attitudes from these [library] professionalsdaodvmuseum collections and
accessibility, mainly that museums don’t do enough oit @ome across as being
‘user friendly’ like libraries and archives do” (Dupont, 2008). Although these
comments are general in nature, they do point to afdaasion between collection

domain professionals.

Dupont has underscored the significance of the essédifterdences between
collection practices across the domains, citing thenaemts of a library student who
observed that the “library world places a high valuactess and standardization
[sic], but these may not be the ideals of archives arseuomas” (Dupont, 2007, 15).
Another student was quoted as observing that there wasolesson ground between
museums and libraries than appears on the surface,seecaiseums prioritise
producing creative content around their collections, wagelibraries and archives
focus on cataloguing collections (Dupont, 2007, 17). In andkeS discussion, one
blogger commented that museums are “expressive, creatgtescholarly forces with
active educational missions”, rather than simply $touses and providers of
information (Gomez, 2010), highlighting the varying extenivhich museums
interpret collections in comparison with librarieslaarchives. Furthermore, a librarian
participating in a parallel discussion acknowledged, esibea view of public
libraries, that:

[the] information consultant, aka librarian, has limitations in becoming an
interpreter of content, ...we are educated in mapping the road and flow of
information, and in synthesizing it, e{&cheinfeldt, 2010).

In other words, collection professionals recognise tfierdnt emphases placed on the
role and provision of collections in different domaontexts. Libraries, for example,
privilege broad access to collections, while museumdbeaseen as more selective

with the objects presented to visitors, deliberately eggtiem in narrative contexts.

As Dupont has noted, the recognition of some overldpnations between librarians,
archivists and museum workers has not necessarily lseempanied by a roadmap

40



indicating how the practical amalgamation of thesesralay be achieved (Dupont,
2007, 18). This lack of resolution appears to be the sourszne apprehension
among professionals across the domains. For exam@&Gfi6 session of the USA’s
National Joint Committee for Archives, Libraries and9dums (CALM), Clifford
Lynch commented that museums feel uneasy about thedadgigraof narrative and
context within converged collections while, converskyaries are uncomfortable
about having to superimpose interpretation on their callest where they have
previously simply given highest priority to public exposure atcess to the collection
(Witchey, 2007). Even Michelle Doucet, a strong advocat®overgence at Canada’s
LAC (Library and Archives Canada) warns that if “you thiridorarians and archivists
and museums professionals in a room and tell them toageg ahd play nicely, they
will not” (Doucet, 2007, 66) — perhaps because the orgamsatstructure and
expectations of staff in the converged institutions ramanclear. More generally,
Brown and Pollack (2000), as cited by Gibson, Morris and ClEg¥@7b) in their
research of museum and library cooperation in the BISIREngland, point out that a
potential problem of any collaboration is domination bylénger partner. This is a
relevant concern considering the different level&iafling and public profiles of

libraries, archives and museums.

In addition to these concerns, the prospect of effeatnass-pollination’ of skills is
compounded by the lack of converged approaches to educatingicoll@ofessionals
of the future. Canadian museum informatics reseammgiconsultant Jennifer Trant
has observed that current curricula for the trainingne$eum professionals, librarians
and archivists continues to promote traditional differermtween the domains rather
than preparing a new generation of collection workaredllaboration and cross-
domain convergence (Trant, 2009, 376-377; see also similavabises by Given &
McTavish, 2010, 9 & 23, and Tanackovic & Badurina, 2009, 318). Itasiagortant
to note that much of the impetus towards augmentatioroéégsional training derives
from digital convergence; there is little evidencentfoim the ways in which museum,
library and archives professionals should be educated ¢tidareffectively within
physically converged collecting organisations.

For organisations that have already embarked on convergiecquestion is whether
differences in institutional goals and traditional apphes to collections have been
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reconciled, whether professional cross-fertilisatioacsially happening, and what
tangible evidence exists for its benefits or potenggative consequences for

collection practice.

In Australia, there have been some indicationsttietdeal of professional cross-
pollination in converged institutions has been difficalathieve. For example, in
2010, Carina Clement of Albury LibraryMuseum conceded tiadit restructures had
occurred a number times in her institution since iteption as a converged
organisation in 2006, stating that “we learn as we go al@@igment, 2010). Earlier
in the project’s history, manager Kevin Wilson had alyeaoted that one of the
greatest and ongoing challenges was the restructuringfbfaes, including the
creation of more “generic” positions such as prograntsoperations team leaders
covering all the facilities (Wilson, 2007, 24). Accordingdiement, staff were slotted
into new roles for which they lacked the necessarsski background (Clement,
2010). Importantly, Clement hints that a neglect of moseallection management
and in-house exhibition development was a consequenbe eféff restructures, and
that certain library-trained staff have since been unkiegayjualifications in museum
studies in an attempt to rectify negative impacts omttiections.

These Australian examples indicate the potentiallytivas environment that
convergence can produce, raising important questions al@mabmisequences for
acquisition, documentation and interpretation of catecholdings. For example, in
converged organisations where librarians, curators ahivests may be working
together in newly devised roles, how are responsilsilioe collection management,
documentation and research allocated? What methodolm@giegpplied to the
interpretation of collections? Is there an imperatosestaff trained in specific domains
to multitask, expanding their roles into the care and ptasen of combined
collections? Are resources and institutional support adaifar staff to undertake
additional training? And finally, what are the actual bigsiein terms of collection
knowledge and interpretation, of applying library or archesdertise to museum

collections, and visa versa?
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2.2.2 Convergence and the visitor experience

While the approaches of libraries, archives and museurdléztion documentation,
description and interpretation represent so-called ‘bé&dicose’ functions, the public
interface of collecting institutions, including the kirafsinteractions visitors (or, more
generally, ‘users’) experience with collections, b&s® been a dominant topic of
discussion with regard to the idea of convergence.

As early as 2000, Lorcan Dempsey, reporting to the Europeammission’s
Information Society Directorate General, indicated tha patterns of user behaviour
and user expectations for integrated collection servicdggital and online
environments were unknown and under-researched (Dempsey,1200@ince that
time, as discussed below, several authors have corachentdifferences in user

behaviours in relation to libraries, archives and museum

Some have questioned the benefit of superficially combicatigctions access
without adequately preparing visitors for new, integratedsvedyengaging with
different kinds of objects. Articulating concerns abtat effectiveness of converging
displays, Kevin Wilson has written:

Some libraries have added into their shelving display cases or pull-out museum
drawers that house objects related to the books, but once the nove#yheasl

worn off, do these display ideas merely become decorative or n@nifter

the occasional small travelling exhibition set up in a left-over spadee

library? ...Are we being utopian to believe that we can easily change a
person’s normal way of doing things or navigating and using sp@&@3on,

2007, 25)

Here, the implication is that a person going to a fipdmes not have the intention, or

the frame of mind, that is usually directed towards a omsésit. Hence, are
museum-type displays within these spaces of any relevano®act to that visitor?
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Other authors draw attention to the difference irgagaatterns between libraries,
archives and museums, giving way to contemplation of heiwwuskinds of user
engagements can be resolved in converged collection tentex

For example, Jennifer Trant has made observationsdiagahe positioning of
museums and libraries as collections access provitgtgighting the different
approaches of users to the services of each type obitistit She has written:

One visited the rare works in the museums; borrowed the replaceaddein
the library. A curator interpreted complex originals in an exhibitiorgallery
context; the librarian might have referred a user to a source, busésvas
personal and individual(Trant, 2006)

Wythe (2007) and Martin (2007) echo Trant in their commentasers of collecting
organisations, defining museum visitors predominantly asvetis’ engaged in a
social experienc® while characterising collection use in libraries archaes as
more active but also more solitary, where users ‘raad’contextualise the material

for themselves. As Wythe writes:

...why do people go to a library or an archive? To read, to look up
information, to borrow books, to do research. It is a Vedjvidualized[sic]
experience. Why do people go to a museum&&something, perhaps to

learn something. Often they gath someone ... A museum visit tends to be an
interpersonaéxperience(Wythe, 2007, 54)

Overall however, research that documents user behawaadraccess to collections in
converged environments is virtually non-existent — espedraliggard to audience
crossover and the ability of users to develop thematiaraellectual linkages between
the contents of different collection types. The @cation of collection spaces in
converged institutions is experimental and its benafésunknown. There is no

research to indicate whether audiences are able to askg¢ behaviours across

20 Gaynor Kavanagh, a prominent museum scholar from Britain, also acknowledges the
central importance that visitors place on sharing their museum experience with others
(Kavanagh, 1994, 6)
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collection contexts, and whether this results in nilerable and enriched experiences
of collections.

In the final section of this review, | summarise andleate extant empirical research
that has been undertaken in reference to the convergéenomenon. Through this
analysis, | highlight research questions that have addressed, as well as
foregrounding opportunities for research that are taken thpg thesis.

2.3 Existing research, methodologies and findings

Despite endorsement of convergence from a variety sppetives, authors of
published empirical studies dealing with convergence - seexémple, Gibson,
Morris and Cleeve (2007a), Yarrow, Clubb and Draper (2008) andckovic and
Badurina (2009) - acknowledge that international resear@siigating collaboration
between libraries, museums and archives is at beshénatgqry, with few surveys
examining the breadth, implications and success of sughgbs. In other words,
while much of the literature supports the notion of @gence as a worthy ideal,
there is relatively little empirical evidence to inalie whether the concept lives up to

expectations, or whether there are any potentiallythegaide-effects’ of the trend.

In 2007, Gibson, Morris and Cleeve published the first reseat@ltontemporary
library-museum collaborations in the UK and USA, faing on identifying the types
of collaborative projects initiated, project partnessiding and management, target
audiences, evaluation, perceived benefits and diffesi{iGibson et al., 2007a)he
researchers identified examples of collaborations éetvibraries and museums, and
an email survey was sent to members of staff who had ineolved in the projects.
Their study found that joint library and museum projeabstig had a community
development function, focussing on local heritage (UK) education (USA). While
this study examined collaboration rather than fullescalinvergence (with its
associated complexities), the findings do indicate samnenwn issues, such as the
need for clear lines of responsibility in joint projeeams, effective project
management, increased staff training, and the developrh&ntding models. The
benefits cited for these collaborative projects inctlidew facilities and programs,
improved access to collections (including via digitisatisome sharing of staff
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expertise and improvements in public relations. Diffieslincluded problems in
allocating staff roles and priorities, incongruous staffectations across the partner
organisations, as well as the need to monitor progress/ttid overreaching the

capabilities of resources available” (Gibson et al., 2063p,

However, the study presented a number of significarntations. First, the research
sample was small, with only a 50% return rate on theeygrand a total of only
eleven individual respondents from England and twelve fitee USA. The restricted
size of the sample, in combination with the conveniesagapling technique that was
used?! means that the conclusions of the study cannot be regasdedadly
representative. Second, the subject of the study wkdoadtion between institutions,
rather than full convergence. While the researchgetioodocument the types of
collaborations taking place between libraries and nmusdiue. projects undertaken,
goals, team structures, resources, benefits and disadeanetc.), it did not consider
collaboration with archives. Finally, as the aim & tesearch was investigation of
collaboration mainly at the level of project manageinthe effect of collaborations on
the interpretation of collections — a theme of irdegaven the high expectations on the

diffusion of ‘knowledge’ via convergence — was not explored.

In 2008, Zorich, Waibel and Erway published a prominent studyoti@boration
between libraries, archives and museums commission&{Chy Programs and
Research? Using one-day workshop meetings between staff of lsaarchives and
museums that were part of larger organisations in thaktKUSA as the primary
sources of data, the study aimed at isolating “the elesme@ded for successful LAM
[library, archive, museum] convergence and offering aildagnethod for identifying
concrete ways to pursue this convergence” (Zorich et al., 2q#&ndix 1: Project
Methodology, 36). The selection of workshop sites wasdas the existence of

cross-domain collaboration projects and a positive fiteiby each organisation to

%1 The authors describe their sampling technique as ‘snowball sampling’, where “selection of
units from the population are based on easy availability and/or accessibility” (Gibson et al., 58).
By implication, particularly interesting, uncharacteristic or otherwise notable candidate
institutions may not have been represented simply because staff were unavailable or difficult to

contact.

%2 OCLC: Online Computer Library Center.

46



pursue further convergence (ibid., 37). Individual participante wWemn chosen to
represent a cross-section of management and ‘grass-staffsin the end, the report
collated the findings of five workshops with 91 participarits.

The subsequent report articulated the various stagedlai@ation through to
convergence in the form of a ‘Collaboration Continu@forich et al., 2008, 11),
noting that the greater the interdependency between segmmal partners, the more

difficult it became to maintain a collaborative reaship.

The report then identified nine ‘catalysts’ (prerequisitba} form the basis of
successful integration. These includedion (commitment to a shared vision of the
benefits of working togetherinandate(strong leadership to promote collaboration);
incentiveqrewarding collaborative efforts through career pregian, financial
bonuses and recognitiorthange agent@eam leaders to maintain momentum
towards increased collaboratiomporing(provision of dedicated space or base, and
administrative resources, to support collaborativegats);resourcegaccess to
technology, funding and staffiiexibility (cross-disciplinary knowledge and a
willingness to embrace new practicesjternal catalyst¢defining audience benefits
from collaboration, competition to innovate betweenitasons, incentives to
collaborate from funding organisations, and professionadielsan support of
collaboration and convergence); anast (the establishment of mutual respect and
trust to minimise perception of risk) (Zorich et al., 2008;32).

In other words, the research yielded a tangible producsthplkshing a checklist to
guide the planning and sustainability of collaborations amyergence between

collecting institutions.

However, while Zorich, Waibel and Erway’s study was poghensive within the
parameters set out within their methodology, a numbémaations emerge when
considering the broader context of the research., Einsinherent bias is implicit from
the outset of the study, which departs from the assomgtiat collaboration and

23 The institutions were Princeton University, the Smithsonian Institution, the University of

Edinburgh, the Victoria and Albert Museum, and Yale University.
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convergence between collecting institutions is fundanigr@daood thing. Second, the
institutions that were sampled for the research welseted because they had
expressed their active pursuit of a collaboration agehutt. is, they already held the
belief that collaboration was worthwhile. In combioat these factors predispose the
study to promoting a positive perception of convergencehé&uyrthe institutions
approached by the researchers were large organisationisa#litthe motivation and
funding capacity to initiate collaborative projects. Wisleh institutions may
experience successful outcomes from such venturesatbayt necessarily
comparable to small organisations, such as those fundeddi\glovernment, who
attempt similar goals with comparatively restrictedricial and staff resources.
Finally, it appears that all of the institutions studigdler this research had instigated
collaboration and convergence independently, without pre$sam an external
funding or government body. This places them in stankrast with organisations that
have become converged as a result of local or stagrgoent objectives.

In contrast to Zorich, Waibel and Erway’s study of cadlabion between libraries,
archives and museums that were already associatecavgthihstitutions, 2008 also
saw the publication of a report by Alexandra Yarrow, Barlizlubb and Jennifer-
Lynne Draper that focused on partnerships and convergetibeaoies, archives and
museums with an emphasis on local municipality organisstiTitledPublic

Libraries, Archives and Museums: Trends in Collaboration and Cooperdtien
project was sponsored by the IFLA Public Libraries Seatithh the aim of
qguantifying and identifying a typology of collaborative pregftom around the world
(though focussing on institutions in the USA and Canada.réport has been
referenced in a numerous subsequent publications dealingheitbpic of

convergence.

Yarrow, Clubb and Draper enumerate and describe thozel ixinds of collaborations:
‘collaborative programming’ around education and informmagicovision, where
institutions worked together on specific projects such esemting different aspects of
a community theme; developing ‘collaborative electroegources’ - which could also
be termed digital convergence — where goals are digitrsaficollection resources
and the creation of joint online collections acceass; ‘@int-use/integrated facilities’,
ranging from examples of co-location, selective irdéign (projects or departments),
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to full integration (unification under a single missiofmuseums, libraries and
archives (Yarrow et al., 2008, 25). The report goes on to praviiede to the
implementation of the different types of collaboratventures, presented as a recipe-

style checklist for planning and implementation.

While Yarrow, Clubb and Draper’s report provides a usgdsicriptive overview of a
large number of cooperative or convergence initiativésdrEn museums, libraries
and archives, the overall approach for the study is hamhfigra simplistic
methodology and a lack of rigorous evidence gathering. ticpkar, while the authors
describe their methodology as a “qualitative case study agipi¢Yarrow et al.,
2008, 7), a case study method is not actually applied accaodawpdemic standards.
Instead, the information presented in the report, wincludes approximately sixty
examples of collaboration, has been obtained frontutisin websites and only about
fifteen interviews “with leaders in the relevant disl (idem.). By implication, the
research is very general in nature and it is difficmitonfirm the reliability of its
conclusions. Moreover, the literature cited in th@oréonly serves to reinforce the
assumptions of the authors about the benefits of @obdion and convergence, while
no concrete original data is provided to support or refugseticlaims.

In 2009, Sanjica Faletar Tanackovic and Boris Badurina publsistéady examining
partnerships between collecting institutions within a ntboeough, scholarly context.
Although this research centred on Croatian organisationas achieved an
international audience through its publication in Mheseum Management and
Curatorshipjournal, and has been cited by other authors interestgd $s-domain
collaboration and integration. With a focus on museuhesstudy aimed at
determining the prevalence of partnerships and identifying waysich collaborative
practice could be improved. The researchers reliech@ambne survey (sent to all 173
museums in Croatia with almost 50% patrticipation) a$ ageh small number of semi-
structured interviews; five with respondents selected ftwenreturned questionnaires
and two with representatives of the Croatian governrsenitural agency.

The broader conclusions drawn from the findings poimteresting areas for future
inquiry. For example, the study revealed that, while rmasgondents articulated
strong support for the idea of cross-domain collaboratim@hconvergence — based on
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the common role of libraries, archives and museumscititéding access to cultural
heritage materials — the actual incidence of such caoldions was relatively rare
(Tanackovic and Badurina, 2009, 307). Furthermore, the expedatetitbef
collaboration always exceeded the actual perceivedite(bfd., 314), even though
expected barriers to collaboration were much grehgar those experienced in reality
(ibid., 315). Moreover, the research revealed that bthEamost common form of
collaboration undertaken by museums in Croatia wasfatt with cross-domain
partners, but rather, other museums. The prospect efised workloads, inadequate
planning, lack of staff training and understanding of otheecbiig disciplines, as
well as inadequate technical, financial and management suyp@oe among the
impediments to cross-domain collaboration reported bgtilngy (ibid., 317-318).

Tanackovic and Badurina’s research is presented in detbdféers useful insights
into the movement towards collaboration and convergbat&een libraries, archives
and museums in one European country. However, the studgsfed on cases of
partnership, rather than full-scale institutional convecge In addition, the research
examined the views of museum professionals involved iatotbtion, not library and
archive workers who would ultimately have a stake irotlteome of any cross-
domain partnership. In regard to the research samplauthers included a large
number of museums, but the study seems to use only gundent per institution.
Unfortunately, neither the participants’ position withieithorganisation, their
professional background, nor the direct involvement gfaledents in collaborative
undertakings was revealed in the report, so that thastensy of the findings is
difficult to determine. In addition, the very smalhgale of in-depth interviews,
coupled with the lack of context given for these respgneeans that this component
of the data cannot necessarily be generalised.

In 2012, Professor Jeanette Bastian and Ross Harveyacad@mics from the
Graduate School of Library and Information Science, Sims1@ollege, Boston -
presented a conference paper describing a three-year hepegect (commenced
2009) examining digital convergence in cultural heritagetuigins. The research
partnered groups of students at the Graduate School of Lammdrinformation
Science with six cultural institutions of various sizeghe vicinity of the New

England (USA) region. The aims of the program werdaldoto provide practical
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experience for the students in creating and implemeatatigital convergence project,
and informing the development of a cultural informaticsgicutum at Simmons
College. In the context of Bastian and Harvey's redealigital convergence was
defined within a cultural heritage informatics frameworknidude any activity that
leveraged collection data and other information resowfchsrary, archive or
museum origin to produce unified, seamless access to coamentnable that content
to be developed into other digital services.

According to the authors of the report, the project providezkpected insights into
the challenges associated with processes of digitalecgence, indicating that
workplace culture, professional bias and organisationatssgsuch as the absence of a
clear mission or inadequate leadership) posed greatersthoeaiccessful
implementation than lack technical ability or infrastuet(Bastian and Harvey, 2012,
1-2, 5-9). This finding is significant not only within the ¢text of discreet digital
convergence projects occurring internally within orgarosesti but equally for cross-
institutional digital convergence or ‘physical’ convergeatereviously autonomous
institutions, in that it highlights the impact of sitgesific circumstances — such as
organisational structures, strategic vision, staff psadesml backgrounds, attitudes
towards communication and collaboration, and econoamstcaints — on final

outcomes. As the authors note in their conclusion:

The real issues of convergence and digital continuity go beyond translating
theory into practice, but also, and probably more significantly, caltter
recognition and negotiation of the myriad issues and concerns of the cultural
heritage institutions themselvgBastian and Harvey, 2012, 11)

These findings point toward the need for greater invasiigaf the impact of
organisational environments in the implementation of cayerece — either digital or
physical. Bastian and Harvey’s project remained limiteksiscope, examining only
relatively small-scale digital convergence initiatiea®l focussing on single
organisations that already included existing library, archidkrauseum functions.

Canadian researchers Wendy Duff, Jennifer Carten Nb&herry, Heather MacNell

and Lynne C. Howarth have carried out the most recemniational study of
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convergence. Their research was publishddformation Researcjournal in 2013
under the titld-rom coexistence to convergence: studying partnerships and
collaboration among libraries, archives and musebBsff et al., 2013). Examining
five institutions in Canada and New Zealand undertakingsedosnain collaboration
and convergence, the rationale for conducting the rdseat its methodological
approach broadly resemble those identified as relegathis PhD, even though the
findings only appeared in the scholarly literature durhmgfinal phase of my research
project. For this reason, the study is of particular @dein the context of this thesis
and deserves attention.

As | do here, Duff, Carter, Cherry, MacNeil and Hotlgroint out the
disproportionately small number of independent, empistalies of convergence
compared to the increasing incidences of digital and itistiai convergence world-
wide and the number of speculative papers written otofhie since 2007 (Duff et al.,
2013, 5). Setting out to partially address this gap in the @sahaeir study examines
the motivations for convergence, processes for itsnotg and implementation, its
challenges and its benefits, based on accounts givamgdusgeries of semi-structured
interviews with professionals working at two Canadiat #imee New Zealand

institutions?*

According to the authors, the most commonly cited mtatwa for convergence in the
contexts of these case studies were the desire tessddser needs for easier access to
collection information, to capitalise on developmentdigital technology, and to
achieve financial efficiencies. Their findings suggest a&galy inclusive and
collaborative approach to planning for convergence, wétarféfrom across
departments and disciplinary backgrounds were involved iruttatisns to set
objectives and strategies for implementation (Dutilet2013, 14). However, the
authors also acknowledge that the anecdotal accountplenmantation given by the
research participants were not verified against any indepeddtnon these

processes.

24 The researchers state that interviews took place on-site at the selected institutions between
2010 and 2011.
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Among the advantages of convergence, respondents inuthecitted professional
development, new ways of working collaboratively, amellbenefit of collaboration as
a catalyst for rethinking access to, and the role dec@mns. Some of the subject
organisations realised benefits in the adoption of inmav&echnologies, revision of
the public mission of the institution, more flexible Wwqractices and improved
distribution of resources to less well-funded collattiand activities (Duff et al.,
2013, 18). In terms of challenges, Duff et al.’s reseaungiports findings reported by
Bastian and Harvey (2012) in concluding that instituti@mal professional factors,
such as the persistence of organisational ‘siloes’ nwanication barriers, differences
in practice and standards, and ineffective leadershigg thermain impediments to

successful convergence.

Despite the rigour of this study, it does present someenhé&mitations. Of the five
cases chosen for the research, only two (the TagoniliZ Digital Library, University
of Calgary, Alberta, Canada, and the Canadian Centrréhitecture in Montreal)
were examples of full operational convergence, whergemm, library and archive
collections and services were united under the umbrellaiofée institutior?> Of the
other cases, two were involved in partial convergence drautefined project (i.e.
collaborating with each other to achieve a particutsd ut remaining essentially
independent), while one represented the integration ofypestof museums (i.e.
without involving other collecting domains). The differengesrganisational
structure and levels of convergence between these easesgjuestions about the
researchers’ ability to draw cross-case comparis@wged as the representativeness
of the findings.

In terms of the research sample, the findings are b@asedly 19 respondents from
the five cases. According to the stated parameters cttlg, the findings of the
interviews were restricted to the four research questi@atsmapped broad
motivations, implementation processes, challengedandfits, as opposed to
detailing complex and nuanced effects of convergence oagsiohal practices. An

%5 The Taylor Family Digital Library was still under construction at the time of the research in
2010. It is likely that staff had not yet experienced the extent of integration envisaged in
organisation’s 2004/2005 strategic plan.
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opportunity exists to interrogate convergence in gresdtail, examining a more
consistent group of converged institutions and using a sashpkrticipants aligned
more closely in their professional profiles and roles.

In summary, across my review of the internationtalditure on the topic, | have
identified only six published empirical studies of colledi@m and convergence
between libraries, archives and museums. While all@glaulge a momentum
towards greater cooperation and integration, none hpaafigally focussed on
institutional convergence in particular. Despite reviepdi range of findings describing
a variety of models for collaboration and convergetiee different motivations

behind the trend, some details of planning and managementhoingietives (as well
as offering practical suggestions for future convergengeqis), none of these studies
takes the research a further step to analyse the immpachvergence on the
production of cultural knowledge. In other words, does connesyéacilitate new or
enhanced potential for engaging with museum collections,egretheour
understanding of cultural values, histories, shared experiamd values through

museum collections?

Gibson, Morris and Cleeve’s (2007a) research considdmeayl and museum
collaborations without including archives. In additidwit study utilised a relatively
small sample of organisations in the UK and USA, anggtroblems with the
representativeness of the findings. Zorich, Waibel amndhi(2008) also addressed
institutions in the UK and USA, but their study focussedrery large, well-
established organisations that already encompassed liarahyyes and museum
collections. In addition, their research was basederassumption that collaboration
and convergence of the domains was fundamentally posiidvéhay selected like-
minded institutions for study, predisposing the findings to a éegfrbias. Yarrow,
Clubb and Draper’s report and guidelines for best practioguseum, library and
archive collaboration (2008) identified numerous example®operative and
convergence projects, but the authors’ positive ingbnabwards the concept,
combined with an inconsistent and superficial data-gathstmategy, reduce the
significance of their conclusions. Tanackovic and Bady2889) conducted nation-
wide survey research in Croatia but consulted only siegleesentatives of museums
in their questions regarding cross-domain collaboratidffsle providing interesting
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insights, the lack of context and very small samplmtefviews for the qualitative
component of the research diminished the ability to gdiserthe data. In any case,
the capacity for these four studies to provide more tlegmnfentary glimpses into the

development of the convergence trend internationaliyot be over-estimated.

Most recently, research by Bastian and Harvey (2012) arfideDal. (2013) provides
interesting observations of projects involving digitaheergence and various kinds of
institutional convergence projects respectively. Botthege studies highlight
workplace culture, professional bias, and problems withagement and
communication as impediments to successful convergbategither study
investigates these issues directly.

2.4 Research in Australia

In the Australian context, where there has beegrafgiant uptake of convergence as
an operational model for cultural institutions since tudye2000s, research into
convergence has also been relatively limited. In 2009 Beaelen (aultural planning
and policyconsultant) and Carina Clement (Cultural Programs Teaawaér at Albury
City) delivered a paper that offered some insights inteffeets of convergence on
cultural institutions in Australia, England and New Zeal, primarily from a public
libraries viewpoint. Focussing mainly on infrastructure plagrand management
restructures, they position convergence as an appropaatevirork in connection
with broader trends for the library sector — namelynareased emphasis on
marketing, responding to diverse audience needs, new appst education, and
harnessing changes in technology. They also associa®pments in the Australian
cultural heritage sector, such as rationalisatiorenfises and management and cross-
disciplinary professional development, with the adwrthe convergence model
(Boaden and Clement, 2009, 4-6). Citing both the risk®o¥ergence as well as the
benefits, Boaden and Clement described four ‘case studieshvergence and
concluded that the integration of cultural heritage msbihs represents a host of
positive outcomes for the organisations involved, thaiff,sand visitors, including the

ability to take advantage of new funding opportunities, finelreconomies of scale,
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innovative approaches to exhibiting collections, morectffe marketing, and creating

greater user access and participation in services.

Unfortunately, Boaden and Clement do not articulate thethodology and its ‘case
studies’ read as a promotional narrative for each utitit, consistently lacking
references to sources of information and primary evidemsapport claims of
professional development, management efficiency, innavase of collections, or
measurement of audience development. An intrinsic biatsarithe focus on
libraries within the convergence equation, sidelining paéemtsights from museum,
archive or art gallery professionals.

The Museum & Galleries NSW 2009-2010 convergence study (MGNeBYV)),
though only available as an unpublished internal summarytreppresents the single
concerted attempt to outline emerging issues and traratg@nisational structure,
funding, visitation, staffing, programming, promotion andesdibns management in
the growing number of converged and co-located organisationacgAustralia.

Using the results of staff interviews conducted at thestgutions, the study outlined
a range of emerging ‘hard’ and ‘soft’ infrastructure issir example, some
respondents cited a lack of consultation with museunepsainals regarding the
provision of adequate exhibition space, collection storadestaffing resources in
new buildings, uneven visitation outcomes (or evemight competition for visitation)
between the constituent collection types, as watloas planning for organisational
structure and staff selection. Echoing Zorich et al. (2@@8) Tanakovic and Badurina
(2009), the study acknowledged that negative staff attitusesmds the convergence
could sabotage the delivery of programs, stating:

A converged facility will theoretically fare much better witdiffsinvolved who
believe in convergence and the cross-fertilisation of museum/libralstgal
and who are keen to promote it, to work together and to bring other staff
members on boargMGNSW, 2010, 2)

The study observed that the combination of a lack of ap&atiion or professional
staff, unclear role descriptions and inadequate budgessdtirallocation inhibited
effective provision of services to the community (MGNS2W10, 2-3).
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However, the M&G NSW study appears to have no consistetttodology, and for
this reason it is difficult to ascertain the scopé epresentativeness of the findings.
For example, the preliminary report did not provide any bakgt for the cases, nor
did it indicate how many institutions were sampled, twdnéeria were used in
selecting the organisations and individual respondentshat nesearch questions
were posed. Moreover, while M&G NSW seemed to focus oastrincture and
management issues, there were no details about hovwoegartisation’s treatment of
previously separate collections had been affected by cgevee, or what new
synergies had been developed between these collecvesall, this study creates an
opportunity for further research to investigate convergedutisns with greater
consistency, depth and detail in all areas, as wetkasiining the provision of cultural
collections within the converged context.

2.4.1 New South Wales: Inquiry into the Development  of Arts and
Cultural Infrastructure Outside the Sydney CBD

Although not directly focussed on convergence, some irgtom about the trend can
be gathered from the 81 NSW local government authoréies consultancies and
cultural agencies that contributed submissions to the IS&f¢ Government’s Inquiry
into the Development of Arts and Cultural InfrastructOngside the Sydney CBD
(Khoshaba et al., 2016§.The Inquiry provided new information about cultural
infrastructure needs of mainly regional NSW communitiesuding museums and
libraries, and the ways in which local councils weterapting to address these
issues’’ Considering the geographic scope of the Inquiry, the finginggde

valuable background for this PhD research.

%6 The Arts North West Regional Arts Board submission notes that there are 103 Local
Government areas in NSW (Ritchie, 2008, 6).

2Mitis noteworthy that, of the 81 submissions, only two actually cite archives among the
institutions responsible for safeguarding and disseminating cultural heritage, which appears to
indicate that there is not a widespread acknowledgement or consciousness of the contribution
made by archives to the arts and cultural sector in NSW. See (Bentley, 2008, 2, 8, 11, 16-17,
Boaden, 2008, 3).
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With the overall aim of developing an arts and cultptah for the state of NSW, the
third of the seven terms of reference for the Inquiag to study the “desirability of
locating cultural facilities in close proximity to crediubs” (Khoshaba et al., 2010,
vi). Although the final list of recommendations of theuiry did not include a specific
reference to this question, the 81 submissions by locatdsucultural organisations
and consultants indicated a mixed response to the apper@ss of co-locating
cultural facilities and, by inference, to their potelnt@anvergence.

Judging by local government and other submissions to the Ingeiryaps the most
prevalent issue for ‘arts’ infrastructure was lack of adegjfuanding for cultural
facilities around the state of NS¥/According to the submissions, funding shortfalls
are not restricted to museums, with the Public Libra#®sV submission indicating
that a steady decrease in government support over tHghlgesars (in spite of
increasing demand) has resulted in poorly maintained bufidging lack of resources
for innovative programs (see Baum, 2008, Attachment 1).nagether, these
problems provide the contextual backdrop that has increasgxetbeption that
convergence — by integrating services — can provide finayGdficient’

infrastructure renewal and a more sustainable modé&htomcing and staffing cultural

organisations.

The financial difficulties experienced by local governmanaias outside of Sydney
were reinforced in the Inquiry report, which acknowleddedibequitable distribution
of funding between urban and rural areas of the statanfirmed that 84.7% of the
state government’s Arts New South Wales grants prograsnallocated to the
predominantly metropolitan Sydney-Newcastle-Wollongagjan (Khoshaba et al.,
2010, 2). In 2007, only 10% of NSW local government cultural expaedvas
covered by allocations from the state government (iBiL0, 3). Similarly, 92% of
private sector funding was directed to metropolitan aaspared with 8% for rural
areas (ibid., 2010, 2). Councils reported being overwhelmelebgast of maintaining
aging physical infrastructure (Piggott, 2008, 2, Conroy, 2008s ell as ongoing

28 (Baum, 2008, 2, Black, 2008, Boaden, 2008, 7-8, Brown, 2008, 2, Carter, 2008, 4-5, Jones,
2008-2, Cameron, 2008, 1-2, McPherson, 2008, 2, Piggott, 2008, 1-2, Maguire, 2008, 1, Riley,
2008, 1-3, Scarlett, 2008, 3).
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operational costs (Lally, 2004, 9, 24, Bourke, 2008, 2, Staple@08, 6) and felt
unable to meet growing community expectations for culfpn@lision (Khoshaba et

al., 2010, 37, Clark et al., 2009, 35, Holloway, 2008, 4, Wall2@@8, 1). The
cumulative effect of unbalanced funding distribution kedwurban and regional areas
has meant that local councils rely heavily on coitecof rates to support any cultural
spending in their region (Milston, 2008, 3, Haley et2009, 29-30). Under such
circumstances, it is not surprising that councils havesidered cost-effectiveness — or
at least the promise of such efficiencies — as impbawteria for planning and

building cultural amenities.

Although co-location of cultural facilities was onetbé areas investigated by the
Inquiry, the suitability of co-location remained unresal. Numerous submissions
were enthusiastic about the potential benefits of @otnating cultural facilities in
either close physical proximity or in the same buidiAnticipated benefits of co-
location (and, by inference, convergence) included asgidte development of
creative communities and networks (Holloway, 2008, 4-%rBe, 2008, 8, Wallace,
2008, 9, Alderton, 2008, 1, Stapleton, 2008, 8, Pepping, 2008, $osdility of
sharing administration, staff, infrastructure and opemnat costs (Don, 2008, 3, Balind
and Hordacre, 2008, 3, Clement, 2008b, 2, Stapleton, 2008 Nadn, 2008, 10)
and creating a ‘metropolitan standard’ facility (Rog@@08, 7). Other anticipated
advantages were improved delivery of educational prograchgraater accessibility
to cultural services (Balind and Hordacre, 2008, 3), urban redgeme(Bourke, 2008,
8, Rowe, 2008, 6, Alderton, 2008, 2, Rogers, 2008, 8, Clark €08B), community
building (Don, 2008, 3), cross-over audiences (Tegart, 20@apleton, 2008, 8),
professional development for cultural practitioners igband Hordacre, 2008, 3,
Gourley, 2008, 4) and increased tourism (Alderton, 2008, Stapleton, 2008, 9,
Rogers, 2008, 7). These predicted benefits highlight theabppeo-location and
convergence for local government, as well as indigaome of the motivations

driving such projects.

On the other hand, a number of the submissions are apprehensive of co-location
and convergence, arguing that the concentration of res®on a single ‘hub’ could
drain resources from smaller communities (Jones, 2008arkhall, 2008, 1, 5) or

lead to a generic region-wide cultural outlook, rather thighlighting the diversity
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and individuality of smaller communities (Tyne, 2008, 9, MaBhn, 2008, 3-4, Clark
et al., 2009, 28}° As Marshall writes:

Hubs will create strong collective of thought around consistent and singular
themes that reduce the overall marketability of the diversity andsitt
gualities of the myriad of smaller and individually dynamic communities.
(Marshall, 2008, 2)

In other words, the geographic bundling of cultural infrastmechas the potential to
reduce the ability of regional communities to express thdividual histories and
heritage, creating a homogenous impression of culturafitgeand expression in a
particular region. Logistic concerns such as the lengéwet required by outlying
towns to access regional centres were also se@nitibns to the effectiveness of
the centralised model (Piggott, 2008, 2, Walker, 2008, 2, SIQ0§I8, 6).

On a practical note, many submissions articulated cos@out the ability of non-
metropolitan areas to attract appropriately qualifiedgssionals to staff cultural
facilities (Rowe, 2008, 4-6, Milston, 2008, 5, Ritchie, 2008,tdpBton, 2008, 6,
Rogers, 2008, 2). And, finally, some submissions to theifpeere cautiously
supportive of cultural hubs or co-located facilities,yiled they were allowed to
evolve organically, and were not imposed on communiEeggh( 2008, 11, Boaden,
2008, 12-13, Head, 2008, 9), hinting at some underlying distrust abtlity of state
and local governments to tailor cultural infrastructure plantortipe needs of
individual population centres. Other submissions citedg¢aecsy of funding for
dedicated cultural development roles within councils actof that could lead to
inadequate attention and poor planning for cultural projecth@ison, 2008, 1-2, see
also Maguire, 2008).

29 Ruth Tsitimbinis, Gallery Co-ordinator for Kyogle Council, commented that the centralist
model for cultural facilities might often fail simply due to dispersion of rural communities and
resulting access issues: “In the past, the centralist model is one which we sometimes fight
against. | had to drive 1 1/2/ to 1 ¥ hours just to get here. You cannot locate facilities here and

expect people in the Clarence valley to access them” (Clark et al., 2009).
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The authors of the Inquiry report acknowledged the unti@dra of co-location or
convergence and the need for further investigation ofaheept (Khoshaba et al.,
2010, 3). Nevertheless, the submissions provide a useful backgtmith

gualitatively and quantitatively (in that they represéetmajority of local government
areas in NSW), to significant cultural policy and provisissues facing the state. They
foreground challenges such as meeting the costs of megplaging museum, library,
and other cultural infrastructure, competition for restd state government funding
for cultural buildings and programs, addressing the cultecass needs of dispersed
communities, retaining individual local expressions andpnétations of heritage, and
attracting suitably qualified professionals to work iftunal facilities. These concerns
form a contextual backdrop for the popularity of convergeasa model for
restructuring cultural institutions around NSW with the expgon of enhancing their
long-term efficiency and sustainability. At the saineet the Inquiry report also
foregrounds the assumed benefits of convergence and estallisbpportunity to
examine whether the model is able to achieve these lgpadference to real

examples.

2.5 Conclusion: an opportunity for study

An overview of the literature throws up a large numbearr@nswered questions about
convergence of archives, libraries and museums, repiregantange of possible
research directiori. The handful of existing empirical studies of convergearee

only beginning to address some of these issues, but as $lhawe, the scope of these
research projects is scattered and sometimes methamdlpgconsistent. Very few
examples of full institutional (or ‘physical’) convergencave been examined in
comparison to instances of project-specific collaboralietween independent
organisations, or cases of digital convergence. In titegt there is a need for a
study of convergence with a thorough, strongly articulatetiacademically valid
research methodology.

With numerous opportunities for scholarly investigatibrg beyond the capacity of
any single study to address the full scope of potentiaareh in this area. However,

%0 For a table outlining a range of possible research questions emanating from existing

research and other literature, see Appendix 3.
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starting from a museological perspective, the wayshithkvthe meaning and
significance of collections (and the individual itemattbomprise them) can be
understood and communicated within converged institutionahgetteems implicit in
all of these areas of inquiry. Without their colleas, libraries, archives, museums
and galleries would obviously not exist. Equally, the meansthgh domain-based
practices and notions of purpose establish a contexhf@geng with collections is
fundamentally what characterises these institutionsatslthem apart. Therefore, by
establishing a focus specifically on museums as pahieoddnvergence equation, the
purpose of this research is to understand how conceptuatgaisational changes
brought about through convergence influence the capacfprefiously independent)

museum collections to be interpreted for meaning.

In the forthcoming chapter | explain my research metluapoin detail, from its
philosophical approach to the mechanics of both the camalegotd fieldwork aspects
of this study. This method gives rise to both qualitatigeaech findings and
theoretical analysis of convergence; two strands tleaintertwined throughout the
body of this thesis.
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3 Research Methodology

3.1 Introduction: selecting a method

As discussed in the previous chapter, only a handful pireral studies into
convergence of museums, libraries and archives havedoeelucted internationally,
while only two studies (neither of which present methodcklbyi rigorous, peer-
reviewed content) have been identified in Australiasitaces the extent of existing
research at stark odds with the prevalence of crossidasuollaboration and
convergence occurring worldwide, as well as the populafitystitutional
convergence within the Australian (and New Zealandgcttns sector.

In NSW in particular, the formation of a number of coigesl organisations within
local government areas, including various combinationsusienims, libraries,
archives, galleries, and other cultural services, took plagesba 2000 to 2010. As
recently as 2014, convergence appeared on the federal geveisiagenda with
announcement of budget plans to integrate the back-of-fousEons of seven
national collecting institutions located in Canberra.a®contemporary model for the
efficient provision of cultural services, the idea ofeergence has informed the
development of a significant number of new organisatibasare now operating with
various levels of disciplinary and programming integrat&sone of the respondents

to this study observed:

Councils are going to say ‘you saved 3 positions because you don’t have to
have a separate curator, a separate educafidficer] and a separate
collectiong|officer]?’ You are looking at $200,000 a year less — and that's
what it's going to come down to: the dollars.

Manager oMWWVESTLANDSInterviewed 04.07.2011)

In other words, the trend towards convergence contimuaggeal to funding bodies
and shows no sign of abating. But what benefits to allamgagement and the
enrichment of knowledge - the essential purpose of musdibnagies, archives and

galleries — do these restructures represent?
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One of the problems for evaluating libraries, archivasseums and their
convergence, as noted by Robert Martin of the IMldpears to lie in defining and
measuring public value of cultural amenities in generalfuch effective metrics
have yet to be developed (Martin, 2007, 87). Cultural econdyaigid Throsby has
also pointed out that, because of its multifaceteduaistible nature, the measurement
of cultural value is difficult to assess using existing guetnte or qualitative
methodologies (Throsby, 2003, 279). Furthermore, Burton artinGE006), in the
introduction to their case study of the social valusméll museums, note that the
assumed positive benefits of museums and other culimeaiiies are rarely subjected
to rigorous analysis and that no established methodolaapgabach exists for such
studies. Likewise, there appears to be no emerging concereanong scholars
contributing to the discourse around convergence in regasmtith methodologies are
most effective for measuring the cultural and epistegiodé impact of converged

institutions.

Commentaries on recent collaborations and converdeteeeen collecting
organisations have identified the need for systemalta fessearch and new
approaches to measuring ways in which the merging ofctiolfespaces and
information can affect cultural organisations (Fraeset al., 2010, VanderBerg, 2012).
Nevertheless, Australian research into convergencainsmery limited, in spite of a
significant number of cultural institutions having adoptesihodel. The previous
chapter of this thesis makes clear the infancy of manyaergence projects and a lack
of published studies, making evaluation and analysis of corvergeiral
organisations difficult to obtain. As | discuss lateternal surveys and visitor
statistics at converged institutions have thus far fexlissainly on obtaining
‘headcount’ visitor numbers, rather than carrying out intdeptiluation of

organisational performance.

For all of these reasons, drawing on previous studiedect s& appropriate
methodology for examining converged organisations is prolienttowever,

existing research does set a precedent for the use dhtjualcase study methods,
even though the studies completed to date vary in the segper and consistency of
their approaches.
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This investigation approaches convergence from a ‘purercbs@erspective, in that

it is motivated by a desire to gain understanding and insighthe development of
convergence as a new organisational model, interpredivext, and environment for
user engagements with different types of collectioesnploy a qualitative case study
approach, using inductive analysis of documentary sourcem-alepth interviews at
five institutions to produce new knowledge of the convergphe@omenon. At the
same time, by posing questions that challenge some pbfhdar assumptions about
the benefits of convergence and the compatibility obwercollecting domains around
historiography and knowledge production, this research mat@smn applied and

evaluative mode.

In this chapter | outline the methodology for thisearch. First, | describe the design
of the study (philosophical and disciplinary frameworks) maydselected research
approach, before documenting the design of the case sttlikeresearch sample and
selection of respondents, the kinds of data that wadlected, as well as details of the
interview content and technique. In acknowledgment of thidys conformity to the
University of Sydney’s guidelines human research, | pitswide information about

the ethics framework that has influenced the resegmotoach and the reporting of the
findings. The chapter concludes with details of my appré@acaporting and analysis
and an acknowledgement of the limitations of the resea

3.2 Design of the study

3.2.1 Disciplinary framework

Building a critique of cultural policy from an epistemgical analysis of the
convergence trend, this research forms part of, arhést a larger body of
scholarship known as the new museology, a termed coinadthgr Peter Vergo in
his edited book of the same title in 1989. ‘Traditional'sewlogy concentrated itself
primarily with the description and dissemination of pieatmuseum methods for
administration, conservation, education and otheddielf museum operation. By
contrast, the ‘new’ museology movement sought to exaamdecritique the historical
significance of the development of museums, the quneéframeworks underpinning
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museum practices, its representational techniques, asddla, cultural and political
impact of the museum as a cultural institution. As &hdflacdonald writes, the new
museology embraced “a move toward regarding knowledge, apdrgsit, realization

[sic], and deployment, as inherently political” (Macdioih&006, 3).

So too, this thesis examines the implications of integyatonceptually and

historically distinct collecting domains, and the inhereegasting of institutional
hierarchies, specialist knowledge and collecting priorib@she interpretation of
cultural themes and objects in the museum context.rticplar, the research
examines convergence as a new epistemological framdaomuseum collections
and therefore questions the ways in which museum collescare understood within
converged collection environments. This study of convergertends museological
inquiry by examining and comparing the interpretive strategpesating within
museums, libraries and archives, where each domain’satfiffeonceptual approaches
and methodologies for understanding collections are beimfpioed and reiterated in

new, mostly undocumented ways.

3.2.2 Philosophical orientation

This study proceeds from a theoretical perspective densiwith hermeneutic
phenomenology, which recognises the inherent subjecti/ttyeoresearcher as
integral to research inquiry, foregrounds the need feefation and engagement with
the object of study, and avoids rigid and fixed methodefom favour of more
flexible and dialogic research practices. Educator and gtieditresearcher Paul
Sharkey, writing on hermeneutic phenomenology in rebe&as stated that this
approach “does not seek to objectify the ‘object’ of tlseaecher’s interest. On the
contrary, hermeneutic phenomenology always seeks tougpamiddle space of rich
engagement between the research object and the res@g&harkey, 2001, 16-17).
In other words, research findings and meanings do not emautat@atically from
evidence, nor do they derive solely from the mind of &@searcher. Rather, they are
‘co-constituted’ through the complex interaction anddn®f both the researcher and
participant’s perspectives (Flood, 2010, 10).
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This philosophical approach does not preclude the design ahchéipp of practical,
procedural methodologies for qualitative research, asdsrthe subjectivity of the
researcher, and the role of the researcher as atoc the understandings (findings)
of the study, is recognised. In other words, a study cancaestablish methodological
rigour as long as this is not confused with a neo-positiastpe’ for achieving
objective findings (Burnard, 1991, 462, Qu and Dumay, 2011, 241), wieanring
supposedly becomes self-evident provided that the corre@gs@es of data collection

and analysis have been followed. As Sharkey explains:

The researcher’s understanding is not reproductive or mimetic, but preduct
and creative, culminating in a fusion that includes the horizons of both the

interpreter and the texgsubjects],but is somehow more than just the sum of
these constituent partéSharkey, 2001, 29)

So, from a phenomenological point of view, both the boties@and characteristics
embodied within the subject of study, as well as theareker’s unique insight,
reflections and interpretations, shape the ‘data’ gadh@®well as the analytical

conclusions of a stud.

There are significant similarities in approach betwgleenomenological and (recent)
museological epistemologies - or understandings of themeaning is constructed.
Both phenomenological perspectives and the ‘new muséatogiend that meaning

is “not discovered but constructed. Meaning does not inhetesiobject, merely
waiting for someone to come upon it. ...Meanings are cornsttuxy human beings as
they engage with the world they are interpreting” (Crat898, 42-43 as cited in
Merriam, 2009). That is, the philosophical approach of lgsaditative study and
museum artefact study correspond: it is only through expeirig (and there are many

*nan paper about interviews in qualitative research, Qu and Dumay (2011) describe a
similar perspective, referring to research interviews as a form of ‘localist’ inquiry. Here, the
attribution of the term ‘localist’ comes about because “the interview process is not a neutral
tool to evoke rational responses and uncover truths, but rather a situated event in which the
interviewer creates the reality of the interview situation” (Qu and Dumay, 2011, 247). In other
words, an interview is a particular, situated form of communication that generates its own
context for interpreting information and creating understanding.
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ways of ‘experiencing’) a phenomenon - or an objecat We come to a conscious
understanding of its meaning. The meaning of phenomedabjects is therefore
always plural, unstable, and variable, and, thereforeeped meaning can be altered

as the experiential context changes.

In this investigation of the ways in which convergenceg esnceptual and
organisational shift in ‘experiential context’, mayeddf the interpretation of museum
collections, | too adopt a method of inquiry that is upaered by a complementary

epistemological stance.

3.2.3 Research approach and processes

The overall aim of the research is to build understandf the effects of convergence
on the operation of cultural institutions, and thus, hoeess to, and understanding of
cultural heritage might be transformed by this changpatticular, taking a
museological perspective, the research asks: in what dem®s the convergence of

collecting institutions have potential to alter the museontext?

The first step in the research, embodied in théndonning chapter of the thesis, takes
the form of a conceptual analysis that builds on anenelst the literature review by
focussing on some of the key epistemological assumpsiameunding convergence
and interrogating their legitimacy. Improved knowledge agtjan for users of
collections is often cited as the goal and justifiaafar convergence. However, while
the creation of knowledge in museum, library or arclse#ings has been explored in
a range of scholarship, the fundamental concept of ‘legiye’ and its dissemination
has not been comprehensively discussed in regard to congergkthese institutions.
In response, | discuss the ideas of data, informatiorkiaoledge in the context of
convergence, setting up theoretical parameters for exagnihe claim that

convergence will deliver greater knowledge to collecticarsis

Having established the conceptual issues around convergencee linto the
empirical research phase of the research by expldnege issues through the
examination of five case studies of the model. My dali@ation strategy uses a multi-

case study approach, incorporating various sources of eeidseeata Collection
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below) including documents, observations and interviewis dpproach was chosen
because the case study method has been identified aappospriate for research
where questions focus on “how” and “why” a certain phegwwon occurs, where the
study cannot be conducted under control circumstances, fzaT@ the subject area
being investigated is contemporary (as opposed to histoncagiture (see Chapter 1,
Yin, 2009).

In his book outlining the processed of case study reseRabert Yin (2009, 17)
adopts the following definition of the case study methaided initially by W.
Schramm in 1971

The essence of a case study, the central tendency among all tgass sfudy,
is that it tries to illuminate a decision or set of decisions: tiigy were taken,
how they were implemented, and with what result.

So too, my research investigates the decision to implecoenergence of collecting
institutions, the rationale for the model, how convaogehas been achieved (via
changes to organisational structure, professional,rotdiection practices, resourcing,
etc.), and what impact this has had on collections of umisxbjects, the interpretation
of those collections and both intellectual and physicagss to them. In addition,
because instances of convergence vary substantialth -camtrasting structures,
composition and scale — the examination of five instingi(as opposed to just a
single case) was deemed most likely to produce findmgiswere externally valid,

that is, broadly applicablf&.

My analytic approach is a combination of testing ideadyred by theoretical
consideration of available literature, as well as itdaanalysis of evidence gathered
in the field. Following a methodology developed from Glas® Strauss’ Grounded
Theory approach (see Charmaz, 2006, also Merriam, 2009teCiaB), my analytic
method works by extrapolating common themes by crosserefierg the data, as | will
describe in detall later in this chapter. This approach doegely on testing

preconceived ideas about convergence and therefore reop&ngo alternative and

32 See also the rationale for using multiple cases in Yin (2009, 53, 60-62).

69



new readings of the convergence phenomenon, making it agbeotar building fresh
understandings of this under-researched organisational model.

The program of research has proceeded in two stages.n begdglaoroughly surveying
the available scholarly, professional and other litgeatelating to convergence,
identifying core themes and suppositions. This has beewedl by a critical, cross-
disciplinary examination of the validity of key ideaghin the discourse around
convergence. As Yin points out, case study inquiry “ben&bm the prior
development of theoretical propositions to guide datactaie and analysis” (Yin,
2009, 18). Accordingly, by exploring and challenging assumptibostahe benefits
of convergence, a number of significant questions emecgeating a framework for

further research to be conducted in the field.

The second phase involved five case studies of convergddtinsis chosen for their
significance within the development of the trend in Aairand New Zealant.For
each case study institution, official documents, meejrts and advertising materials
were consulted to provide a background, history and statistioamation on each
facility. | visited each institution to tour the fac#is and interviewed a range of staff
across all areas of each organisafibn.

Using a questionnaire developed from key themes that eméugied the literature
review, semi-structured interviews were conducted witht&® siembers in total, as
well as three representatives of non-affiliated cbibas sector support bodies which
have been involved with converged institutions. | assesseduorkers in each
institution understand the effects of convergence on &tdlity to manage, document,
interpret and render access to different kinds of cadlechaterials. | provide a full

description of the process used to analyse the intervawdripts later in this chapter.

The interviews formed the focal point of this resegichse, offering an abundance of
primary data from which to analyse the impact of convazgeCollection

professionals in museums, galleries, archives and libydmaesng trained and worked

33 Further details of the selection of case studies are provided later in this chapter.

3 For position descriptions of staff interviewed at each case study, refer to Appendix 4.
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in specific disciplinary contexts, are fundamentah®ways in which different types
of collections are assembled, appraised, classified, dotachand presented to users.
At the same time, staff members are also at thelimerdf organisational changes
ushered in by the convergence of cultural heritage institsitibhey are subject to a
revision of institutional goals and priorities, the rediibn of role descriptions, and

new expectations on levels of collaboration acrofiect@mn areas.

For these reasons, the accounts of staff workingnnerged institutions emerged as a
unique window into the conceptual and structural shifts invalvednvergence.
Collection professionals who have had first-hand egpegs of the convergence
process provide otherwise unobtainable information abaraéithns to specialist
practices, workflows, staff communication and managen@&mbined with
information obtained from documentary sources, theyarsabf their accounts of
convergence reveals the influence of the model omteepretive context of
collections and, in turn, the perceived meanings and potétiahowledge creation

around collection materials.

3.3 Design of case studies

The absence of a standardised model for convergencesdi®d in a variety of
organisational structures, staffing models and types atmins brought together
under the term ‘convergence’. Furthermore, the spegcificlacal circumstances in
which converged organisations take shape — including particuding
arrangements, community needs, the history of collectiggnisations in that area,
and so on — make generalisation about the convergemckedifécult. For research
purposes, it is therefore appropriate to consider eadchidndl case within its
particular context, and for the findings to be reportedcknowledgement of each
specific institutional frame of reference. For thesasons, a multisite case study
approach® where significant examples of convergence could beoesgbland
compared, and more general conclusions drawn from thectioél findings, was

selected as the way forward.

% For definitions and descriptions of case study research, see Merriam (2009) Chapter 3, 39-
54.
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After conducting an extensive review of relevant literatabout convergence in both
international and Australian publications, five case studiere selected in order to
probe the professional implications of convergence aneiffiéct on provision of
cultural facilities. In-depth interviews with staff@dach location, supplemented by an
examination of institutional and government records, wedertaken during the
course of 2011 in order to assess whether the forecastefitb®f convergence were
actually borne out by experience.

3.3.1 Sample selection

The case studies were purposefully selected on the diiie following criteria: that
each particular institution had been cited as a prommanrnple of convergence in the
literature around the topic; that organisations of a rafge&es were represented; and
that various types of convergence, combining a varietpkdating organisations,
were explored. As such, the selection process emptbgestrategy of ‘maximum
variation sampling’ (see Merriam, 2009, 78, 227-229) with timecd capturing a
diverse range of experiences and understandings of §giwahich convergence

had impacted collection practices.

An important characteristic of contemporary instituibconvergence in Australia has
been its uptake in areas where cultural amenities araply funded by local
government. This automatically excluded major nationalrosgéions as case study
candidates, although cross-domain functionality hasiistlly been a facet of some
of these large institutions. Instead, the aim of tlseaech was to examine the effect of
recent integration of cultural organisations, in botlramolitan and regional areas,

which had previously functioned as autonomous units — sulclcaldibraries,

3 Sharan Merriam (2009) has outlined some of the advantages of interviews as a research
process, citing the ability of the researcher, as the ‘primary instrument’ for data collection, to
“expand his or her understanding through nonverbal as well as verbal communication, process
information (data) immediately, clarify and summarize material, check with respondents for
accuracy of interpretation, and explore unusual or unanticipated responses” (ibid.,15). These
benefits were deemed appropriate in the case of this research project, allowing the under-
research and under—theorised convergence model to be investigated in depth and from a
variety of angles, and allowing interpretations and conclusions to be drawn directly from the
research, rather than quantitative testing of preconceived hypotheses.
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regional museums, historical society collectionsalastudies collections, council

archives, and art galleries.

Such examples of convergence have taken place roughly lbe2@@8-2010 and have
been characterised by the expectation that staff, mwhom had already been
employed in the independent institutions, assuming resefined roles in the newly
converged facility, often encompassing cross-domain apeedtfunctions. The fact
that these are recent developments provided a windoywpefrtunity to record the
responses of many workers who had first-hand exper@te restructure. Most
interviewees had domain-specific (that is, either grarchive, museum or gallery)
training or experience, and had been required to adaptaddirooles and

responsibilities that traversed traditional domain bouedari

Four recently converged organisations located in NSW, Alisstand one in New
Zealand were selected. As | explain in Chapter 5 ntl@sion of the New Zealand
case was based on recurring references to this institasi@a prototype for Australian

examples of convergence.

As no fixed model exists as a structural template fovexgence projects, the aim of
the research was to include a representative samplgarisations, ranging in scale
and budget as well as the type of convergence undertakesnchAsthe case studies
featured different combinations of museum, art gallelbyaty and archive
amalgamations. The case studies were also selectéé bagis of their prominence in
the Australian convergence debate, either because #eyoited as examples, or
because they represented an important phase in the pi@ezibof the convergence
trend. Appendix 4 includes a table summarising the formegence at each case
study, the number of respondents interviewed and thess.tlHurther contextual

information on each case study institution is provide@hapter 5 of the thesis.

3.3.2 Selection of respondents

The selection of interview respondents at each casly ststitution was based on
whether their roles had direct involvement with thesseum component of the

converged organisation (i.e. curatorial, collection ngengent, exhibition
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development, education, public programs and general managareas), as well as
identifying those whose roles had become cross-disciglesma result of the
convergence. This meant that interviewees from a¢heskbrary, museum, archive
and gallery spectrum were targefé@he selection process employed a ‘network
sampling’ approach (Merriam, 2009, 79), using initial contattsach institution
(usually management staff) to suggest fellow workers @igerience that met the

research criteria.

Respondents with comparable role descriptions were ind@esoss all the case
studies® They were asked to respond to a range of themes anisimcbnvergence,
to determine the ways in which this contextual and orgamiss restructure had
affected their role descriptions, application of pratessl expertise, collaboration
with other staff across professional areas and treatafeollectionsinterviews were
semi-structured, exploring the key themes through aesipagde list of questions that
was circulated to each respondent prior to their sesBiminterview questionnaire is

included here as Appendix 1.

In the interests of collecting a manageable amounttaf dad-level and senior staff
members were chosen at larger institutions for theiityaba provide detailed
examples as well as a more general overview of conveegartheir organisation. In
addition, workers who had been present before convesgenk place were also
targeted for their ‘before and after’ accounts. Therage length of interviews was one
hour, and the total number of case study interviews weg-ttine.

In addition to the information gathered at case stueg siurther qualitative analysis
was conducted through interviews with three professianatdved with peek
agencies supporting museums and collecting organisationsvihavi Australia-

3 As participants were chosen on the basis of having some involvement with the ‘museum’
collection at their organisation, the sample of interviewees did have a bias for including more
comprehensive representation by museum professionals (i.e. curators, collection managers,
exhibition development staff, etc.)

38 Differences in the scale of each organisation dictated the number of individuals interviewed.
For example, some case studies had only a single exhibition development position, whereas
others had several.
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wide. Using the same questionnaire as a guide, theseiéwsrgauged responses to
convergence in the wider collections sector and providetii@aa information about
the cultural policy contexts of the trend, as weltelationships between bodies
representing the professional library, archives, museuhgaltery communitied?
Each of the thirty-nine case study and three collecBesor interviews was audio
recorded and transcribed in full.

3.4 Data collection

Yin has described six potential sources of evidence forstadg research:
documentation, archival records, interviews, direct olag&m, participant-
observation, and physical artefacts (Yin, 2009, Chapter-428% The data collection
for this study was derived from the first four of theategories, with the core of the
data obtained through interviews with thirty-nine respondaintise five case study
institutions, and supplemented by a range of documentaryrelmdal sources. The
purpose of using more than one data source was to enablguidtion of evidence: to
test the reliability of, and substantiate the informafprovided by respondents during
the interviews. Site observations were also carriegvath the main purpose of
providing greater context for the researcher to be abdfectively carry out the
interviews. The following explanation outlines how eathhese data-collection
methods were employed.

3.4.1 Interviews

At each case study, individual interviews of a numbestaff members (varying
according to the size of the institution) were undertakée interviews were semi-
structured, using a standardised questionnaire organised acamney subjects: the
rationale for convergence; collections; exhibitions; ahahiaistration. More specific
questions were included under each théhe.

Qu and Dumay observe that “there is no one right efagterviewing, no format is
appropriate for all interviews, and no single way ofdwag questions will always

39 In accordance with the human research ethics guidelines for this research, | am not able to

reveal the identities of the peek bodies or their representatives.

0 For guestionnaire, please refer to Appendix 1.
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work” (2011, 247). | decided to use a semi-structured interviewirgnigee because

it ensures that a consistent set of predetermined, s@mifiopics can be addressed in
each interview without forcing respondents to commerareas outside of their
experience. The semi-structured (also termed ‘focussggroach provides sufficient
flexibility for the researcher to remain responsive tdeadividual's particular
understandings of the research topic, allowing cert@més to be probed in greater
detail. It also allows for a conversational flowtthaay be less intimidating for

intervieweeg!

In addition, | remained open to new avenues of invesbigats they
presented themselves throughout the interviews prockssirg) me to modify

guestions or insert new lines of inquiry as appropriate to esspondent.

The guidelines of the University of Sydney’s Human Rede&thics committee to a
large extent dictated the way in which interviewees a@m@oached and the amount
of information given to them about the research profeapport for the research was
obtained from the head of each institution before iddi&l respondents were
contacted. Prior to the day of the interview, each nedgiot received an email copy of
the questionnaire, along with an information statematiining the research

objectives. Further correspondence was carried outeaith respondent to answer any
guestions about the project and to arrange a suitabteiewetime. | then travelled to

each organisation to observe the site and conduct theiaws.

With the exception of two interviews that were conducteg the telephone, all
others were carried out in-person. Each respondentntesiewed individually and in
private?? The interviews were recorded using the Smart Recordecapepti on a
MacBook Pro laptop computer. All of the forty-two intexws were fully transcribed
by the researcher.

The first three interviews | conducted were with repn¢atives of state and national
‘umbrella’ organisations for the collections sectonpse roles included coordination

1 For comparison of different types of interviews see Merriam (2009 Chapter 5); Yin (2009,
106-109).
“2 Due to constraints on staff time, four staff members from the Heritage Collections team at

MAUNGA TAPU were interviewed together in a focus group format.
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of cross-domain and inter-institutional collaboratigm®viding advisory services,
facilitating access to expertise and resources, anegirglanning. These interviews
served as ‘pilot’ studies, enabling me to refine my intevitechnique and test the
relevance of my interview questions. In addition, threspondents gave their own
accounts of the development of a number of convergeituiists, allowing me to
confirm my choice of case studies and providing valuable baakgrcontext for

future interviews.

3.4.2 Observations

In the context of this research, observations irfdhe of an informal site visit, taking
into account both publicly accessible and ‘back of hous@sareas undertaken for
each case study before the commencement of interVfeliee purpose of these site
visits was for the researcher to become familiahwhe physical environment of the
institution (the spaces devoted to each collecting #neazondition of the buildings,
the work spaces, the layout and characteristics of exdnlareas, numbers of floor
staff and some user interactions) to provide additibaekground to inform the
subsequent interview process. The site observationsneesystematically organised
or recorded, and are not reported among the findingssmekearch?

3.4.3 Documents

According to Yin (2009, 102), the advantages of consulting meats and archival
records include the ability to determine exact details (asdlates, full names and
titles, names of contractors, etc.). Additionally, gimentary records can be copied and
kept for ongoing reference, can cover a long time peand,provide quantitative

information.

In the context of this research, documents were ¢elleduring each site visit and
included memoranda, emails, meeting minutes, announceraantsl reports,

building proposals and strategic plans, news clippinggpesss releases. Analysis of

43 Confidentiality obligations prevent photographs taken during site visits from being published

here.

44 . . . .
The potential for further research on convergence, focussing on user observation, is dealt

with in section 3.7 of this chapter.
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documents was based on the same lines of questioning asettveeivs, as well as
providing background information for each case study.

3.4.4 Ethics requirements

As a condition of the University of Sydney’s guidelim@shuman research, an outline
of the study, detailing its purpose, methodology, recruitroéparticipants, interview
guestionnaire content and processes to ensure confidgntias submitted and
approved by the University’'s Human Research Ethics Comenit

Assurance of anonymity and confidentiality were key pressigsi for obtaining
Ethics approval. Respondents in the study gave their gbttséake part based on the
proviso that they could not be identified in the repgrtif the research. For these
reasons, both the names of the institutions anchtheiduals who were interviewed
have been changed in this report. Initially | assigneitngersonal code to each case
study, but | found that codes alone made it difficult toirtisiish between the cases in
the write-up of the findings. Instead, | have opted ftaraktive titles for each
institution, reflecting some characteristic of eackecad ikewise, | have necessarily
omitted the names of individual participants but haveuded basic details of their
role description to facilitate easier tracking of paficuespondent’s contributions
throughout the findings.

In order to contextualise each case study in depthvigea description of the
important characteristics of each case study in Ch&péthe thesis.

3.5 Method for case analysis

After considering a number of approaches to analysing gtiadéitdata (see for
example Charmaz, 2006, Merriam, 2009, Silverman, 2013) the protds®matic
content analysis, as described, for example by Burd®@1)?° Braun and Clarke
(2006) and Seidman (2006, 125-131), which is also referred to esrisiant

> Burnard describes this approach as an adaptation of Glaser and Strauss’ (1967) ‘Grounded
Theory’ technique, where explanations — or theory - for a certain phenomenon are developed
by comparing and identifying patterns in information gathered via qualitative processes (see
also Cooney, 2010).
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comparative method (Merriam, 2009), was chosen as appefoiaissessing the
interview transcripts. This iterative approach, in whialerview transcripts are
progressively categorised (or ‘coded’) according to thesegsloped from the content
(i.e. inductively), allows for a systematic examinataf data and identification of
recurring subject matter. At the same time, this netcknowledges the inherent
subjectivity of respondents’ views, the difficulty in cdateng comments made by
individuals working in different institutional settings kaowledges the subjective role
of the researcher in interview analysis, and allowsHe inclusion of unexpected or

surprising findings.

While thematic content analysis has been closelyczgsal with Glaser and Strauss’
(1967) Grounded Theory method, it should be noted that @nesghis approach
describes a common strategy for analysing and cros&nefag information from
various sources — be they interviews, documents, narraitiages, or any type of
communication. As it has been my own practice to aggredeseribe and analyse
research in this way (though I never attributed to @renfl methodological title), | felt
comfortable adopting a similar approach to these caséest

In accordance with this method (see Burnard, 1991, 462-464iake2009, Chapter
8), analysis of the data began in parallel with therwiges process and intensified
once all the interviews were complete and fully tcaied. Initial interviews provided
a source of feedback on the original questionnaire, allpwie to modify and create
additional questions as | learned more about convergeresach case study.

During the process of transcription, | annotated thestnapts, highlighting points of
interest and recurring themes in the content. Subseguteltranscripts were closely
examined, with as much content as possible interpretédairgorised according to
the themes described in the interview questionnaire, hasvether topics introduced
by the respondents. | recorded these categories angretegrons in the margins of the
transcripts using the ‘Comment’ function within MS Wolla separate word
document, | recorded each category and, as each intemdsvanalysed, themes being
reiterated by numerous respondents came to light. Stonengontent into emerging
categories in this way allowed for the prevalence dbaethemes both within and
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across cases to be identified. This process was rejpaatiea number of core topics
were derived, and these formed the framework for repottimdindings.

3.6 Reporting style and structure

| devote three chapters of this thesis (Chapters 5, &)atadthe findings of this
research. The findings are presented as a richly deser({fthick’) discussion of
concepts and themes that have emerged from the dayaignas is consistent with
gualitative research reporting (see Charmaz, 2006, 14, Mgr2@09, 16, 223-229).

It is worth acknowledging the dilemma | have facedhaasing the most appropriate
form of presentation for the findings. The intervietwat comprised this research,
together with the documents and observations gathereglatcase study, combined
to produce a formidable and, at times, almost overwhelmmauat of primary ‘data’.
Once all the documents had been collated, and interviglygranscribed and coded,
the challenge became how to present the resultiognmation in a coherent,
compelling format. For some time | debated the most apptestructure for
reporting the findings. In particular, two approaches, eatththeir merits as well as

potential disadvantages, presented themselves.

The first was to treat each case study in isolaboitijning of the background of the
institution and moving through a detailed account of thevigerresearch. This
method would allow linkages to be made between the spetiiemstances of each
case — its history, particular form of convergence,-end the accounts given by staff
in relation to both the general functions of the orgdiosas well as the status and
enactment of museum practices. Given that my researdirmed that there is no
singular or common ‘model’ for convergence, this apprdewchthe advantage of
foregrounding the co-constitutional relationship betweeasg, with all its
particularities, and the instance of ‘convergence’ develapere. At the same time, a
clear disadvantage of this reporting approach was thessaiy deferral of cross-case
comparisons based on the themes that | identified iddtee Likewise, broader
interpretation and discussion of the significance efrésearch results to the overall
research question would need to be postponed. The pragess would provide a rich
and detailed account. However, it seemed a roundaboutfvealylessing the research
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guestion, which did not call for an in-depth exploratdrevery aspect of interview
findings of each case. The written length of theifigd section of the thesis would
also have become problematic.

The alternative approach, which | have proceeded with tavaresent the findings
thematically, combining and comparing the responses a¥iateees from all five
cases simultaneously within the context of specificcmpiVhile this strategy did not
allow the full complexity of each case to be expdbiredividually, it did provide a
mechanism for filtering the interview data and maintainirigcais on thematic areas
with direct relevance to the research question, whitduding those of lesser
importance. For example, many of the respondents spakg asitor evaluation
methods used by their institution and speculated on thastiéconvergence on
visitor engagements with collections. However, this aidanot contribute towards an
understanding of the effects of convergence on museuntgprand hence it is not
discussed in detail in the findings. Building the nareati¥the findings around the
research question has also allowed me to include a disousf the wider implications
of the research within each chapter, rather than ohejakis until a later part of the
thesis.

In order to make sense of the complexity and speciftdigonvergence at the case
studies chosen for this research, it has been nege¢edaame the convergence trend
within the context of national and state cultural pebcand the role of local
government in the provision of cultural amenities. Th&t bf the findings chapters
(Chapter 5) provides a succinct overview of influential godicections in Australia
roughly between 1980-2010 — a period that saw local governmeuntaeapsimary
funding responsibility for museums, libraries and othis facilities and programs in
their communities. Second, each individual case stusigrisduced, combining
information that has been gathered from official doeots, media reports and
personal accounts. Details are provided in each case thiechistory of the institution,
what form of convergence it represents, the organisatsbneture, scale and
operating budget.

The case study interview findings are divided between @€haptand 7 of this thesis
to reflect the broad thematic division that shapesespaonse to the research question.
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The information within the interviews is presented thigcadly and in detail. |
summarise, analyse and compare the respondent’s acobtimé experiences
working within converged institutions. In acknowledgemernthefcontext-specific,
nuanced and complex nature of individual participant’s auats) the reporting
chapters include relevant and, where necessary, extengjugal excerpts from
transcripts.

The findings are followed by a discussion that brings @® study research into the
context of wider philosophical and practical discoursearaa@onvergence, leading to
the formulation of substantive theories about cogeece and its effect on museum
practices and the interpretation of museum obffcts.

3.7 Reliability and limitations

There are a number of considerations relevant taregnibility of qualitative case
study research that | have attempted to address in mpdutiyy, as detailed below.

3.7.1 Internal validity

The triangulation of data, acknowledged as an importeategy for underpinning the
internal validity of qualitative research (Merriam, 200®apter 9, see also Yin, 2009,
Chapter 2, 42-43) was employed here, comprising multiplestady sites,
information from a variety of documentary sources, iandepth analysis of

interviews.

In addition, case studies were chosen based on weariatithat each represented a
different articulation of convergence and the ovesathple included organisations
ranging in size and budget.

While the research detailed here intentionally foceseswltiple cases of
convergence, there is still potential to challengectiedibility of the findings (external
validity) on grounds of the relatively small samplesqilerriam, 2009, 51, Yin, 2009,

4 Substantive theory is understood here as “theory that applies to a specific area of practice.”
(Merriam, 2009, Chapter 8, 200)
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43). To offset this, | have endeavoured to provide a ricbrigi¢®n of each case and
respondents’ views, underscoring the circumstances behshdsetof interviews, and
offering the reader a variety of opportunities to extrapaledindings across into

other situations that share similar organisational ssue€ontext.

Another potentially contentious aspect of the findings whe tendency for
participants to express negative attitudes toward theioisting, creating
circumstances where, it could be argued, respondents’ dsamflconvergence may
have been tainted by lingering resentments about changgyem@ent processes that
had occurred at their institutions. In order to substentieeir accounts, | have
included not only general comments made by the intervievbeeslso concrete
examples they cited to illustrate the ongoing impacioofzergence on their

professional practices and the activities of their viggion.

3.7.2 Researcher bias

As the researcher is the primary instrument for dataatmn in the case study
method, there are associated issues regarding thefskidt researcher in conducting
interviews, as well as the problem of the inescapabgethat the researcher brings to
the process (see Seidman, 2006, 22-27, on acknowledging thetisttlyjef

gualitative research). There are a number of waysioh | have attempted to

counteract these potential problems.

First, in the interests of compiling as much pre-exgstiriormation about each site
prior to the actual site visit and interviews, | castidewnet in collecting documentary
information about each venue, including website, medzgmment, archival, and
internal institutional records. While none of thesersesi can be considered free of
bias in themselves, they did provide me with alternativegeetives on each site

against which to measure my personal interpretations.

Second, in order to build trust, a personal rapport, angueage open communication
with my interviewees, | circulated the interview questaire to each individual prior
to the interview day, as well as contacting each iddiai via email and/or telephone

to arrange the meetings. During each interview, | erpthihe research and made
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clear my own disciplinary and career background. | havetaiaed a feedback loop
with my respondents, circulating my subsequent publicatmtisem and inviting their

comments.

No form of research can be totally impartial, norwdtat pretend to be. My aim as a
researcher was to remain open to the ‘data’ and to fwedrmy role in its analysis.
While maintaining the readability of the thesis, | havduded substantial interview
excerpts throughout my presentation of the researcim@ado substantiate my
interpretations. The interview questionnaire is also pravaeAppendix 1.

3.7.3 Peer review

In order to test my evolving ideas about convergence duringatrse of the literature
review and case study research, | have submitted pant tifearetical and interview
analysis to peer review prior to the submission of thesith

Arising from the literature review, my examination of tabkelling of converged
organisations as ‘memory institutions’ was published initkgournalMuseum
Management and Curatorship 2012 (see Robinson, 2012b).

In November 2012 | presented findings of two case studie® ioathtext of the impact
of convergence on the development of new skills, pretnd professional cross-
pollination within the collections sector at the confeeeaf ICOM’s International
Committee on Management (see Robinson, 2012a).

A second paper examining the ability of converged institutiorenhance knowledge
of collections was published in November 201Museums & Societpurnal (see
Robinson, 2014).

3.7.4 Sample and research focus

Finally, as this research concentrates on the intemikings of converged
organisations, its parameters do not extend to in-depth &ealud visitor responses
and perceptions of these institutions. It must be acleuyed, however, that a
consolidated qualitative and quantitative analysis oforigiehaviour in, and
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community responses to, converged organisations, includingay® in which
collections information and public programs are understoodrnaachalised, would
provide useful information in the evaluation of this neadel for collecting
institutions. Such research would enrich intellectuatel as practical understandings
of the cultural impact of converged organisations: thd& irostrengthening
community identity, promoting social cohesion, creatirigram for community
discussion, providing a space for informative social ateon around collections, etc.
This ‘outside-in’ analysis of convergence provides abunadegues for further
research and this thesis can be considered a firsinstieis process.
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4 Knowledge utopias: an epistemological
perspective on the convergence of

museums, libraries and archives

Much of the academic literature and other commentari¢eeooonvergence of
museums, libraries and archives proposes that facifitatreamlined access to
collection information, either by building integratediféies®’ or creating joint digital
pathways to information, will simultaneously deliver wegedented access to
knowledge for users. Within this discourse, physical accessliections correlates
with intellectual access, and there is an impliedejence between the possession of
information and that of knowledge. Yet, the mechanidsnoivledge production in the
context of converged collections remains to be destribees the availability of
diverse types of collection information in a convergettirsg necessarily bring about
greater knowledge? If knowledge acquisition by users ¢téat@ns is not an
automatic benefit of convergence, does this fundamgstisication for convergence
still hold true? And, on what conceptual basis is the anliat investment in

converging bricks-and-mortar institutions founded?

Here | reflect on whether the knowledge attributesaitaristic to each collecting
domain can — at least theoretically - be maintainedeahdnced in a converged setting
or, conversely, whether there is a risk of impoveriskimgwledge around collections
as a consequence of convergence. These issues forefidience points for a
discussion of the case study findings and contribute teatey understanding of the

potential cultural impact of the convergence phenomenon

" As | have discussed earlier, the concept of convergence, and what it means in practice, has,
to date, evaded a singular definition, as evidenced by the variety of partnerships,
collaborations, institutional models and staff structures which describe themselves, or are
described, as converged. So too, it is difficult to pinpoint terms to accurately express every
example of convergence. Accordingly, | also refer to convergence as the ‘integration’, ‘joining’,
‘amalgamation’, etc., of collecting institutions.
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The first part of this chapter investigates the prevalederstanding of the term
‘knowledge’ within the discourse around convergence, adg@tn epistemological
focus to examine the sources, structure and paramet&rowfiedge’ in relation to
various types of collections. Transcending a meretyaseiic debate, it explores the
definitions, creation and flow of data, information ambWwledge, in and across
collecting domains. It considers whether dominant undernsigeiénd deployment of
the term ‘knowledge’ in the context of convergence iake@ account the full diversity

of knowledge produced via experiences with different typeskections.

| begin this section by examining the use of the temovidedge’ in the context of
convergence, exposing the problematic nature of its indis@te usage within this
area. Considering relevant literature produced by schadewssathe collections sector
— in museology, archives theory, and library and informagiience - as well related
fields such as cultural studies and information technglbgglopt an epistemological
approach to delineate fundamental differences betwea®ptaof data, information
and knowledge across museums, libraries and archivesrRa#im extensively
examining the historical scope of epistemological thoaghan abstract branch of
philosophy, | focus on recent cross-disciplinary and inteynal contributions that
consider the communication of meaning through collectiand,their cultural impact,

as part of epistemological inquiry.

Having established a framework for understanding the cooné¢épbwledge, | go on

to examine each collecting domain’s engagements with id&tamnation and
knowledge. Given that particular information and ‘knowledg®itexts can be seen as
characteristic of museums, libraries and archivesptnisof the discussion includes a
general comparison of the information(s) and knowledge(sjuced through the
methodologies employed by different types of collectimstitutions to describe,
document and present their collections. A closer exammmaf the museum context is
used to elaborate ways in which specific epistemolodjiaateworks can develop
around collections by interpreting them through the lersspdrticular kind of

institution.
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4.1 Converged collecting organisations as ‘Knowledg e

Institutions’

A review of the literature in support of both the physaad digital convergence of
library, archive and museum collections reveals thé&rakty of the concept of
‘knowledge’ in legitimising the trend towards integratidime novelty and appeal of
contemporary models of convergence in the collectiott®ses often linked to the
promise of improved opportunities for knowledge acquisitiod, tars relationship is
readily apparent in the language used to describe such mBdeksxample, in their
paper considering the history of the convergence trené&nGud McTavish cited lan
Wilson, then the Librarian and Archivist of Canada, wlescribed the 2004
integration of Libraries and Archives Canada as revolatipbecause the organisation
represented ‘a new kind of knowledge institution’ (Gived Bt Tavish, 2010, 7§
Similarly, as the title of their paper suggests, Kirch8tthweibenz and Sieglerschmidt
describe the digital convergence of library, archive andemm collections in
Germany, through the development of the joint BAM Inétrportal, as motivated by
‘the spell of ubiquitous knowledge’ (Kirchhoff et al., 2008)They cite extensively
from Lorcan Dempsey’s influential 2000 paper that emphasisetdnefit of
convergence in creating ‘knowledge networks’ (Dempsey, 200QjK&wise, Waibel
and Erway outline the potential of digital convergenceetave the ideal of a ‘deeply
interconnected LAM [Library, Archive and Museum] knowledgeb@¢vaibel and
Erway, 2009, 325). Within a similar context, libraries hares and museums have
been described interchangeably as ‘physical knowledgergels’ (Dempsey, 2000,
3), the ‘knowledge industry’ (Enser, 2001, 428), ‘knowledge cenivézcnaught,

8 Perhaps because it was seen as self-evident, an explanation for precisely how LAC

functions as a ‘knowledge institution’ was not provided.

“9 |t should be noted that these authors, and others, consider contemporary convergence of
the collecting domains as a ‘re-convergence’ in fulfilment of a historical unity that existed as far
back as the ancient Mouseion of Alexandria - the legendary ‘institution of the muses’ - which
included the great Library of Alexandria, functioned as a centre for scholarship, and from which
the modern word ‘museum’ is derived. However, these authors examine neither the rapid
expansion of collections since the nineteenth century nor the professionalisation of archival,
museum and library workforces in the twentieth century in considering the important
distinctions between these collecting domains as we know them today.
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2008), and ‘knowledge domains’ (CILIP, 2009), with a shared misdidtnowledge
transfer within society’ (Enser, 2001, 424). As these @@sshow, much of the
discourse in support of convergence is underscored by thmpissn that more
knowledge — presumably for users - will automatically be geadrvia integrated
access to cross-domain collections. Ideally, convergpuagports to offer
democratised and universal access to information and kdgeyléostering shared
access to cultural heritage.

4.1.1 The influence of digital technologies

The realisation that digital technologies and therimgepresent unprecedented
possibilities for integration between cultural heritagedases, along with the
perception that collecting institutions now have an ohbgeto provide new forms of
public access in online environments (see Zorich et al., 2@)&|so Coburn et al.,
2010, 17-18), have provided strong validation for the pursuit mfergence in both
digital and physical contexts.

The linkage between access to collection informatiortla@attainment of knowledge
is most pronounced when considering the literature ardigitél convergence.
Archive and museum informatics specialist Jennifer Thastnoted that the utopian
idea of developing seamlessly interconnected digitaldgitesources is propelled by
the notion of opening up new knowledge horizons to users. BteswDrawing on
the desire that all information be available to any@amgwhere, the vision of an
integrated cultural web is portrayed as a powerhouset kaith the potential of
unrealized knowledge’ (Trant, 2009, 369). The implicatiomad the advent of digital
technology and the Internet will facilitate the ede of vast reserves of knowledge
around collections; knowledge that previously remainedppetz by the majority of
users before the arrival of the world wide web. Conversalyed professional
practices, disciplinary distinctions and time-consumiragesses that characterise
‘physical’ collecting institutions seem at odds with fludity, ongoing rapid
development, responsiveness and accessibility of tigithnology.

Much of the conversation around convergence supposahéhavailability of joint

online collection databases, and other forms of cotlecind institutional resources,
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has increased the appetite of users for efficient aossain collection access across
the board. Discussions at a 2009 meeting of ClIORaftered Institute of Library and
Information Professionalsjtled Beyond the Silos of the LAMs: Unlocking the benefits
of collaboration between libraries, archives and museantssupported by the UK
Society of Archivists, Museums Association and Mi%entred on the premise that
users ‘increasingly expect access to dispersed matedatsaithin a single search
environment’ (CILIP, 2009). As early as 2000, Lorcan Dempiseg report for the
European Commission’s Information Society Directoratephasised that libraries,
archives and museums were striving to emancipate theuralifteritage content via
the new potential of digital networks, in recognitioritbéir users’ desire to refer to
intellectual and cultural materials flexibly and transp#ye without concern for
institutional or national boundaries.’” (Dempsey, 2000, 3pther words, the primary
impediments to what could be termed the ‘free flow of kiedge’ from resources
held by collecting organisations are understood to originateei limitations posed by
physical dispersion, for which technological advancdémare seen to provide the

ultimate solution.

Such arguments present digital technologies as a paftadéa relative inefficiency

of physical collection repositories in disseminatingiueal knowledge, and as such,
disciplinary distinctions between collecting domaippear obsolete. Furthermore, the
restructuring of bricks-and-mortar collecting institutit@semulate cross-disciplinary,
cross-domain access to collection resources — and ‘kdgw/le in the virtual world

seems a natural extension of these developments.

4.2 Introducing an epistemological perspective

It would seem that the ideaf digital convergence as a pathway toward universal
access to cultural ‘knowledge’ is founded on the assumgiiiat all kinds of objects in
cultural collections (books, documents, images, artefatt.) are equal in their
potential to be interpreted for meaning. The examples¢ leited imply a perceived

*0 The British Museums, Libraries and Archives Council, launched in 2000 by the UK
government to provide joint strategic direction, promote standards, and allocate funding across
the collecting domains, as well as providing policy advice to government. It was active until
2010, when funding was discontinued.
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equivalence across the ‘knowledge’ content supplied by theugrepositories, and
correspondingly there is no questioning of the abilitysdrs to traverse these
knowledge resources seamlessly, once digital technplayydes the means. From
this perspective, the information surrounding various ctodla items — though crafted
by their respective repositories — is nevertheless regasistfucturally and
epistemologically compatible across institutional bouiedat ike ‘objective’

scientific facts within the positivist paradigm, individealllection components
(objects, digitised documents, photographs, imagery, olgeotds, catalogue entries,
exhibition texts, etc.) retain their full informatipotential regardless of their de-
contextualisation from the body of a specific coll@et They can be separated,
exchanged and recombined based on the needs of the useganddess of their
original institutional source or provenance, creating theadled ‘Knowledge
Commons’ that aligns the content of libraries, archasa®s museums (Curry, 2010Db).
Moreover, we are led to believe, access to informatiprals access to knowledge,
and enabling one will automatically result in possessiche other.

This point of view, perhaps influenced by information sagefwehich has traditionally
emphasised resource discovery and dissemination oeeprietation of content) has
given way to pragmatic initiatives to produce consisten@pllection description
across sectors (see for example Johnston and RobRG@h). Likewise, new
emphasis has been placed on creating generic crossrdcataloguing tools and
standardised vocabularies capable of ‘harmonizing culoethdata’, such as those
described by Coburn et al. in their article outlining dieeelopment of shared

cataloguing protocols for the museum and library commusni@eburn et al., 20165.

* See Birger Hjorland (Professor of Knowledge Organization, Royal School of Library and
Information Science, Copenhagen) in his discussion outlining the conceptual basis of
Information Science and, in his view, its flawed grounding in nineteenth century positivism
(Hjorland, 2000).

%2 Efforts to achieve integrated access to digital collection resources have been underway for
over a decade. For example, in 2000, Judith Pearce and Warwick Cathro of the National
Library of Australia, along with Tony Boston, described the challenges of creating a hybrid
information environment where digital information resources from libraries, archives and
museums would ideally be available via a single interface (Pearce et al., 2000).
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However, while the convergence of collecting institusipnomises unprecedented
access to abundant ‘knowledge’ reserves, there is @icansis absence of discussion
about exactly how libraries, archives and museumsitumess information or
knowledge repositories. Precisely what kinds of ‘knowlédge produced by them?
Does convergence of cultural collections, either intali@r physical form, necessarily
result in greater acquisition of knowledge by users? Am@t\@oes this discussion
indicate about prevalent understandings of the significahoaiseums, libraries and
archives in shaping knowledge around cultural collectiong?der to address these
guestions, it is first necessary to establish a clearrstaheling of the definition of
‘information’ in comparison to ‘knowledge’, to articulatee relationship between the
two concepts, and then to consider how these distirscaipply in relation to cultural
collections.

4.2.1 Differentiating data, information and knowled  ge in the context of
the collecting domains

The essential differences between ‘data’, 'informatemd ‘knowledge’ have long
been the subject of epistemological inquiry, as wefoaming important themes
within other fields such as the social sciences amnmdtion science. And yet,
distinctions between these concepts seem not togenetrated discussions in the
academic and professional library, archive and museutorsegith regard to the idea
of convergence, where their loose and interchangeablgoursts to a superficial
understanding of what these terms signify. By consideangnt scholarship about the
nature and creation of knowledge from across variougptiisary fields, it is possible
to discuss these theories of knowledge to convergenceutinte a model of
knowledge (and its creation) against which the supposed tseokfionvergence can
be evaluated. Ultimately, these concepts become itieei@ifor assessing the
significance of my case study findings, in terms of idging the degree to which the
convergence model successfully facilitates the productidmowledge around

museum collections.
A seminal contribution to understanding the differerimetsveen information and

knowledge was provided in 1991 by Michael K. Buckland, a sclodlaibrary and

Information Science, in his influential article titlaaformation as Thing Buckland
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examined ambiguities around common understandings ofrtineitdormation’,
identifying conceptual distinctions between the procesgodming informed,
information itself, and knowledge, and systematicalijdestrating that ‘information’
is always takes tangible and physical forms — hencetknetthe paper® Buckland
emphasised that information is not the same as knowledgeh is only created when
human beings encounter and interact with (passive) infamand change what they
believe or understand as a result (Buckland, 1991, 353). Thenpeesf information

on its own is no guarantee that knowledge will be produced.

In an article published in 2009 in the International Sd&@é¢nce Journal concerning
the global distribution and dissemination of knowledgehanst Nico Stehf and

Ulrich Ufer® argued a similar point, proposing that the developmiedigial
technologies has indeed allowed for the spreadfofmationaround the globe at an
unprecedented rate, but that glokabwledgeremains a highly hypothetical aim’
(Stehr and Ufer, 2009, 7). Likewise, in a paper presentéd Mtiseums and the Web
conference in 2004 titleSearching for Meaning: Not Just Recar@srren Peacock of
the National Museum of Australia, together with sofievdevelopers Derek Ellis and
John Doolan, made an important distinction betweestperficial availability of
online digital collection records and the more compietion of making these
resources meaningful as knowledge to the end user (Fegicakc, 2004, 1-3).
According to these perspectives, the advent of conveigkttitons, where large
amounts of collection information from multiple regosies becomes jointly
accessible, cannot on its own guarantee an automateasein knowledge of those

collections.

%3 Buckland views every kind of object as potentially informative. Therefore, under this broad
definition, museum artefacts, written documents, audio-visual materials, images and even
natural found objects all have information status (Buckland, 1991, 353-355). For further
discussion of the physical form of information see Buckland, 1997.

%4 Karl Mannheim Professor of Cultural Studies at the Zeppelin University, Friedrichshafen,
Germany.

%5 DAAD-Professor at the Canadian Centre for German and European Studies at the

University of Montreal, Quebec.
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The fields of Information Science (I1S) and Personarmgtion Management (PIM),
though normally associated with discussions about Irdtiam Technology, also
intersect usefully with epistemological discussiobsud the differentiation of data,
information and knowledge in library, archive and museuntecds. In a 2010 article
intended for a PIM audience, William Jones, a reseainhaformation science at the
University of Washington, offers interesting ideas abawt Hiffering approaches to
the collection and recording of information might leachtvariety of knowledge
outcomes from the same initial data sources. Like Budkldones identifies
information as athing”, as opposed to knowledge which has no tangible
characteristics (Jones, 2010, 2), and concurs with Stehdger in proposing that
there is interdependency, but not equivalence, betweenimfatapation and
knowledge. Of particular interest to this paper is Jodssussion oinformationas
resulting from the synthesis of data via cognitive pefeaptvhere information comes
into being as a tangible record of a perception evehis form, information can be
made physically available, manipulated, stored and exchangedious ways®
However, information is not the same as facts, becigaisentent is always already
shaped by the process of perception that identified anddestdr It follows that
collection information originating in libraries, archivesmuseums already bears the
unique imprint of the institution that authored it, beingscaably shaped by the
processes and lenses of ‘perception’ applied through thegesaof each organisation.
At this point in the construction of information, thégective role of individual
collecting institutions in embedding particular conceptagrfiBcance within the

documentation created around collections comes to tke for

So, ifinformationis tangibly recorded perception of data, what is kndga& Stehr
and Ufer define knowledge as “a capacity for action...Kieolgé enables an actor ...
to set something in motion and to structure reality. Kedgé is thus knowledge
about processes” (Stehr and Ufer, 2009, 8-9). In other wbhadtng knowledge is not
just about the passive consumption of information (we fact that information is
available cannot be equated with access to knowledgeeRRktiowledge results
from the ability to make the available information paty relevant and useful.

%% See also Hjorland’s citation of the American Association of Information Science (ASIS)

definition of information, which is similar (Hjorland, 2000, 32).
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Jones takes a similar view, arguing that knowledge cobwas shrough an
individual’'s internalisation of information into theroplex world of personal
meaning. In this sense, knowledge is fugitive; it existramdividual's internal and
perpetually fluctuating response to the reception of infaomgtlones, 2010, 2).
Furthermore, because knowledge is a personal respoimgertaation, it cannot be
frozen, recorded and passed on in the same physical waferasation. Knowledge,
then, is created when an individual internalises in&dion in order to alter his or her

reality in some meaningful way.

Similarly, UK academic Donald Hislop, writing on knowledganagement and
sharing for thelournal of Information Technolod®002), has persuasively argued
against the idea that knowledge can be effectively trateghvia digital technologies,
pointing out that knowledge cannot be reduced to one-wayagessransferred via
digital networks from a source to a recipient. Higbogdds his critique of the role of
information technology in knowledge management by exangiphilosophies related
to the fundamental character of knowledge. He argueshdabptimism’ surrounding
information technology as a tool in ‘knowledge-sharisgdased on an objectivist
epistemology that artificially separates a holisboicept of knowledge into two
discrete component¥ That is, ‘explicit’ knowledge, which “can be codifiedan
tangible form, for example, “scientific theories pubésd in documentation”, and
‘tacit’ knowledge, which exists within the individual buthcat be expressed verbally,
incorporating “both physical skills and cognitive frameworlkt&t are embodied and
culturally or socially framed (Hislop, 2002, 166-18%Because this bipartite view

57 Birger Hjorland has also highlighted that the proposition that the interconnection of digital
data files equates to the true interconnection of ideas is based on a nineteenth century
positivism, which does not acknowledge the contingency of information to its source (Hjorland,
2000, 32-33). Hence, the information(s) produced by libraries, archives and museums carry
their own institutional legacy and cannot necessarily be transposed into a converged
collections context without either obscuring their authorship or losing informational identity.
Such considerations in turn raise questions about the ability to streamline information(s) from
diverse sources, or indeed the possibility of a true flow of ‘knowledge’, in a converged

collection environment.

%8 Interestingly, the notion of ‘explicit’ knowledge can be paralleled with the definition of
‘information’ as described by Jones and Buckland. Correspondingly, ‘tacit’ knowledge bears a
resemblance to Jones’ concept of knowledge as personally embodied and embedded.
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assumes that there is no subjective interferendeisd@mmunication of ‘explicit’
knowledge, digital technologies become an ideal condutthe unimpeded flow of
this ‘knowledge’ between senders and recipients — a poioelicit, for example, in
Lorcan Demsey'’s reference to the ‘knowledge networkshéa through the digital
convergence of libraries, archives and museums (Dempg86§, 2).

What emerges from Buckland’s characterisation of méttion as ‘thing’ Hislop’s
critique of the objectivist ‘explicit’ versus ‘tacit’ mobef knowledge, Stehr and

Ufer’s delineation of knowledge as bound to individual ceinéad practice, as well as
Jones’ model that foregrounds the intangible, persdraabcteristics of knowledge (as
opposed to information, which is a tangible record tdrpreted data), is that
‘knowledge’ cannot be ‘transmitted’ by, or between, infation repositories (such as
libraries, archives and museums), either in physicdigital form. If we accept this
approach, it follows that libraries, archives and musesimsild not be understood as
repositories of knowledge at all, but rather only obrnfation — or as Buckland has

written, as a ‘species of information retrieval systéBuckland, 1991, 359).

What are the implications of this conceptual approaclkdorergence of collecting
institutions? First of all, the idea that it is only pide to transmit information, rather
than knowledge, between collection repositories (artem users) complicates the
notion that, for example, digital convergence of cieecollection records will achieve
a universal diffusion of cultural knowledge on the bassmply facilitating more
streamlined access to collection resources. Likewiskeréliftiating between
information and knowledge in this way negates the idetile ‘one stop shop’ model
of physical convergence, bringing into question whether ¢inia bf institutional
integration can automatically deliver improved knowledge @aithe users of such
facilities. Instead, the rationale for convergence néed® more than simply invoke
promises of knowledge and articulate the actual strategmiaborations and
processes that will promote meaningful engagementscwaitbctions among staff and
users. The designation of converged collecting organisa#e ‘knowledge

However, Jones avoids compartmentalising knowledge into two types, understanding
‘information’ as a prerequisite and phase in the development of knowledge, but not
encapsulating it in a particular and finite form.
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institutions’ therefore becomes contingent on the agpatthose organisations to
provide a suitable environment for users to interact withiaternalise the available
collection information. Furthermore, to justify convergemn epistemological
grounds, these engagements with information need toroparable with, or exceed,
the possibilities already provided by distinct librarieshaves or museums.

Now | consider the ideas of these authors regarding id&danation and knowledge
in relation to the various processes of capturing, pisarg and recording information
appropriate to different kinds of collecting institutioBy. concentrating on the
practical mechanisms through which collection informatsoproduced, manipulated
and presented in the museum context, the contingerfdie®ionation to its source
institution - as well as the knowledge that may eventumdlabstracted from it -
become apparent. In particular, | investigate ways irchvaivariety of professional
practices — such as the different classification at@aguing conventions of libraries,
archives or museums (i.e. each institution’s modesagjritive perception’ for data) -
can give rise to particular characteristics in thenmational content surrounding
collections. | consider the extent to which these charatics influence the scope of
users’ interactions with collections to produce meaning esaversely the knowledge
outcomes at stake if museum processes for creating apehghnformation are

structurally altered, or perhaps prevented, from takingeplac

4.2.2 Museum information frameworks

Over time, each collecting domain has developed its angulage for describing
collections, and techniques for collection managemensepration, and presentation,
that create diverse potentials for interacting withnmfation. Museums provide a
useful case study for demonstrating how the practices®type of collecting
institution embody various ‘ways of seeing’ collectierikeir cultural significance and
their utility to the end user - that, in turn, shapedtetent and structure of collection
information and therefore the kinds of knowledge tlaat €ventually be produced
around it. This section takes a more detailed look aw#yes in which museums
function to contextualise their collections, not hessathese methodologies offer a
superior model to that of libraries or archives, buteath illustrate the complexities

involved in interpreting the content of collections fréme standpoint of just one
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domain. Because analogous considerations exist for titextaalising processes and
physical settings provided by libraries and archives - eawtupmg their own
frameworks for understanding content - it becomes plest glimpse the
constellation of engagements possible with collectipnencountering them through
the ‘lens’ of various institutional settingBhe same considerations complicate the
notion that the streamlining (or indeed the obsolesgenicsome of these

environments through convergence can lead to improved knosveagtgomes.

Every museum engages with objects in its own unique wagtieg processes for
acquisition, collection documentation, research andnoanication that are replete
with both implicit and explicit judgements about the mnfiational value of the
artefact. The understanding that the meaning that devatopgsd collections is not
objective or fixed, but rather ‘situated and contextuala¢slonald, 2006, 2) becomes
clear when one considers the plethora of methodoldlggexist for interpreting
museum artefacts. Erwin Panofsky’s systematic apprmacdecoding’ the symbolic
content of art works, first published in 1939 in Stsidies in Iconologgsee Chapter 1,
Panofsky, 1970), is an early example of a method ferpnéting the meaning of
artefacts within the art historical tradition. Someattes later, Thomas Schlereth
(1982) and Susan Pearce (1994b) produced edited anthologiesmgetarierous
models for the study of museum objects, each offerifigrdnt philosophical,
disciplinary, and practical approaches for interpretingnkaning of artefacts.More
recently, in their publication of Significance 2.0 - athaglology for interpreting the
different meanings of material culture that is used widbglyAustralian collecting
institutions - authors Roslyn Russell and Kylie Winkwdrélve emphasised that
Australian collections owe their diversity to thedregeneity that characterises the
nation’s collecting institutions, each with its own bist policies and priorities that
have helped to construct the meanings of items in thed (2009, 2).

As a case in point, one of the most basic stepsithaeums (and indeed libraries and
archives) perform in order to create information arountbcabns is the process of

% For prominent examples, see those methodologies proposed by E. McClung Fleming
(1982), Jules Prown (1994 — originally published 1982), Ray Batchelor (1994), R. Elliot et
al.(1994), and S. Pearce(1994).
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naming objects, or classification. Yet, even this apg&rstraightforward act
establishes parameters for interpreting the meaning @fecton item and is
characterised by the institution in which the colleci®housed. The variety of
potential outcomes in the process of identification higtd the multiple perspectives
from which objects can be understood and associated withrmtber. This idea is
illustrated well by literary theorist Maria Esther &4 in an article interrogating the
idea of the ‘unclassifiable’ object (Maciel, 2006). Hene defines as ‘unclassifiable’
not only any concept or thing that exists outside of laggulbut also any object that
can be arranged into several taxonomic groupings sinadtgsly, while not being
fully contained by any single one — much as museologliseiEHooper Greenhill has
identified the potential for a silver teaspoon to be diasisas ‘ “Industrial Art” in
Birmingham City Museum, “Decorative Art” at Stoke-@nent, “Silver” at the
Victoria and Albert Museum, and “Industry” at Kelham Isldviuseum in Sheffield’
(1992, 7). The capacity of objects to move between vangaddgies highlights the
perceived meaning of objects as contingent upon the ataswih schemes of the
institutions in which they are housed, opening up the posgifolitmultiple readings

of their meaning.

Likewise, Sheldon Annis has highlighted the symbolic nabfirauseum objects in
reference to the thematic relationships that are bailveen collection objects, and the
use of artefacts in exhibitions. He notes that, like anybsynobjects in the museum
context have no singular, fixed meaning and retain a dggdadbe understood in a
multitude of ways. He describes them as “multivocali &olyvalent” - that is, they

speak with many meanings and in many combinations (Annis, 1994, 21)

The polysemy of objects is particularly poignant inc¢batext of convergence, as the
museum domain has traditionally eschewed universal namindastis, making it
problematic to identify common holdings across institigiorhe diversity in museum
naming conventions also highlights that the meaning (ar@fdre ‘knowledge’) of
objects is not fixed within their physical fabric, buthet, attributed to them through
their position in a particular institutional conteXaken together, the diversity between
standards of nomenclature across libraries, archives asdums, but also individual
organisations within these broad institutional divisigoreyides just one example of

how a rich, multidimensional information environment kmowledge creation can be
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produced via the existence of diverse collecting instistend disciplinary

approaches.

The particular techniques that museums employ for cardksing objects, including
processes for accessioning, cataloguing, collection mar&geand representation,
have been recognised by a number of museology schslardiatinct epistemological
genre (Findlen, 2004, Paris, 2006). Moreover, experienceohjicts and
information in a museum setting have the potentiahfloence knowledge creation on
a number of levels. Scott G. Paris argues that musesitargi develop knowledge via
their interactions with collection objects, but ttfas knowledge transcends the
objects and is internalised in novel ways by each iddal - much as the meaning of
any text is a transaction between the intention @ftithor and the ability of the reader
to make the text personally meaningful (Paris, 2006, 258)sdtial context of the
museum space allows visitors to interact with oneteraas well as the objects,
creating an exchange of ideas and helping to form comrmasimtiunderstanding
(Paris, 2006, 259-261). In this way, the conversion of infaomanto knowledge in
museums happens on a number of levels: first, the musetsnthe stage by putting
forward a selection of information, in particular fats, for visitors to interact with;
second, visitors engage with exhibits and other collediased programs to develop
personal understandings of the ideas and narrativespedsand finally, visitors
exchange and work through their understandings within a smriééxt, leading to the
communal generation of shared cultural knowledge and mgani

The complex ways in which information experiencescarestructed within the
museum environment underscore the advantage of having a largemnof diverse
institutions — irrespective of whether they are libsrarchives or museums - that can
each provide unique engagements with information for theianeaf knowledge.

From this perspective, fostering an organic, heterogenemsaf collecting
institutions — rather than what might be termed ‘meg@sgories’ - could be vital to
maintaining the richness and diversity of cultural knalg&
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4.2.3 Museum, archive and library information frame  works as models of

‘cognitive order’

A brief comparison of the various approaches and techniquéise selection and
organisation of information employed by museums, archawneslibraries provides
further insights onto the contexts for knowledge credti@at are brought together

within the convergence model.

In the museological literature, a number of influend@olars have proposed that the
information structured by museums not only influenceskthes of knowledge
acquired by users of collections, but also that musewoeepses are significant in
demonstrating how a variety of apparently incongruent indbion sources can be
rendered comprehensible. For example, museologist G&awamnagh has observed
that the narrative structures that museums build arobjedts through collection
development and documentation give tangible form todeoeultural understandings
and debates within society (Kavanagh, 1994, 5).

Similarly, David Carr (2006, 13) has argued that museums inipogeitive order’ on
our view of reality via the mechanism of placing collectitems and information in
particular contextsAccording to Carr, such museum representations provide
audiences with a tool and template for understandingwaid — for making sense of
information. This aspect of the museum offering magdiesidered particularly
valuable in a world where access to information (and datanstantly increasing and
where, more than ever, individuals require skills terfi organise and meaningfully

connect large quantities of information

While museum practices of acquisition, collection manay#, curation and
representation give rise to particular information confas well as providing a
tangible illustration of how large quantities of disgtarinformation sources can be
organised and associated with one another) librariearahi/es represent alternative,
equally complex systems for shaping information. Indiwetext of archives, Canadian
theorist Terry Cook (2009) has persuasively argued againgtethehat archives are
passive, neutral repositories of information, pointingrahi&al arrangement and

description techniques, along with collection managemeahteaan simple
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administrative activities such as the implementatibdestruction schedules and the
prioritisation of conservation resources, as activeh@graphic processes that play an
important role in determining the narratives that aemeually produced by historians
and others who consult archival materials. Likewisgabkth Yakel has highlighted
the subjective, socially constructed nature of archivangement practices, noting
that archivists often structure archives to reflectdaalised intellectual order rather
than the state in which records existed in their orlginatext (Yakel, 2003, 1-2, 10).
She argues that the organising principles employed by &tshare not only culturally
formed, reflecting and supporting prevalent epistemolodiaateworks, but also
create a feedback loop by establishing parameters for futurghihand historical
analysis (Yakel, 2003, 6). Hence, access and interpretdtimrginal records in
archives is pre-determined by the ways in which they ardbowd and stored with
other documents, as well as through the indexes and atberdiaids that provide
pathways into the material. As museums do with objacthival methods privilege
certain encounters with records and can influence #ysw which their significance

is understood.

Libraries can also be seen to promote particular unaelistgs of collections via the
selection of collection content as well as the aul®d vocabularies used to classify
individual items into thematic groups. For example, inihtwential paper titled’he
Power to Name: Representation in Library Catalogu¢spe Olson (2001) has

provided a rigorous analysis of the biases inherent in@@trvocabular$f systems

such as the widely adopted Library of Congress Subjedifig®(LCSH) and Dewey
Decimal Classification (DDC). Such systems provideratdid scope for the
interpretation of library holdings and force usersdaform to rigid terminologies in
order to access collectiofsOlson argues that the quest for a universal (homogenous)

%0 Also termed ‘bibliographic control’.

1 n recognising the inflexibility of library naming systems, Sarah Anne Murphy (2005) has
written about the vital role of the reference librarian in collaborating with users to facilitate
successful retrieval of relevant reference materials. She identifies searching a reference
collection as a narrative hermeneutic process, where the user and the librarian work together
to re-interpret and re-frame the reference query until it becomes compatible with the allowable
search limits, or language, of the library catalogue. Again, this underscores that libraries
present information about their collections according to limited parameters, predisposing the
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descriptive language for naming information in library ections comes at the
expense of allowing diverse attribution of subject mdttecollection items, which
may superficially inhibit efficiency in search and retak(especially across different
collections or institutions), but which highlights the plunterpretive possibilities of
the materials in the collectid.

By contrasting the information processing strategiesdifives and libraries to those
of museums, it is possible to envisage not just musewmsg|l three domains as
‘epistemological genres’. Each type of collectingitasibn (not to mention the variety
of approaches that exist at the level of individual orgaioes) plays an influential
formative role on how collection items and the wigesupings into which they are
organised are interpreted, named, described and associtexhe/ianother, offering a
rich tableau of information resources and interactioadable to the end users of
collections. The multiple pathways into collectionsitable via the diversity across,
and within, domains creates the interface for a cdastal of encounters between
users and collection objects, giving rise to a multitude e$ipte ‘knowledge’
outcomes. Is this rich and valuable informational divg@stknowledged, and can it
be effectively nurtured, within the scope of converged dadle@nvironments - from
cultural policy decisions down to collection practicethatinstitutional level?

4.3 Reframing convergence around epistemology

So far, | have explored important conceptual differemeéise definitions of data,
information and knowledge, as well as considering hanactilection practices that

way in which those resources are understood. Also crucial to Murphy’s argument is the
significance of the personal interaction between the reference librarian and the user; an aspect
of the library experience that that seems largely omitted in the context of online access to
library catalogues and therefore, with probably graver consequences, also to the context of

joint access enabled by digital convergence of library, archival and museum collections.

%2 Wistorian David McKitterick (2006) approaches a similar point in his account of the
development of library collections in England and continental Europe from the sixteenth
century. His description of the slow and un-systematic crystallisation of formalised principles
for the organisation of library collections, not to mention the gradual development of
librarianship as a profession, demonstrates that there is no intrinsic ‘natural’ order according to
which books can be classified and, therefore, assigned meaning.
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characterise museums, but also archives and librafiesralte the close relationship
between the information available around collection dbjand the institution in
which those records were created. By recognising that mssédibraries and archives
offer different but equally subjective and domain-speaifiproaches to the
arrangement and presentation of information, severatiqnesbout the assumed

benefits of convergence of the domains become apparent.

First of all, by understanding that the availabilityirdbrmation, either in the digital
realm or in a physically integrated setting, does notraatically translate to the
acquisition of knowledge, the basic premise upon which raegiyments in favour of
convergence rest becomes complicated. As authors &tdHhdfer conclude in their
discussion about knowledge, it is possible that “oneviddal has more information
than another. It is much more difficult to concludet thae individual commands more
knowledge than another” (Stehr and Ufer, 2009, 9). So to@yitba inferred that
while a converged collecting institution, either as atdigir physical entity, may
contain a larger quantity of tangible information thatiszreet library, archive or
museum, it cannot be assumed that users will automgtaaihe away with more
knowledge, or better knowledge. These considerations faompelling argument for
a shift in focus for converged institutions; one that du#dake the production of
knowledge as a given. In other words, a vision that resegrthe importance of the
structure and quality of collection information, the spbst work that shapes and
contextualises information resources in relation toam@her, and the opportunities
provided for users to make sense of the information.

Second, by considering museums, archives and librariesliaglual epistemological
genres, it becomes clear that these organisatiorsfemesntiated by more than just
the physical, typological distinctions across thelteobion holdings. Each domain
represents a distinct framework for the creation ef¥edge, employing specific
methodologies for interpreting collections and producing méiion that reflects
subjective concepts about the identity, value and meaning edftsbjrhe variety of
engagements with information that heterogeneous ciolieitstitutions make possible
for users of collections represents a valuable and divetesdace for cultural
interaction and the production of knowledge. Howeverwags in whichconverged
organisations can effectively create the conditioneseary for users to make
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meaning around the collections - acknowledging and leveragisgng disciplinary
approaches to the arrangement of collection informati@hthe interpretation of
collection objects - has not (until now) been questianeprimary research of the
collections sector. The case study findings presentedrbpresent the first such
examination of museum practices - in the context @frmétion and knowledge

production — within the converged institution model.

Finally, to what extent does the value of collectimgfitutions lie not only in the
individual objects and associated records they house,dnuiredhe ways in which
these collection items have been organised in relagione another to reflect an
institution’s particular epistemological framework torderstanding the world? In
other words, is there a more holistic notion of tigeiicance of collections at stake if
organisations are restructured to fit a converged model?

4.4 Conclusion: possibilities for knowledge through

convergence

By considering the way in which information is crehgend transmitted, we see that
libraries, archives and museums cannot automaticaltgderded as ‘knowledge
institutions’, or described in similar terms alluding heit ‘knowledge’ content. They
do not and cannot transmit knowledge. Rather, they offéicpkr opportunities and
settings where users can encounter different formyaimation creating knowledge
and personal meaning for themselves. By inference, any meaheo-location or
integration of collection resources from differentdons, either in a digitally or
physically ‘converged’ environment, will not automaticallglg greater knowledge

acquisition for end users.

In recognising that the domain-specific and organisationakso of objects and
information is integral to their potential as soura@sknowledge’, the challenge in
converging museums, libraries and archives becomes tberpagion or enhancement
of that context, highlighting the polysemous quality dfemtion objects and offering a
diverse menu of information choices and forms of engeg to the end user.
However, based on current understandings evidenced uséhef language
surrounding how convergence might advance ‘knowledges’ nibt clear whether
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prevalent approaches to convergence take full accounts# tuemplexities. If the
planning, construction and organisational structure of convangétiitions develops
in the absence of a strong conceptual rationale andsthkedegies for realising the
knowledge potential of collections, the risk is thatemilons will simply continue to
function within pre-established modes of operation withlivatving any benefit from
the convergence model. Of greater concern though, ishiaddck of strategic vision
around the ‘knowledge impact’ of convergence could allomtlie instigation of
staffing structures and administrative processes thaalhctnterfere with an
organisation’s ability to offer their users meaningful eyggaents with collections.
The next chapters of this thesis present the findingiseotase study research and

consider convergence in reference to these questions.
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5 Case Studies: cultural policy contexts

and institution backgrounds

5.1 Introduction to the Findings

As discussed in the Methodology, the findings of thisaedeare presented over three
chapters using an approach consistent with thematigsasal his chapter begins with
a brief survey of particular developments in natiosi@te and local government
cultural policies, positioning the trend towards the cogerce of collecting
organisations within a broader political and funding cemtéthen provides
background information for each case study institution,egathfrom a variety of

documentary sources.

The forthcoming chapters (6 and 7) use thematic organisaitibie interview data to
explore the variety of influences of convergence onemmspractices. In Chapter 6, |
focus directly on the performance of museum practicaiscan be considered
explicitly ‘interpretive’ in nature, including collectomanagement, documentation
and description, curatorship, exhibition development, thatioreof public programs
and assessment of the significance of collectionse,Haonsider respondents’ views
with respect to their capacity to carry out thesesraleghin the structure of a

converged organisation.

Chapter 7 addresses what might be termed the ‘manadearakworks of
convergence, examining the ways in which bureaucratiogerational processes that
govern the function of an entire institution - suclstategic planning, organisational
structure, management and leadership factors, the fashiinmeyv role descriptions,
and so on — impact on museum work. | consider the utistital frameworks, policies
and formal relationships between departments that desbslyele of museums

within converged organisations and create the institutima#lix in which museum
practices are enacted. These factors are examined ot institutional contexts
shaping museum practice, interpretation of collectiomd, therefore, the production
of knowledge, in converged organisations.
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Together, Chapters 5, 6 and 7 present museum practicevarged institutions
within both macro (e.g. cultural policy) and micro (capecific) contexts, as well as
offering insights into the shaping of museum practiceslmtion to particular
professional relationships, organisational structuresxigting specialisations of
staff, etc. The findings emphasise the complexity @f sihgagement with museum
collections in converged organisations through comprehensahgsanof the
individual accounts of professionals working in the field.

5.1.1 Chapter 5 outline

Prior to the presentation of interview findings, eaahvidual case study requires an
introduction detailing its history, the form of convergeitaepresents, the
organisational structure, its scale, and (where ava)labime financial and visitation
information. These details provide a context for undeding the perspectives and
experiences of individual staff members, and their resgoto the research
questiong?

For each case study, a diverse range of sources, inclodalggovernment documents
(strategic plans, cultural plans, business plans, nmetdiases), state and federal
government reports, promotional documents, news clip@ndsarchitectural briefs,
were collected and analysed. Due to differences in the pistevelopment and
procedures of each institution, standardisation achesddcumentation was difficult
to achieve, in spite of casting a wide net to assensotelech material as possible from
each facility. Nevertheless, the case study backgroumgsltbeen collated and written
such that comparisons can be made across the iastiut

It is useful to contextualise the convergence of caltfacilities, as manifested within

Australia and the region, against the backdrop of sigmificultural policy changes

%3 As a condition of this research, conducted under the auspices of the Human Research
Ethics Committee of the University of Sydney, it is necessary to protect the anonymity of
respondents. Therefore, there are inherent limitations to the amount and detail of information
about each case study that can be revealed.
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affecting the local government sector during a perioddpans roughly over three
decades, from the early 1980s until 2010. This phase in theodeent of Australia’s
national, state and local government cultural policaeslteen considered in a range of
scholarship, which | draw on here to pinpoint key influemeéssant to the
convergence trend. In particular, | consider the palitiistory of the Community Arts
program of the Australia Council for the Arts and tbatested idea of cultural
democracy (i.e. universal ‘right’ to cultural participati@s) precursors to the
assumption by municipal councils of primary responsibibtylocal arts and cultural
amenities, and the subsequent growth in popularity of theecgence model.

Additionally, a number of research reports provide usefurkers in plotting the
development of cultural facilities and the growing prewak of the convergence
model within that context: namely, the Australia Cousdrts Development in
Western Sydney report of 1990 and the Cultural AccordsI{tivel Cultural Accord
2006-2008 in particular) between the NSW State Governmertharicbcal
Government and Shires Association of NSW. Below, Iutische significance of this
research to the prevalence of convergence, followetendividual backgrounds of
the case studies used in this research.

5.2 Cultural policy, cultural development and local

government

Adopting a longitudinal perspective of cultural policy ches in Australia that began
in the mid to late 1970s, it is possible to place the mewetowards convergence of
museums, libraries, archives, galleries and other cufacgities — especially at local
government level — within a larger narrative of decreasitgmel and state
government involvement in ‘community’ cultural programsl éhe progressive
assumption of funding responsibility for local cultuiadilities being taken up by
councils. As a consequence of this shift, local governmantcontributes the vast
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majority of funding for regional museums, galleries attter cultural amenitie¥. As
| discuss below, the resulting dual imperative for countoilsrovide quality cultural
facilities, while simultaneously demonstrating prudent dpenof ratepayer money,
has contributed towards a view of convergence as arneetfisolution to local cultural

provision.

A number of researchers of Australian cultural poliayendrawn attention to the
relatively recent entry of cultural development irte scope of local government
responsibilities. Kim Dunphy points out that cultural elepment roles in councils
have only recently emerged as a professional field ofipea@nd that many local
governments only began to think strategically about art€altaral planning in the
early 2000s (Dunphy, 2010, 100-161) ikewise, Mulligan and Smith (2010a) have
attributed the increasing local government responsibdityafts and culture to recent
broader policy shifts, both internationally and in Aab&, that foreground the role of
local cultural engagement as a counter-measure to mitigatalienating effects of
globalisation, and for aiding in the creation and sustea of stable, inclusive
communities. They observe that there is a pressind toegupport the cultural
development sector in Australian local government, wthandly has a sense of being
a sector, with most practitioners feeling isolated and valeied” (ibid., 36).

However, as | discuss below, the assumption of resptitysfbr local arts and

cultural activity by councils — or, as it may be, theedivnent of those responsibilities
by national and state authorities to local governments-hhd a longer gestation as a
product of over three decades of policy and funding changes.

64 Corroborating this trend, it is noteworthy that research published in 2014 by the Museums &
Galleries NSW, in partnership with seven major NSW regional municipalities, indicates that
local governments contributed $16.59 million of the combined $18.9 million of federal, state
and local government spending on cultural facilities in those regions in the 2012/13 financial
year (Huxley, 2014, 50).

65 Writing in 2010, Dunphy noted that councils had not undertaken substantive evidence-
based research to guide decision-making in arts and cultural portfolios (mainly due to minimal
staffing of these areas and inexperience of staff in evaluation techniques), resulting in a
shortage of empirical information about the outcomes of cultural projects (Dunphy, 2010, 105,
108).
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An awareness of the importance of cultural activitg participation at the local level
emerged in Australia during the 1970s, reflected in the faomatf the Community
Arts and Development Committee in the Australia Cduocithe Arts in 1973
(Hawkins, 1991a, 45). According to Gay Hawkins, whose relearthe history of
the Australia Council’'s Community Arts program is walbwn, the Committee’s
agenda during the 1980s focussed on improving low rates of patiti in formal
cultural activities at ‘community’ level, which it undeved as a result, and symptom
of, social inequity. Hawkins argues that the inferiotugaf community arts (at that
time still understood as concerning mainly the visua) airtd the idea of cultural
participation as ‘art therapy’ for disadvantaged groupsjémited the development of
a funding model for community arts projects, where resibdity devolved from
federal to state and local governments (Hawkins, 1991a, 4&-&&y, argues
Hawkins, the agenda of the Australia Council becamesrdemocratic in
acknowledging the significance of diverse forms of cakexpression to the vitality
and renewal of national culture, although ‘community avese still perceived as

secondary to nationally funded cultural activities (Hengk1991a, 50-51).

Sociologist Alan Petersen has suggested that the comicepttural democracy’ was
central in shaping the approach of government agencidsasube Australia Council,
towards community arts and cultural programs from thel@iDs and through the
1980s (Petersen, 1991). According to Petersen, the ideai@fisequality in creative
and cultural life, and the prioritisation of strateg®smprove access and participation
in arts among marginalised groups, was solidified throbghritroduction of
community arts funding at federal level in 1973, admingstdy the Australia

Council ¢

Through the 1980s, community arts work evolved as a profeddield
ideologically informed by social democratic principlesi@ommitted to facilitating
creative expression among diverse community groups (ibid.Re8ponding to this
shift, the formation of the Community Cultural develagmUnit with the Australia
Council in the 1980s provided funding for community projectpleasising egalitarian

access and participation in the arts (Mulligan and I5r2D10b, 47-48). From a

66 Citing Hawkins, Petersen points out that community arts programs nevertheless privilege
“diversity rather than excellence”, effectively accentuating the perceived difference between
‘high art’ and the creative products of community groups (Petersen, 1991, 28).
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theoretical perspective, both Petersen and HawkinaKlda, 1991b) provide

poignant analysis of the conceptually problematic andipally fraught notions of
‘community’, ‘culture’ and ‘democracy’ to which communiyts subscribed.
However, for the purposes of this thesis, it is irging to speculate about the
development of community arts as an important steprswahat could be termed the
‘municipalisation’ of arts and cultural policy in Ausieal’‘Community arts’ addressed
itself to particular social groups, seeking to embedicalltactivity at community level
and setting the stage for local government involvemeptanision of cultural

facilities and programs.

In parallel with the movement towards the ‘democratsadf culture’ during the
1970s and 80s, the rise of neoliberal policies in Austratid,resulting shifts in
economic strategies and expectations on regional andgoeainment, also appears
to have influenced the eventual development of convergeramétofal institutions.
Neoliberalism, characterised by economic models thatufamarket deregulation,
privatisation, reduced government commitment to socidanesland an increasing
role for business and non-government organisations in degisaiing to support
economic and employment growth, has been an impddeasd in regional
development in Australia since the early 1980s (Bedr,e2G05, Cheshire and
Lawrence, 2005, Tonts and Haslam-McKenzie, 2005).

In their historical survey of Australian regional pglitcom the 1970s through to the
1990s, political geographers Matthew Tonts and Fiona HalglaKenzie identify
economic efficiency as cornerstone of neoliberal oigp(2005, 184-185), which
correlates with one of the key drivers for convergesfaellecting institutions in
Australia (even though the funding reductions for se®avices and infrastructure
they describe do not necessarily appear to reflect th@darable investment required
to implement converged organisational structures andtfes)li Both Tonts and
Haslam-McKenzie (2005, 189, 195-197) and Beer et al. (2005, 52-54)opbititat
the austerity of the first wave of neoliberalism dutting 1980s was ‘softened’
somewhat in the 1990s, with greater acknowledgement oiethe for ongoing
government involvement in providing policy guidance and stuméing support for
regional development programs. The NSW state goverrsremiorsement of
convergence via the Cultural Accords with the LGSA, tedliimited funding
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incentives provided to councils as part of this incenappear to fit within the
‘reformed’ neoliberal context. In particular, the tence of neoliberalism to distribute
responsibility and resources across all tiers of govemrfincluding local councils)
while retaining authority for policy direction appearseefed in the development of
convergence. Beer, Clower, Haughton and Maude (2005) write:

In effect the state has retained a disciplinary power over hovoitates
funding and responsibilities, a process which has seen the rise of the audit
culture and a proliferation of short-term experiments which can bedlose
cloned or converted into different approaches at \{deer et al., 2005, 51)

Is convergence the result of one of these ‘experigégtstate and local governments,
testing efficiency and cultural outcomes of merging ctilhg institutions and thus
‘solving’ the problem of aging cultural facilities and tineperative to facilitate
community participation in culture? It is interestingctmsider neoliberal economics
and the concept of cultural democracy as dual, though perhapsqggtically

opposed, forces that combined to create the circumstavigere convergence of
collecting institutions emerged as a financially attractand government-endorsed

model for cultural provision at the local level.

Arts Development in Western Sydneyletailed report commissioned by the Australia
Council and published in 1990, provides an indicative examplgeahtreasing role
of local government in the provision of cultural amesiti€he report, while focussing
on a particular geographic region, is important becassgpjproach and
recommendations illustrate the move towards a de-diseianodel of cultural
provision, which increasingly saw municipal councils, rathan state and national
government bodies, take up the burden of planning and fundiagdoltural facilities
and programs. As the opening sentence of the preface repihit stated, the report
was “an extremely important step for the Australiai@ol in an ongoing process of
developing cultural planning and arts support for ‘growth cehstgch as Western
Sydney” (see Preface, Chesterman and Schwager, 1990elmwadrds, the
conclusions of the report could be used to inform planningsaddSW and Australia

as a whole, in areas where cultural provision wasgnerd as lacking.
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The report summary included the recommendation that:

...local councils should develop strategic cultural plans, and play an active
part in providing arts access centres, using their planning powers to gain
contributions for more substantial developments and in providing assistance to
local groups and festivalg¢Report Summary, Chesterman and Schwager,
1990%"

This recommendation was made despite the authors awnthtat, in the 13 local
government areas that were investigated, most coundila hzery marginalised”
view of their responsibilities to culture and “expressedceamthat both Federal and
State governments were trying to press them into fundisgaad culture” without
providing additional financial support (Chesterman and Sgbw&a 990, Chapter 3,
7)%8 To extrapolate, the recommendations effectively addedtising pressure on
councils to fund cultural amenities, even though arts attdre had not historically

®7 See also Chapter 3, page 5 of the Report that states that it is the policy of the Australia
Council to encourage local councils to become involved in the provision of artistic and cultural
activities, based on local government being “closer to the people” (i.e. better able to identify

community needs) and have greater flexibility in regard to expenditure.

%8 The Report acknowledged that while the Australia Council had no direct authority over local
government spending on arts infrastructure, it could advocate for better planning by serving an
advisory role. The report cites the Australia Council’'s awareness of innovative international
projects, such as “multi-use developments in the USA”, as an example of the knowledge it can
share with local councils to create more “effective” facilities (Chesterman and Schwager,
Chapter 6, 6). Furthermore, the report advocates increased “collaborative programming” to
foster efficient development of the arts (ibid., 7). Both of these comments suggest an
inclination towards the integration of museum, library, archive and gallery facilities appearing
from the late 1990s.
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been a core role of the local government sector, andais did not have extensive
experience in this area of administratfon.

Chapter 5 of th&Vestern Sydneagport criticised shortcomings in local government
cultural strategies, arguing that a lack of effectivitucal planning by councils was a
key problem affecting arts development in the westedn&y region. In Chapter 7,
the Report culminated in recommending the formationRégional Cultural Planning
Centre as a joint initiative of federal, state an@&lgovernments, with the role of
assisting local government in producing effective cultulatp and strategies. In these
ways, over the next two decades from 1990, the reporefbpart of a movement that
saw federal as well as state governments disengagedsponsibility for arts and
cultural amenity in local council areas. The creatiboultural development roles
within councils both in Western Sydney and across NSt development or
upgrading of council-run cultural facilities, as wellthe assumption of authority by
councils over previously volunteer-managed cultural cbdlas, can be read as part of
this shift.

It is worth noting that in an international contextitBh cultural policy scholar Clive
Gray has documented a similar trend of greater localrgoent involvement in
cultural provision developing during the period of the early 1986@lse United
Kingdom. Like Hawkins and Petersen, Gray connects the ttatisation of arts

policy with left-wing political strategies that aimealdive voice to disadvantaged
groups in society through cultural participation - a shét tlesulted in the tendency to

regard cultural facilities and programs at the local leged means of achieving

% The authors conceded that the resources set aside for the research did not allow for existing
and potential audiences for cultural programs (i.e. the residents whose rates would largely pay
for the programs) to be surveyed — an important limitation considering that one of the report’s
central assumptions was that improved cultural provision was fundamental towards “creating a
pleasurable social environment, in providing labour-intensive job creation, in encouraging
economic regeneration and in developing tourism” (Chesterman and Schwager, 1990, Chapter
1, 3). As will be discussed later, the same expectations have been invoked to legitimise the
development of the converged institutions that were studied for this research, with little

evidence to support the claims.

0 See also Chapter 10 of the report.
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broader societal and economic benefits (Gray, 2008t only did this trend move
the emphasis of cultural programs away from the tdagibtcomes of creative
production but, as Gray argues, culture in its own righbnger seemed to provide a
strong enough justification for spending public money (G292, 84).

The tendency to bolt cultural policies and programs ontaithe of other, more
‘critical’ areas of government policy (what Gray terfpslicy attachment”) has been
mirrored in Australia, not least in the Evocitiédding Valuereport (Huxley, 2014),
the most recent research conducted by the Museums &r8alNSW, which

explicitly sets out to demonstrate the economich@athan intellectual or creative)
impact of cultural infrastructure in seven prominent NS\lgovernment ared$In
Australia and elsewhere, it appears that by the late 1886swas an expectation that
state and local governments would be the main providdmhding for community
cultural programs and facilities, and that such programdd support wider political

objectives around economic and social improvement.

By the early 2000s, the involvement of councils in progdinltural amenities and
programs was widespread, though Mulligan and Smith notattsaand cultural
functions within local government structures remained welaloped and were still
regarded as peripheral to the traditional core concéilnGAs (Mulligan and Smith,
2010a, 35). At the federal level, the 2004 abolition of thetralia Council’s
Community Cultural Development Board (with its focuspyoject funding) and the
formation of the alternative Community PartnershipsgPam consolidated the federal
government’s expectation that development of arts aldratiactivities should
happen at the local level (Mulligan and Smith, 2010b, 11).

& Indeed, Mulligan and Smith link the rise of community arts practice in the 1970s in Australia
with international civil movements emphasising philosophies of social equality and self-
empowerment (Mulligan and Smith, 2010b, 35).

"2 The Evocities report’s findings focus on itemising the $61.8 million in goods and services
that 26 cultural facilities in the seven participating local government areas contributed to the
economies of those regions. The report found that cultural facilities provided an average 69%
return on investment by local, state and federal governments, including economic benefits in
job creation and tourism (Huxley, 2014, 18).
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As the culmination of a shift that began with introductof community arts programs
in the 1970s and 80s, in 2014 local government is the main prafiflending and
management to a variety of cultural facilities sucmaseums, galleries and
entertainment centres, as well as libraries and agshis the Evocities report
indicates, of a total $18.9 million spent by all tiers ofggmment on cultural facilities
in the 2012/13 financial year, investments by local governmverg $16.59 million
(Huxley, 2014).

5.3 The Cultural Accords between NSW state and loca |

governments

A desire by the State Government of NSW to streamlgeultural policy objectives
with outcomes across the state led to the initiadio@ultural Accords between the

NSW state government (Arts NSW) and local governmemtcéegons(LGSA, 2013).
The first Cultural Accord was signed in 1997, with a newokdaatified every three

years since that time.

Reiterating the accountability of local government fianping, development and
operation of cultural facilities, Accord 4 (2011 — 2013) cfaltsongoing partnership
between Arts NSW and local government bodies to aclueferal vitality, local
distinctiveness, increased participation and broad at¢oesultural amenities (Judge et
al., 2010). At the same time, while the Accord descritee sind local governments
as “complementary partners” in local-level cultural@lepment, neither the funding
commitments of each party, nor the details of implesai#on strategies (which are
subject to a separate implementation planning procesgpecédied in the document.
Furthermore, it is local councils who bear primarypoesibility for cultural planning,
development and operation of cultural facilities. Tesponsibility has been mirrored
in funding patterns, which, for example, show that winl2010 Arts NSW pledged
$330,000 towards outcomes over the three year period obthéhFCultural Accord
(Hudson, 2010), local government across the state spent $4illiai@ on arts and
culture between 2009 to 2010 alone (Beevers, 2013). Within thiextpthe Cultural
Accords reveal a now entrenched expectation for lp@atrnment to fund and
facilitate the majority of cultural activities and iagtructure development at the local
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level, even though local government appears to remainesable to state cultural
policy direction through the Accords framework.

Within this funding environment, it is understandable theallgovernment has
pursued financial efficiency in the provision of culturavisss and facilities.
Convergence of collecting institutions, such as museulnaries, galleries and
archives, emerged as a promising solution for maintaining &mnehile minimising
duplication of resources. As | discuss below, the conesetved further endorsement
from the NSW state government in its provision of fagdor projects that merged
the facilities and management structures of culturatut®ns.

It was the Third Cultural Accord, signed in 2006, that spedif/ outlined the NSW
government’s interest in convergence, encouraging tmeaicils to pursue the
integration of cultural facilities. Clearly articuilag its endorsement of convergence,
the Accord resolved that:

In recognition of the important cultural collections held by local governspent
to jointly encourage greater integration of the operation of local government
cultural facilities including libraries, museums, and art galleri@arr, 2006,

5)

Justifying his support of the model, Michael Goss, then Rrodgianager at Arts
NSW, argued that convergence would enable improved acceskui@l collections,
as well as promoting higher participation in culture aitetn addition, convergence
was incorporated into the Arts NSW museum program gaeglas well as its
cultural planning guidelines to local government (Barr, 2006, 5)

As such, convergence of libraries, archives, museunchgalieries in local
government areas came about as a culmination of onesr tlecades of national and
state cultural policy changes, which saw strategic planfumging and operation of
cultural facilities and programs crystallise as a lgoalernment responsibility. At the
same time, through federal and state initiatives, sat¢hefindings and
recommendations of the Australia Council’s researthants development in Western
Sydney and the NSW government’s Cultural Accords, Igoaérnment remains
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accountable to national and state government culturalypaiiection. The timing of
the arrival of convergence as a new operational medeldilecting institutions,
appearing in tandem with the formalisation of culturafad@oment as a core function
of local government, draws attention to possible diffies for the design of such
venues, their organisational structures, managementpemndtmnal priorities. Could
convergence, as an experimental model that necesdit@tee-conceptualisation of
existing museum, library, archive and gallery amenities atiditees, be successfully
realised by local government authorities only just contangrips with their own

cultural development role?

With these broader cultural policy issues and fundinghgements in mind, | now
provide a specific introduction for each of the case ssugsed in this research. As
mentioned previously, in providing a background to each ofdkes | have attempted
to strike a careful balance between the level of betquired to contextualise the
interview findings in the forthcoming chapters, and thetations of maintaining the
anonymity of participating organisations and individual:yexessitated by the ethical
research requirements of the University of SydneyfaAss possible, | have included
exact statistical information about areas such asdpgal costs of each facility and
staff numbers? A variety of archival and documentary evidence, inclugingual
reports, strategic plans, internal memos, planning docupactstectural briefs, press
releases and other publicity materials were consultedrmpiling these backgrounds.
Rather than using codes to identify each facility, lehelvosen instead to change their
names to improve the readability of the text.

5.4 Case study backgrounds

5.4.1 Case Study 1: RIVERBANK Museum, Library, Archive and Visitor
Centre

According to documents produced by the local couRtW,ERBANKis one of a
limited but growing number of ‘cultural’ facilities in thregion of Sydney. Statistics
obtained through the local council show that in 2011 tba had a population of
around 180,000 people with a median age of 33. The populatioumtisultural, with

3 See Appendix 4 for a tabulated comparison of the case studies.
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more than half born outside of Australia. AccordingutoAustralia Council report
published in 1990 (Chesterman and Schwager, 1990), this outepoigan region
has been identified as having historically low governmaréstment in arts and
cultural infrastructure. In spite of the area’s sigrafice to the development of both
indigenous, colonial and post-WWII society, much of itsdmgtvas not formally
recognised or explored in the form of designated culfacdities and programs until
recent times. The area also had significantly lowetigyation rates in cultural

activities compared to Sydney averages.

During the 1990s, a number of state and local governmeiativets sought to address
this imbalance, resulting in the employment of a caltpfanner at the council and the
drafting of a regional cultural plaRIVERBANKwas established in 1998 as one of
two council-run ‘flagship’ cultural attractions in theear incorporating a permanent
museum exhibition, temporary exhibition spaces, a loadies library, council
archives and a visitor information centre. It employs apipnately 15 staff across its

services.

In 2004, the council commissioned a comprehensive cultineakgy, establishing a
direction for development of facilities, programs dmading through to 2015. The
first of seven key goals articulated in the report twadevelop the region’s diverse
cultural heritage, improve engagement with this heritagd,enhance its
interpretation. InterestinglRIVERBANKwas not broadly referenced in the report,
which recommended the building of a new, larger, convelaglity at a location
within the commercial centre. A comprehensive visitoategy was drafted for the
region in 2011, incorporatinglVERBANKas a tourism experience and this time

including suggestions to upgrade its facilities.

In parallel with evolving cultural policies at council lévielVERBANKproduced its
own business plans in 1998 and 2011 respectively, positioningdtiteition as a point
for engagement with the region’s unique history and culturéblge through a range
of information sources, collections and programs. Whielt998 plan notes the co-
location of the local studies library, archives, atetallection and tourism centre,
this document does not reveal the extent to which tt@sgonents were expected to
collaborate to achieve the goals of the organisation. &umibre, at the time of the
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1998 business plan, collection policies for the varioussechad yet to be

developed.

RIVERBANKs 2011 business plan was a much more comprehensive document,
creating a long-term vision for the institution in gantext of the council’s tourism
focus. Furthermore, the 2011 plan highlighted the need farrjanisation to continue
to develop programs of relevance across the multicultunchlgenerational base of the
local community. In order to achieve these goals, the plentified an urgent need to
redevelop its dated permanent exhibition areas, as wietlpgeving access via digital
technologies, expansion of public programs and implengftnore appropriate and
meaningful evaluation and analysis” of its servidR8B/ERBANKBusiness Plan,
2011)"* The plan also recognised that the organisation wasanpe of a
“converged business model” useful for informing the developmeamnew Council
cultural centre envisaged for the commercial disthicfact, the document identified
the continuing need for cooperation across its variensces as a priority towards
achieving its strategic goals. At the same time, the 201 1aslamowledged that
inadequate staffing, overall funding shortages and problerhsta/ibuilding posed a
significant impediment to realising the organisation’s goals

RIVERBANKs1998 business plan flagged the need to develop collectlmmegdor
the library, archives and museum sections of the instituéind at the time of this
research, these documents existed in various stagespfetion. A collection policy
for the council cultural collection (i.e. the artefcollection aRIVERBANK was
written but never endorsed, continuing to exist in drafinfonly. The document
contained a number of inconsistencies, namely the pathe collection to which the
policy applied remain ambiguous. For example, the counudigerial culture
collection is acknowledged as encompassing documents dndear¢council
archives, community archives and historic records), audio-\asubdigital works, art
works, social history and memorabilia items, as wekliaoric sites. However, while
the policy aimed to “promote and develop an understandifi§I¥ERBANK’'$
unique identity and heritage”, the content of the collecpiolicy seems to refer

" The organisation had relied mainly on visitor headcount statistics up to this date.
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primarily to issues concerning works of art. The extenthich this was a working

document is unknown.

The archives management policy is a comprehensive docwieanly defining the
scope of council records and historic archives to be tetlestandards and
procedures to be followed. However, while the conteth®@ttommunity archives
component of this collection expressly relates tohiktory of the local area - thus
complementing the focus of both the museum and loc@riisbrary on site - there is
no mention of synergies between these collectiom®ar staff could collaborate to
develop or improve access and programs across all tleetotd areas.

By contrast, the local studies library’s collectiordipg created around 2000, made a
number of references to supporting the operation cdittieives (especially in
assisting research enquiries), as well as acknowlgdts position within
RIVERBANKas the larger institution. This policy delineates bathdubjects and the
kinds of materials that the library would or would noliect, in consideration for the
special expertise and capacity of either the archivesuseum areas to best manage
specific object types or thematic areas. In particifas policy made explicit
statements about the potential advantages of positiomnige¢al studies library in

relation to the other collecting areas:

The local studies library is now part of a facility that combireswaried

resources of archives, library and exhibition centre to promote th&aberof
[location name removednd its community...

Archives, libraries and museums take very different approaches to the
acquisition and organisation of their respective collections. It should be
realised that the functions of each vary one to another. Separate management
policies must be developed fort each of the three servicebthifed operate in

the one facility then the interrelationship between these distinatgencies

should be complementary.

(RIVERBANKIocal studies library collection policy, 2000, 10)

In other words, on the basis of the various policies,ntent towards professional
cross-pollination and cooperation to pool and leveragstteagths of each collecting
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area acrosRIVERBANKappeared mixed. The degree to which the institution was
functioning as a converged organisation, rather thanlynesdocating individual
collecting areas, was not clear from the documentsudteas

5.4.2 Case Study 2: WESTLANDS Museum, Gallery and Arts Centre

The second case studyESTLANDSwas a small organisation of 7 full-time
equivalent staff’ located in a regional area of NSW and funded througlotiz city
council. Council statistics show that the city’s p@pioin is approximately 40,000 with
a median age of 36. With a diverse community, over 10&eo€ity’s residents
identify as IndigenousOpened in 2006)VESTLANDSs a convergence of a local
social history museum, regional art gallery, and comtyarts centre.

In 1997, the city council assumed responsibility for theseam, which had been
administered to that point by the local historical stycsnce the 1950s, with a
collection loosely focussed on the history and idenfityhe people of the region. The
regional gallery collection originated through the colincihe late 1980s. Around the
year 2000, it became apparent that the preservation andestaraditions for the
museum were inadequate. At about the same time, it lzecacessary to relocate the
gallery, and it was at this time that the plan to tgve joint facility evolved.
Recognising that the target audiences and educational obgiivthe museum,
gallery and proposed community arts centre overlappedptheit resolved to create
an integrated facility to house all three functions.

The resulting institution produced a staff structure wes fully ‘converged’ from the
outset, with the key roles of manager, curator, cadlastofficer, education officer and
centre coordinator each working across all three fad¢t®onstitution. At the time
that the interviews for this research were conducted (2€1id Jacility had a busy
program of events, filling six exhibition areas with gularly changing calendar of

travelling and in-house curated exhibitidfigs well as developing appropriate public

> Accurate at July 2011 when interviews were conducted.

® The organisation’s 2009 Collection Policy outlines the expected exhibition schedule across

the institution, with the main visual arts gallery turning over every 6 to 8 weeks and the
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programs. The fully integrated staff structure offerethigue example of convergence
for this research.

A detailed overview of the history, development and opmnaticoncerns of
WESTLANDSre available through successive Function (i.e. Busifdan}y for the
institution produced between 2005 (before the opening of thdawty) through to
2011, when this research took place.

While it is not necessary to reiterate the contenesach plan, especially as each
version contains significant repetition from previouswdoents, a brief analysis of the
first Function Plan illustrates important issues thtienced the development and
general operations of the institution from its inceptnd for the next five years,
leading up to the point when the organisation became astiabgfor this research.

First, the executive summary of the first FunctiomPlaritten in 2005, clearly
articulated ambitious goals for the facility, namelg #xpectation that the opening
would result in immediate benefits in cultural touriand community pride, with a
new facility providing a range of dynamic programs and sesvior both local
residents and visitors to the ar®dESTLANDSunction Plan, 2005, 1). As such, the
imminent opening was heralded as a “milestone” for tlteemgeographical region.
The objectives of the institution were to foster “aetengagement in cultural heritage
and the arts” through an innovative, inspirational aett@ming facility that would
preserve and exhibit its collections, as well as providexgensive learning

opportunities” for the community (Ibid., Section 2.1).

At the same time, from the outset this Function Rlegged the need for the newly
built facility to justify its relevance to the disttj stating that, through its vibrant
programs, “the museum and gallery will prove the impuaeof the centre to the local
residential and tourist communities” (Ibid., Section 1) sHumewhat peculiar choice
of words seems to indicate that either the new orgarswas not unanimously

temporary museum space hosting new exhibitions every 12 to 16 weeks, with displays in the
smaller exhibition areas also subject to change.
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supported in the local community, or that the councilgsien to proceed with its
development had been met with scepticism from locadeess.

Third, the manager of the facility at that time (whahered the Plan), signalled early
doubts about the ability of the organisation to succgsfaliver on expectations, and
remain sustainable in the longer term, on currentisgakévels. In particular, she
highlighted the increased size of the exhibition arealaige number of planned
exhibitions, the lack of dedicated personnel to devisedieation programs, a well as
unknown building maintenance costs, as areas of pdtdiifiaulty. At the time of
opening, there were only 5 staff members employed, workifgjrhe.”” The

Function Plan identified the need to double that nunmblkewise, the SWOT analysis
provided in the Plan identified the “small professioealm” and “insufficient
resources for research and development” among theetsewigaknesses, and
identified a financial threat, noting the “centre’s regments exceeds [sic] Council’s
operational budget” (Ibid., Section 4.1).

Together, the first Function plan set out the imparissues for the institution:
ambitious programs and the anticipation of numerous heriefithe local
community; the need for the facility to deliver positougtcomes to validate its
existence; and, simultaneously, emerging anxieties abeutrtgoing viability of these
high expectations in view of the resources availabladartstitution.

Subsequent Function Plans continued to highlight the impmrtafithese issues. On
the one hand, the institution had committed staff anthitreed focussed on achieving
its programming goals. On the other, the need to incréa$engambers was reiterated
in the 2007/08 Function Plan (draft), which also cited #edrto secure private
sponsorship with the understanding that the city couraiilav‘not cover the full cost
of the centre indefinitely"WWESTLAND$unction Plan, 2007/8, Executive Summary).
With perceptive insight, the author of this document hgdttéd the danger of a

77 By 2009, the staff number had increased to approximately 7.5 full-time equivalent, including
non-collection based roles such as administration and site maintenance. At this time, the
institution was also responsible for co-ordinating 115 volunteer “ambassadors” and venue hire
for the community arts centre facility. The 2009/10 Function Plan still listed insufficient staffing
and long-term sustainability as important issues for the organisation.
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serious imbalance developing between the high standardkpedtations set by the
new building, as opposed to the potential for the qualipregrams to diminish,
stating:

Without support staff, services will be reduced and staff burn outesilit...

[the city] has an opportunity to be a leader in cultural programming given the
capital investment in the building, but will rely on increased human reseur
to do so.

(Ibid., Executive Summar{

The final version of the 2007/08 Plan reinforced the appretessirrounding the
sustainability of the institution’s programs, also istathat the facility’s resources
requirement “exceeds Council’'s operational budget beyond 28%€n while the
marketing strategy detailed in the same document lockadgtieition into a cycle of
constantly changing exhibitions as a key selling pGifithe 2009/10 Function Plan,
which included budget details and ten year financial plaegdliah operational deficit
of almost $2 Million for the organisation — a total thas projected to grow steadily
through to 2019.

By the end of 2009, the publication of the 2010/2011 Function Plaeaaed to show
a stabilisation in the operations of the organisafidnr® outgoing Manager wrote:

Resources at both human and financial levels are sound, team morale is high,
the facility is very well regarded within the community and Indwstd{place
name removedCity Council is committed to ensuring its sustainability.
(WESTLANDS Function Plan 2010/2011, Executive Summary, 3)

One year later, the 2011/12 Function Plan, authored by thé/lamager, painted a
slightly different picture of the institution. In hisxécutive Summary, he noted that

8 For greater detail see also Section 4, page 19-20.

"9 The institution’s collection policy, included in the 2007/08 Function Plan, further highlights
that the “fundamental role of [WESTLANDS] is to provide access to quality exhibition and

cultural material”.
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visitation figures had increased, with venue hire and eduehfimograms
representing the strengths of the organisation. Ataheedime, he observed that the

institution’s ‘aggressive’ schedule of exhibitions and programsid be difficult to
sustain at current staffing levels.
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5.4.3 Case Study 3: LONEHILL Library, Museum and Gallery

The third case studyONEHILL, represents convergence on a considerably larger
scale than that ®®IVERBANKor WESTLANDSAIso located in regional NSW, the
city whereLONEHILL is located has an immediate population of around 50,000, wit
a median age of 37. The city is a hub for a networkil centres.

Funded through the local council administratb@NEHILL is a convergence of the
city library, regional museum and regional art galld@itye library and museum, as
well as a new technology and information section, shdneilding “with limited
barriers between the zones ... to encourage integrdtgpaces and experiences”
(conference paper delivered b@NEHILL senior staff member, 2009, 10). According
to its collections policy (2011), the organisation aims ifatdate community
engagement and interest in all forms of culture, aad#ritage of the region, through

innovative exhibitions, programs and publications.

The foundations for the formation of this institution e/daid in the late 1990s, with
strategic planning at council level suggesting the developaientultural precinct in
the city centre, as well as the co-location ofehkisting library and museuffito
achieve economies of scale across the two facilitiezddition, the thematic
relationships across the library, museum and localesustillections, the joint purpose
of collecting organisations in providing educational opportusiaes well as emerging
technological capabilities to streamline collectionessg provided further justification
for the integration of cultural services. In the ceus$their research into the
integration of cultural services, council staff becanterested in adopting a fully
converged model for the management and staffing of ajoewjnstitution
(conference paper delivered b@NEHILL senior staff member, 2009, 11-12). New
funding opportunities for convergence projects from statief@deral governments

provided the final impetus for the decision to amalgamaiétias and services.

8 | various forms and locations, a local museum had existed in the city since the late
nineteenth century. In the early 1980s the council assumed responsibility for the museum
collections from the district historical society.
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LONEHILL was opened in 2007 and employs the full-time equivalent of
approximately 25 staff, including two management staff at abiialtiple exhibition
and research areas exist within the main building vagheim of encouraging
audiences to engage in a variety of library, museumes®hrch experiences. The
management structure extends across to the regionalgaltdch is located nearby.
The goal of integrated collection access was addresskedh&idevelopment of an
online search engine that functions across the libraryeumsnd art gallery
databases. Furthermore, the institution’s education veanks across all facets of the
organisation, devising public programs that take advantagétbéadollections and
spaces available.

Internal review documents from 2010 and 2011 reveal thattlgalery and museum
regularly host in excess of 30 exhibitions every year gratdalf of which are curated
in-house — with five exhibition spaces at the gallery amadteer five at the combined
library and museum venue. In 2011 the council’s intentias tw further increase the
total number. Interestingly, the council’s culturalrpfar 2011-2013 states that about
25,000 people visited the gallery, 45,000 attended museum exhib#mha)most
200,000 used the library facilities, indicating that thealiprcomponent is the most
popular aspect of the convergence (although it is not elear percentage of these

library figures represent multiple return visits).

A number of positive indicators attest to the succeseohew institution in attracting
local visitors and becoming a popular destination withircthecentre. Attendance
figures have shown that the combined museum and librarityasienjoying around
double the visitation of the previous library and museumf@ence paper delivered
by LONEHILL senior staff member, 2009, 10). A user survey conducted in 2010
reported widespread satisfaction with the institutionngitthe opportunity to offer an
enhanced environment, more extensive exhibitions and public prognapneved
public access technology and... a wider and more recent lbakkstmong the key
advantage&! In addition, a large number of visitors used more thansenvice
provided by the institution, although library and computer/mgeusage were the

most popular activities.

8 This survey did not include Art Gallery patrons.
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However, the function of the institution has provedlelnging from an operational
perspective. In the four years since opefifrifpe organisational structure underwent
four revisions, gradually breaking down from a fully comest staffing model to a
more traditional, domain-based division of departmendisrale descriptions. In a
conference paper delivered only two years after the opehin@NEHILL, a manager
working in the institution conceded that the convergadttire was experimental and
had already been subject to review. This staff mendferred to the administration of
the institution as “making it up as we went along”, sugggdhat the implementation
of the converged institutional model was untried and emigtevolving.

Furthermore, the same manager noted that the reorganisastaff into new roles
created with the convergence was not always successtininumerous staff being
ungualified or not adequately experienced for their new redpidities — a situation
compounded by inadequate change management and poorly definedscoietidas
(conference paper, 2008).

Owing to regular changes to the organisational structespponsibility for care of the
collections aLONEHILL and the provision of access to these collectionstitiscd
between staff with expertise in diverse professioreds with mixed results for
collection care and interpretation. For exampleheinitial converged structure the
collections manager role became responsible for holdiogsss the museum, gallery
and the library’s local studies collection. One consece@f the placement of staff in
roles outside of their expertise was the under-utilisaticche museum and gallery
collections for exhibitions and a temporary stall ilemtion development (blog
comments by senior staff member, 2010). Similarly, thdempntation of cross-
collection management strategies prompted concerns #igdilution of
professionalism and specialist expertise at the imstit|flbid.,). In 2011, an audit of
the visual arts collection found a significant cataloguacklog, inconsistent
documentation of the art collection, and inadequate groes for collection
managementLONEHILL Cultural Services Strategic Plan 2011-2013, 6). This audit
did not, however, specify whether these shortcomingsokaurred because of

82 At May 2011 when interviews were conducted.
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insufficient staffing, staff expertise or resourcexsithe convergence, or whether the

situation was inherited from the previously autonomous ddgrgadministration.

Through its wording, it appears that the 2011-2013 Cultural S=r8trategic Plan
moved to harmonise some of the tensions and discotdshe organisation as a
result of the convergence and ongoing restructuring. The dotdisted ideals such
as mutual respect, teamwork, communication between teamsnued professional
development, and a commitment to “positive incremeritahge” among the

institution’s core values.

Many of the existing staff membersl@NEHILL have worked in the institution since
before it was opened and have been subject to the vataffiag structures. In this
way, they provide a direct insight into the impactafwergence on staff roles, the
capacity of professionals to work outside of theimavEexpertise, and the
development of new skills for working in a converged toston.

5.4.4 Case Study 4: SOUTHSIDE Museum, Library and Gallery

SOUTHSIDESs a convergence of a regional library, a local saidadlection and a
regional museum, funded and managed by the local canranil area located outside
the Sydney CBD. The council area has an approximate paputtB0,000, with a
median age of 37 years and almost 40% of people from ngliskspeaking
backgrounds. At the time this research was conducted (20&Iyuseum and gallery
were not co-located with the library. Each retaittegr original buildings, with the
library occupying the ground floors of a multi-storey apemt building and the
museum utilising a heritage building close-by, adjacertaanain shopping area in
the region. However, the services were integratededetiel of management, staffing

structure and certain programs.

The regional museum originated as a historical socmitgction that had come under
the auspices of the local council a few years pridhéoconvergence with the library.
The legacy of its beginnings as a volunteer-run orgaorsaad continued to persist
even after the management of the museum was profeksgmhd he museum manager

noted a significant cataloguing backlog, the lack of prore@anformation for many
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objects, an unclear collecting rationale for the aotntd the collection, and inadequate
conditions for storage and preservation. In 2008 to 2009 theumurecorded

visitation of approximately 30,000 people.

By contrast, the library was firmly established wittlie community. The region had a
library service since 1964, and in 2008-2009, 550,000 visits were relcbétdeever,
developments in technology and changes in the demografatfie local community
prompted a review of the library’s provision of serviced ataff structure during the
early 2000s. Community consultation and customer satisfastirveys of library and
museum patrons, conducted between 2007 and 2008, revealed thaxpseted
improved technology, website and online access, an expaadge of programs for

different customer groups, as well as better promatfervices and events.

In 2008, the council contracted an external consultaass$et in strategic planning,
holding workshops with staff members to set future prigritied an integrated vision
for the converged organisation. The community was aigenghe opportunity to
provide feedback in consultation workshops held with tienBs of library and
museum in 2008-200%.1n addition, staff training in change management was
conducted in early 2009.

In the 2008-2009 financial year, the combined operating budge¢ ébthry and
museum was about $5 million. At the same time, the @bbagan considering the
ongoing viability of funding library and museum serviceshi face of the projected
long-term local impact of the global financial crisi@dRonding to the imperative to
focus on customer service and broad access, improve g@bsitinternet provision,
as well as the opportunity to integrate services sughlac programs, collection
access, and joint marketing, convergence of the libvainjch also housed the local
studies collection) and the museum was proposed as tist &ffective and efficient
structure possible” for the local council (proposal toverge & restructure
SOUTHSIDE- Report to Council, 2009, 2). In particylé&iloed’ ways of working

83 Based on the documents that were consulted for this research, it is not possible to know the
extent of these workshops, the number of people actually involved, or the impact of their
feedback on the planning process.
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were identified as being contradictory to perceived gyiasrbetween the various
collections. As one internal report outlining the bésedf the planned convergence
stated, users of cultural services expected “one stop stgpapd integrated service
delivery” (Ibid., 4). Furthermore, the restructure had paéta reduce overall staff
costs.

Deciding to proceed with the convergence, the councibeisd the staffing
restructure in mid 2009, merging the library and museum thrbatfhthe

modification of existing positions and the creatiomedv roles. The change resulted in
four ‘service delivery units’ plus an administration degent across both facilities.
Overall, about 29 positions remained unchanged (with no récapph for positions
required), 26 roles were significantly modified (requirgrgployees to re-apply) and 8
completely new roles were developed (with no inteapglicants selected as suitable
candidates). In other words, the new structure reprede@nmajor overhaul, with
approximately 10 staff identified for redundancy (with a fimaicome of 12 voluntary
redundancies), 3 resignations, and 12 external appointngr@staffing changes
caused some controversy within the community, withdiseontent of staff opposed
to the retrenchments and restructuring being covered in¢hemedia, and the
relevant union advocating on behalf of the employeeshalgblost their jobs.

According to media releases, the council announcedheahodel of integrated
services had been “proven to result in greater effigsrend higher standard&and
would promote improved public programs, professional crodsyatbn and create
opportunities to apply for an additional range of goverrirgeants, thereby
underlining the financial incentive for the restructuree Touncil seemed to have
followed through with its plan of rationalising staffmbers further, with the strategic
plan drafted in 2010 identifying a total of 53 staff; 10 less tha 63 positions

outlined in the original restructure.

Aspirations for the newly integrated library, museum gaitery were high. The
organisation was promoted as a future ‘centre of culaxellence®® The goals of

84 .. . . .
It is not clear on what basis these claims were made.

8 Details of how the attainment of ‘excellence’ would be measured were not provided.
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the museum were also re-articulated, stating itsodibecoming a model of best
practice in museological standards and management, imgladnservation, storage
and collection development. A new library, museum ankiyabgo and website was

launched in conjunction with the restructure.

SOUTHSIDEwas considered an appropriate case study for this redesset on its
integration of museum, library and gallery services atagement level. The
incorporation of the library’s local studies collectiato the remit of the museum also
represented a transferral of a significant collechiom administration under one

disciplinary domain to another.

5.4.5 Case Study 5: MAUNGA TAPU Museum, Library and Visitor Centre

Opened in 200AAUNGA TAPUis a convergence of a city library, regional museum
and visitor information centre, and also incorporatessaarch centre that combines
museum, library and archive resources. The institutitocated in the town centre of
a regional district of New Zealand with a populationrafuend 70,000 people. People

of Maori descent comprise about 15% of the local populatio

Both the public library and museum, and the co-locatfdhese institutions, had a
relatively long history in the area. Both were esthllis(as separate entities) in the
early twentieth centur}f and around 1960 the two organisations moved into the same
building. However, the inadequacy of the existing spacedtir the museum and
library’s staff and activities was recognised within aadkc(documented in a council
review ofMAUNGA TAPU 1998, 1-5). It was not until 1989, when the museum came
under the auspices of the district council, that disonsabout an improved facility

could proceed in earnest.

8 Both a public library and the museum collection came into being in the mid-nineteenth
century. The museum collection grew through the early twentieth century with the addition of
some substantial private collections, including one containing a large number of significant
Maori artefacts. Meanwhile, the library also developed with the provision of new facilities in
1908 and 1918.
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According to the facility’s website, the concept fioe converged organisation first
developed in 1993 when a council working party was formedpmexsolutions for
the lack of space and storage at the library and theumusht this time, only a small
percentage of the museum collection could be displayaaclGding a decade-long
planning processhe council determined that a new building would be caotd and
that the museum and library would move beyond co-locatiditecome an integrated
cultural heritage institution, providing seamless acceblbrary, museum and archival
collections. In 1995 the council decided to construct @wve louilding on a site
significant to both Maori and colonial settler histori€suncil contribution to the
project was NZ$12.7 Million, with fit-out to be funded thgh non-council
contributions. Around 2002, during the construction of thedimgl, it was decided

that a visitor information (tourism) service would atsmoadded to the facility.

The development of the institutions was not withoutdstroversies. The proposed
facility was not immediately supported by rate-payert) wiany opposed to increases
in council rates and unclear about the benefits of ingmtaultural services. A
community consultation process was undertaken by the canttpproduced

‘vigorous debate’, resulting in hundreds of written and akshbmissions. The
predominant concern among those who expressed negatniergpappeared to centre
on the substantial project costs (council revieWIdlUNGA TAPU 1998). Through

an information campaign, the district council justifie capital cost of the project by
anticipating that facilities and staff could be shaaerbss the library and museum
facilities (Ibid., 23), as well as taking advantage of ecoies of scale. By
implementing this integrated strategy, it was thougit tine overall space requirement
of the new building would be reduced, as well as minimgishe number of necessary

employees.

At the same time, proponents of the development ardueedeted for an up-to-date,
larger building, citing the responsibility of the musewnmiake its locally significant
collections as accessible as possible to the commirutthermore, an enhanced
capacity to articulate historical and cultural narraittrough exhibitions became
central to the planning of the new museum: “Therensed to ensure that the story of
[place name removed], its environment, people and evetdlsl ias a service both to
residents and visitors” (council review MAUNGA TAPU 1998, 8). These aims were
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to be achieved by doubling the existing space, where the museulrany would
collaborate to create one “knowledge centre” offerinvgraety of services (wording
used in a conference paper delivered by a former manalyghkldNGA TAPU 2008).
The emphasis of the convergence between the libraryhenmuseum was on
educational offerings, information retrieval, collectidarage, research and improved
access. The idea was to provide “combined access to amligctiombined
programming and a research facilitfy1AUNGA TAPUconference proceedings, 2006,
14) where public library, museum and visitor informatiorvieers would “flow from
one to another through the sharing of knowledge” (MAUNGXPT visitor brochure,
€.2011). According to fund-raising documents (c.1998), the platinéoinstitution was
to harness new technologies to create networked datahasoss various information
resources, as well as using technology for interacisg@ays. Key points for
integrated services were to be the research centnes@ng on local history
resources), children’s discovery area and the institigimebsite.

In these ways, convergence was perceived as a solataohieving the most cost-
efficient realisation of the project, as well asdeling cultural benefits in enabling
improved access to collections and information resouteading to increased
knowledge of the history and identity of the region. Fungiraxeeded, with the
council’s outlay of NZ$12.7 Million for the build supplemedtby funds for the fit-
out and ongoing exhibition expenses from national goverhesmtors adding NZ$4.2
Million. Corporate and other forms of private sponsqrstyielded a further
approximately NZ$11.5 Million. The total project cost waswtlNZ$26.5 Million.

The fund-raising documents produced to garner the support loicddecommunity, as
well as attract sponsorship from corporate partneveateéhe ambitious goals of the
project, citing far-reaching advantages for both userkeoirstitution to the wider
community. One brochure produced for the sponsorship cam(zai®8)
highlighted the integration of museum and library visitqueziences across the
facility, envisaging that visitors would adopt a holisfipeoach to utilising all the
resources that the institution had to offer. It stateditors will be able to move from
exhibits and halls into research rooms - take a closeakpdbartefacts, then explore
interactive media throughout the facility or retriegletailed information through from
the library.” Another information pamphlet (c.2000) tanggtihe general public
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stressed the need for a cultural centre that could e#&ctommunicate the
significant narratives of the region through extensigplays and innovative access
points to information. The institution was heralded &s*torld’s first integrated
museum, library and tourist information centre” (MAUNGQAPU website, ‘History’
section, 2008) offering a best practice approach to thenteg®a of cultural heritage
(MAUNGA TAPUinformation brochure, ¢.1998, MAUNGA TAPUfundraising
document, 2008, 10). It was promoted as “an innovative modkeloawledge centre”,
where services would be converged to foster “*knowledge provildAUNGA TAPU
conference proceedings, 2006, 1). Furthermore, it would blo®segeneration of the
town centre and assist in creating a ‘heart’ of ihe(thid., 7). Finally, the institution
would be instrumental in driving creativity and innovationha tommunity, stimulate
the “knowledge economy”, and promote “social well-beirfgtjvironmental
wellbeing” and “economic wellbeing” (conference paper delivéred former
managerMAUNGA TAPU 2008).

The 2003 high-profile opening of the architecturally prominernttut®n seemed to
have achieved many of these aims. The new building édagproximately 10,000
square meters of space, with substantial exhibitiorsakzcated to both permanent
and temporary displays, including a significant allotmentlie exhibition of a large
collection of Maori artefacts. However, it is ungléa what extent the institution
genuinely lived up to its ideals, with both the space aadtbanisational structure
only partly embodying the idea of convergence.

The library and museum remained as effectively sepaudtinys, with a research
centre and gallery creating both a physical and concejpyddétween the two
functions. In terms of organisational structtAUNGA TAPUmanagement report,
2008), the overall manager role for the institution owersath the library and
museum, with the next tier of administration spreadsfour roles covering library,
museum, business development and exhibitions respeciivigestingly, the library
service was allocated almost 50% of the staffing resoundske the heritage
collections (museum) accounted for only 9% and exhibitippscximately 4%. On
the surface, these statistics suggest that the librasyeffectively operating as the

dominant partner within the institution’s structure.
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After the first five years of its operatioMIAUNGA TAPU’smanagement and the local
council realised the inadequacy of the initial revenuet@iccosts into the future,
launching another fundraising campaign for ongoing opeiaigollection
management and exhibition development costs. The bquiidished for this
campaign notes the achievements of the institutiomlsaothighlights the need for
greater investment in expert curatorial staff to addxessgbstantial cataloguing
backlog. Written in 2008, it acknowledged that the full naregpotential of the
heritage collections had yet to be realised, impli@atynitting that the aim of the
institution to ‘tell the stories of the region’ had et been achieved. The booklet

stated:

For every heritage item we have in public catalogues ten are waitivey. dre
safe and secure, but incredibly, nobody fully knows what we hold in our

collections... It will only come to light as expert curatorial reg@srbecome
available.

It is not clear, however, whether this situation depet through inadequate forward

planning, an inappropriate organisational structure, or an imtxala resources
allocated to various sections of the institution.
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6 Case Study Findings: museum
Interpretive practices in the convergence

context

6.1 Introduction

Following the introduction of case studies and the culjpwaty and funding
frameworks that have shaped their development, | nawttuthe findings of the case
study interviews to investigate museum practice, expldhagpecific impact of this
institutional model on the interpretation of museumemlbns. In response to the
detailed content of the case study interviews, | focuindamental aspects of
museum expertise and practice that have direct beanmitigeacreation of meaning and
understanding around collections. This includes consideratism-called back-of-
house functions, such as acquisition procedures, coletearch and
documentation, conservation, as well as the use ctioins in the development of
‘forward-facing’ projects such as permanent and tempatiaplays, educational and

other public programs.

In Chapter 5, | positioned the growing prevalence of treergence model for
collecting institutions, as it began appearing in variousmptations in the state of
NSW since the early 2000s, as a manifestation of paatishifts in national and state
cultural policy, as well as the evolving responsibilites agendas of local
government around the provision of cultural amenities. Hagstgblished the policy
environment for convergence, Chapter 5 also provided backgrofanchation about
each of the case studies used in this research, canugileg a variety of sources
including strategic planning documents, annual reportsnateolicy documents,
publicity materials, and media reports. Together, culfpwéty and specific
institutional contexts provide an important foundationdonsidering the interview

findings detailed in both this, and the following, chapter.
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In this chapter | examine, at a more granular levelytays in which policy
frameworks, organisational structures, professionatioelships and disciplinary
expertise impact upon the daily performance of stati@frontline of interpretation of
museum collections. That is, through the thematicyamsbf the interview data, |
consider the ability of staff to carry out museum-baséetpretive activities such as
identification and accessioning of objects, collecti@s®arch and management, and
exhibition development. The impact of convergence, asstansibly administrative
institutional framework, on the potential for the cultis@nificance of museum

objects to be explored and communicated, emerges asral teaime of this chapter.

The primary data presented and analysed in this chaptehendxt, are respondents’
accounts of their professional experience working in eoged institutions, gathered
via in-depth, semi-structured interviews conducted on skact of the case study
venues in 2011 (see ChapteR&search methodolodgr details). For clarity, both
chapters follow a similar structure, presenting theltesd the case study research as
a discussion of key themes that are organised underdh@arheadings. However,
this kind of thematic grouping can create the impressi@ndirtificially neat
compartmentalisation of the data, partially obscuritgrielationships and
contingencies between various thematic threads running thtbeghsearch, not to
mention the complexities inherent in actual practicemit@ate this effect and
underscore the interconnectedness between themes incduded as much primary
transcript material as possible (given the constrahédlowable word limits and
readability), with the intention of foregrounding dié&t nuances in the responses of

interviewees and acknowledging overlap across thematicdawies.

6.2 Collections

The question of how convergence affects museum practiedation to collections is
an interesting one, considering the heterogeneous cpstepte and histories of the
museum collections that were affected by restructutitigeasinstitutions studied for
this research. As discussed in Chapter 5, most of theunusollections were initially
developed by local historical societi@ESTLANDS.ONEHILL, SOUTHSIDE
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MAUNGA TAPU.2’ By the time they were incorporated into the converged
organisation, the collections consisted of an arragbgdcts, including social history
and technological artefacts, archaeological and indige materials, art works,
archival images and photographs. At the time the convengétutions were
established, it would be fair to say that all the musealections in question were
inconsistently (or very poorly) documented and conserviady Existed within very
loose policy frameworks, administered by a mixture of pguglified staff and

volunteers.

Importantly, what these collections had in common thiag abundant potential for
development, research and contextualisation at treethat they became part of
converged institutions. They were all under-documentediaddr-interpreted,
sometimes according to even the most basic standaadsedsioning (i.e. object
identification/naming, recording of provenance, numeriegistration into the
collection, etc.). Indeed, the accounts of many respusde this research indicate the
degree to which this potential has (or has not) been reéatdteir organisations,
providing valuable insights into the performance and efficdanuseum practices

within the convergence model.

6.2.1 We have so many similarities and we share areally  close

relationship :® re-connecting collections

Across all case studies exc&gESTLANDSthe primary benefit of convergence, and a
form of collection expansion, was the amalgamatigriqonation of formal linkages)
between museum and local studies collections. Many nelgmbs identified local
studies as an area of natural cross over between msisewdmunicipal libraries. In

this way, convergence provided a mechanism for integratemadtically linked
collections of objects, documents and photographs that kawpsly existed within

separate collecting institutions, with benefits for inkb® research and interpretation,

87 According to interview respondents, the museum collection at RIVERBANK evolved as a
result of the random accumulation of artefacts by the local council through donations by
residents, objects uncovered during building works in the area, and items of memorabilia
collected by the council over time.

8 Historical and Cultural Services Coordinator, SOUTHSIDE, describing the working

relationship between the Local Studies Officer and museum staff at her institution.
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as well as enhanced research potential and convenienagsitors and other users.
The important relationship between local studies anceomscollections became even
more pronounced when considering the consequences of thateapaf these areas,
as occurred &AVESTLANDS

At SOUTHSIDE members of the museum staff described how the incatiporof the
local studies section of the library into the museuanagement structure removed
bureaucratic barriers to collaboration between mussafhand the Local Studies
Officer, facilitating improvements in collection asseand research. For museum staff
at SOUTHSIDE the benefits of regular and coordinated interactidawéen the two
collection areas included reduced waiting time for colbecind information requests,
greater collaboration around user requests for informadiach the ability to pool the
knowledge of museum and local studies staff to develop deegerstanding of the
thematic connections between diverse objects and docsin@@m of the institution’s
curatorial staff highlighted the ways in which this aspéd¢he convergence
restructure had helped improve both interpersonal and profed relationships
between the museum and local studies employeestdtioty easier access to
collections and higher level research and interpretation

RespondentHaving the Local Studies Officer on our team has made so much
difference — because we have so many similarities and we shareyactea#
relationship. Before, it was definitely not like that...

...Interviewer:So, previously there wasn't a lot of collaboration with Local
Studies?

RespondentNo. We would have to request-- for instance we do a WWII
program with high school and there is a particular oral history recording that
we use. We would have to request it every time, and it wasidtiained
relationship. But now, it's part of our collection and our team, sonitiech

easier.

Finding the value of items of in the collection has been enhancedingjoi
with Local Studies and Family History. We were able to find out tlahgsat
objects that we may never have known. | tend to find with Local Studie
librarians that they have that information in their heads — they just lsoow
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much about the area. For me, going to look for something is totally different
from [the Local Studies Officeroing to look for something, because she just
knows it back to front. We have 10-minute team meetings every mamihg,
we can just mention something in passing, [fiimel Local Studies Officenill
know all about it and have photos of the family, that sort of thing. Kiihetof
collaboration has really enhanced the collection.

Historical and Cultural Services Coordinats@QUTHSIDE

At RIVERBANK participants made similar observations, noting thagiation with
the local studies library extended the research ralleeoimuseum:

| would have to say working with our local studies library - it's alwaysfirst
port of call. Libraries are different containers for stories. So thatstories

can be enriched, and certainly the resources that we have up there —ave hav
other ways that we can tell our stories by being able to accessedrch
aspect.

Curator,RIVERBANK

Here, cooperation between staff of the two collectemabled a greater diversity of
historical narratives to be explored, for the purpo$dé®th public program

development and visitors’ research.

MAUNGA TAPUs somewhat different in that the a local studidkecton had not
existed officially prior to the convergence, but had bestablished in the form of a
regional research centre through the restructure. Seagiagesearch gateway, the
purpose of the local studies section is to provide adodssth its own study materials
as well as collections (and staff expertise) acrossristitution. The former Manager
of the organisation noted that this local studies fgonNias perhaps the single area of
the institution that actually functioned effectively @n example of institutional

convergence:

There wasn’t really much evidence of an integrated service dtharih the
[...] research centre. And that's where anyone who was seriouslgstéer in
the history ofthe region] they would be able to go to one space, ask their
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guestion, and be dealt with by a range of experts and have one suite of
resources — including collections of artefacts — but also the documentary
heritage ofithe region] That made a lot of sense for that kind of enquiry.
Former Manager dlAUNGA TAPU

As the examples above demonstrate, convergence emafoledal thematic
connections between local studies collections (mdmstiyted and staffed through
libraries) and museums (often with roots in local listd society and municipal
collections) to be recognised and legitimised through stralcintegration. Greater
collaboration between library, local studies and musstaff elevated the research
capacity of each respective section, enhancing the gewelat of programs and
exhibitions, as well as extending research access foicpugars. The situation at
WESTLANDSurther underscores this point, illustrating how impeditag¢o
collection research can be produced through the dislodatimeal studies and

museum collections.

WESTLANDSvas established in a regional centre where the libeanained separate
to the converged institution (which incorporated the lowaseum, art gallery and a
community arts facility). During the restructuring progdse local studies collection
was divided from the museum and set up in the library e&rthat seems to have
been justified on the basis of the typological diffexes between the items in the local
studies versus museum collection. The Local Studiesddfficho had previously been
involved with the museum collection, described how thie@se divorced related
objects from one another physically, stating “It's lIkeave the left arm and they have
the right arm”. For her, this situation not only reedlin two closely related
collections being subject to different access policiescandervation regimes, but also
limited the narrative links that could have be derived ftbem through a unified

approach:

There were family ‘boxes’ with a mix of items, and that was sylich is sad
now because over at [WESTLANDO®I stafflare not[city name]people, so
if they’re going to put in a display, they don’t know that there’shadi
additional material... They are not aware of associations — we have this
beautiful object here, but they're not aware of the wider relationships.
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Local Studies OfficelWESTLANDS

Here, not only was a thematically singular collectbiysically split, but the
separation of the Local Studies Officer - with hengiderable local knowledge and
familiarity with the content of the museum collectiofrom the remaining museum
staff, fractured the ability to employees to collabem@round the interpretation of the
collection.

6.2.2 Acquisitions and collection development

While the integration of local studies and museum cadiastat four out of the five
case studies proved advantageous for access, researchedtation and
interpretation of objects, other changes to the institgtthat occurred in tandem with
convergence were not perceived as equally beneficialefeeloping and expanding
collections.

As previously cited by respondentsVdESTLANDSLONEHILL andMAUNGA

TAPU, the main limitation to strategic collection deveiggnt of museum collections
under convergence was the lack of budget allocation foracgwisitions — a symptom
of converged funding models under-catering for the ongoingatipeal costs of
integrated institutions.

The Visual Arts Coordinator &iONEHILL — a primarily curatorial role - underlined
the discrepancy between this area of budgetary shartfaldpared to the size of her
organisation, describing how collections staff were colegeb devise various
unofficial mechanisms for acquiring new objects to sige#te lack of funds set aside
for this purpose:

Surprisingly, the gallery that | came from had a higher acquisitions budget.
The[LONEHILL] museum and the art gallery don’t actually have a direct
acquisitions fund at all. There is a proposal that next financial yedr get

one, but we don’'t now.
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So the way that acquisitions happen igthg Museum and Social History
Coordinator]and I sort of ‘creatively’ massaging our exhibition budget, or
structure a contract where you might get the exhibition for free eriduir
work and then get so many prints. It's actually interesting, given our
operations budget, that we don’t have an acquisitions budget.

Visual Arts Coordinaton.ONEHILL

Likewise, members of the Heritage Collections teaMAUNGA TAPUexpressed
frustration about the shortage of funds for acquisttiduike their counterparts at
LONEHILL, these staff ‘creatively’ manipulated their existing budgedsing small
yearly allocations in order to build up an acquisitioli®xgance. Even so, as the
participants explained, the amount accumulated wasnstilfficient to cover the full
scope of the collections:

Respondent IwVell, we’ve got-- next to no money for acquisitions. It's a yrett
sad sense of--

Respondent 2f anything, it's only been about $10,000 a year. It has actually
increased this year to $40,000. That's what we’ve got. And it's througfutare
nurturing, so where we’ve got it left in the budget we can roll it.dve, it's
carefully trying to accumulate--

Respondent 1So that was $10,000 for all four of the heritage collections — so
that’s social history, pictorial[indigenousjand archives. So,$10,000 between
four.

Heritage Collections team intervieMAUNGA TAPU

At WESTLANDSthere had been a halt to acquisitions (and an acqusibudget) for
the museum following the convergence. The local coyustified the hiatus on the
basis of a shortage of additional storage space ammbthhedocumentation of the
existing collection. However, while founded on legitimabncerns, the prohibition on
acquisitions nevertheless proved problematic in termsltgation development
around important local themes. As the Curator pointegdtio@ organisation had
missed opportunities to make purchases (and even accepbdejaf potentially
significant objects on account of the inflexibilitytbe rule:
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RespondentSo certainly there have been objects come our way, that have been
offered for the museum to buy, but that we haven’t been able to buy them.
Interviewer:Even if they're significant objects?

RespondentYes, pretty much. Not that we’'ve had anything majorly significant,
but there have been people who have come and said did we want to buy
something, and we’ve said we can’t, so they’ve gone elsewhere.

| think that there needs to be the opportunity to purchase things ifegetogf

they are significant.

Curator (Museum and Art GallerWyyESTLANDS

In other words, budget decisions not to acquire, made by maeagstaff or local
municipal funding authorities, contributed to various degoéssagnation in the
development of the museum collections VESTLANDSNdMAUNGA TAPU such
restrictions had been in place for several yearsléhthtould be argued that the lack
of sufficient funding for acquisitions is not a probleamtined to, or necessarily cause
by convergence, it would seem that implementation of sesthuctures as part of a
program for achieving financial efficiency produced managemhecisions that were
not necessarily in the best interests of museuteaan development. Furthermore,
as | discuss later, convergence had the additional effdxinging discrepancies
between relatively small funding allocations to museuoitections, versus the larger
budget allowance for library collections, into sharp felie

6.2.3 Documentation and description

Following the stages of conventional curatorial and codlaananagement workflow,
consideration of collection development policies arguasition processes brings us to
the description and documentation of museum objectsétaloguing,

documentation, research) in converged organisationgh&onost part, participants in
this research acknowledged the positive outcomes of ogewvee on collection
documentation, although improvements in this area waibuded mainly to the

official incorporation of previously volunteer-run hist@licociety or community
collections into a formal collecting institution contesather than to the effects of
integrating different collecting domains.
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Starting from what was often a very low base, thelémentation of basic standards
and procedures for museum cataloguing, performed (somdbmine first time) by
professional staff, was a clear benefit for museulecwns brought into converged
institution environments. RespondentR&ERBANKWESTLANDSand
SOUTHSIDEN particular were keen to point out the paltry extfrdocumentation
around their museum collections prior to the restruagusiought about through
convergence. For example, a member of the curatoailettSOUTHSIDEdescribed

a massive backlog in the cataloguing and recording of pragereround collection
items, pointing to her team’s recent discovery thaebmf uncatalogued material had
previously been registered under single object numbegiding the true percentage
of the collection that remained undocumented. At thistutgin, the employment of a
staff member with dedicated responsibilities to coltectiocumentation was an
important first step in addressing such problems. Likewigentanager of
RIVERBANKexplained that a central benefit of convergence waggtigation of
fundamental museum procedures, with appropriately quhbtieff to carry them out:

RespondentProbably the convergence model, in a sense, has had more effect
on the cultural collection being much more managed.

Interviewer:Because it didn’t sound like it was managed at all previously.
RespondentExactly, yeah. And if it was, it was fairly project based, sodhey
bring an expert in to do a particular thing, rather than it being a sustained

long term[strategy].Convergence has meant that it is being managed now, and
that there have been significance assessments done on patrticular iterhe and t
recording is much more within industry standards.

Manager oRIVERBANK

In these examples, the formation of the convergednisgon allowed for specialist
curatorial roles to be created, helping to establismamament where consistent and
professional collection documentation could begin to td&ee.

The professionalisation of collection practice throaghvergence also influenced the
formation of policy frameworks for acquisitions and eotion management.
Respondents &I VERBANKWESTLANDSLONEHILL andMAUNGA TAPU

reported that not all collection areas had fully develaqdigction policies at the time
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that convergence took place, creating an opportunity toecpaaity in this area. At
least one participant — the Collections Officer emptbgtWESTLANDS- claimed
that a benefit of her converged role description washiiléy to assess and improve
the respective standards of collection management andremtation across both the
museum and visual arts collections. However, her accoirdgred those of most
other participants in acknowledging that collection thearesdevelopment priorities

remained quite separate, and often incompatible, acrog#fér@nt collection areas.

In fact, a clear and binding articulation of institutiide collection aims and
strategies for collaboration eluded most of the orgaanisastudied for this research.
For example, atONEHILL, a consequence of lack of clarity around the ratiorwale f
the convergence, a poorly designed organisational structdre stmortage of staff and
funding (as discussed in Chapter 5) was the deferrednmpiation of formal
museum policies and procedures and insufficient resowagaithtain basic collection

management standards.

At LONEHILL, the initial convergence structure did not make provisiomigyrstaff

to catalogue and research the museum collection. Furtherian employee from an
exclusively library background was installed as the manaigiie museum collection,
leading to the alteration of fundamental museum procediéethe following extract
demonstrates, this staff member drew on her knowledgbrafyi practice to make
unilateral judgements about the appropriateness of musealograhg procedures,
potentially disrupting the consistency of the museumistiag records:

The first thing we did was get rid of the accession register pjust to the

side. We figured out a way to do our numbers. That was just[¢ieen

Museum and Social History Coordinatstarted, so | can’t comment on
whetherfthe Museum and Social History Coordinatoontinued down that

path or whether they’ve brought back the accession register. But fyopoimt

of view it just felt like it was a very labour intensive pss;avhereas we get a
book in, catalogue it — | mean 99% of library books are catalogued, whereas
with the museum collection, 90% of it wasn’t catalogued.

Information and Library Collections Coordinata@NEHILL
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Using library conventions as her only available pointedéérence, this staff member
focussed her attention on improving the ‘efficiency’ of tm@seum cataloguing
process, without considering the possible value of regisiean initial documentary
layer in recording the entry of objects into museumsrigefiormal accessioning takes
place. What this example illustrates is the potedaahage caused to collection
documentation through inappropriate recruitment of stafbles requiring specialist

disciplinary expertise and experience.

Managing differences between domain-based approacheddctionl documentation
came to fore in a number of other respondents’ accadinkeir work experiences in
converged settings. In particular, museum staff encoeshidifficulties in creating
institution-wide recognition of the time-intensive natufrenniseum cataloguing,
research and collection documentation, especially waem sharp relief against the
relative efficiency of library processes in convergettiisgs. Staff aWESTLANDS
LONEHILL andMAUNGA TAPUcommented on the difficulty in obtaining adequate
staff and financial resources to devote adequate attentitiese tasks. As one of the
Heritage Collection team memberdAUNGA TAPUexplained:

What we’ve found is gross discrepancies between what one aspect of the
business gets as opposed to the other. | think that heftatiection] has

been very badly impinged upon. The collections, in terms of funding-- that
allows us to do core work: cataloguing, the day-to-day stuff — and that's the
bread and butter of a museum’s work - but with convergence-- You koow,
would never have a stand-alone museum where collections weren’t considered
to be an important thing, whereas | think they have been really strongly
sidelined here. The lack of money allows us to do less and lessabkh w
normally be done in a museum business.

Heritage Collections team member (PictoriMAUNGA TAPU

Another member of the same team noted that the sepacdtcollections and
exhibition development into different departments withinrtheseum section of the
organisation had marginalised the profile of documentatnwhresearch of the
collection. In combination with the problems posed bytwhease staff perceived as
an unsympathetic director (who had come from a librdr@ekground), and lack of
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appeal to potential financial donors, the status of esdemtiseum work was further

downgraded in a joint collections, multi-functional enviment:

You know, exhibitions is kind of a sexy side of the businesss sauith easier
to raise funds for exhibitions, | think, than it is for the stuff thatdo. Because
the exhibition staff get something like $160,000 a year to do whateyer the
want with. Why doesn't a little bit of that go our way, and then knowthiest
can effectively run a museum? Because it's much easier togHiaan s
exhibition to a firm, or a businesgyou can’t sayl'how would you like to
sponsor some cataloguing?”

Manager, Heritage CollectionsSlAUNGA TAPU

This respondent expressed general frustration about laelsadrces for labour-
intensive but low profile activities such as registratnd accessioning, as well as for
researching the provenance and historical contexts widol objects. At the same
time, he signalled his ongoing professional commitmetiése tasks, highlighting the
acute importance of description and documentation inmetgrg the quality of all
other subsequent collection programs:

Respondent 1Yes — because once you understood that ethic you would
understand that you are going to get a better exhibition, you are going & get
better public program, better research--

Respondent Better marketing--

Respondent JAll of those things will start to cascade out of that work that
you’ve got to put in right at the beginning.

Respondent 2And that's one of those things — | guess you can never expect
anybody to know the reality of your job, but it's so hard to explain to people
how long cataloguing takes!

Heritage Collections team intervieMAUNGA TAPU

Likewise, the Collections Officer &/ESTLAND®mphasised the fundamental

importance of collection documentation and managemesttaping future uses of the

museum’s holdings:
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It's been a long process, in terms of a lot of my work séefns in kind of
reinventing the wheel. But | am conscious of the fact that big gitate

decisions about the collection can’'t be made until we're all fully awére

exactly what's there, and exactly how it's organised, and what we’'yeagodt

what we don’t have. So, | feel as though I'm building the foundation into some
kind of order.

Collections Officer (Museum and Art Gallery)))/ESTLANDS

Critically, the influence of collection documentatiextends to the capacity for users
to eventually access and engage with collection objettsghysically and
intellectually. However, many of the respondents’ accoundticated insufficient
recognition of the significance of basic collectionriwat their institutions. For
example, some respondents described the tendency tadgieal research and
cataloguing of museum collections in order to meettsieom programming
deadlines. The Collections Officer WtEESTLANDSoted that this approach favoured
use of parts of the collection that were alreadynedkarched, and conversely,
discouraged time-intensive investigation of less well-docueteobjects, or research
of less developed themes. In these ways, the staffidgessource shortages described
by the participants could combine to produce potential detraheffects along every
stage in the life-cycle of museum collections and, mithe line, the extent and depth
to which users can interact with the full scope ofemtilbns and the information

surrounding them.

6.2.4 It's hard to get one that will do both: ~ ® converging collection

databases and access

As a subset of description and documentation of collestithe promise of
convergence as a catalyst for increased cross-darobéttion database access was

discussed by a number of respondents in this research.

8 Collections and Exhibitions Officer (Art Gallery), LONEHILL, describing the use of a single

collection management software system for visual arts and library collections.
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At WESTLANDSthe collections officer spoke about reviewing the docuatiem of
the museum and visual arts collections around joint sukgevords to eventually
facilitate research across both collections, evendgh she acknowledged that the
pursuit of cross-collection search capability was em personal initiative, rather
than a strategic goal of the organisation. LikewiseMbhaager aBOUTHSIDEwas
exploring the possibility of establishing a federated sefawhty across the library,
local studies and museum collections, in partnershiptivgHibrary’s information
technology specialist staff. A similar project wasoalinderway atONEHILL, where
the purchase of new library collection management soéwould enable keyword
searches across the library catalogue, subscribedoglecpublications, and
potentially also the museum collection database. TéHsds signal some recognition
by converged institutions of the potential to create thentiakages between objects
and information held in separate digital databases,théinope of streamlining and
enriching research capacity for collection professioaatscollection users alike.

However, other respondents identified a number of ditiesiin attempts to achieve
database compatibility and interoperability across dadles. One criticism centred
around the problem of different terminologies betwiencollecting domains, leading
to difficulties in reconciling naming conventions in joddtabases. One of the gallery
staff atLONEHILL commented on this issue, describing how the use ofyibrar
database software for the visual arts collection requstaff to constantly translate
gallery terms into library information fields:

When we use DB Text, all the terminology is set up for libramesmuseums,
so when we look for ‘artist’ we can'’t find it — we have to typ&author’. Just
different terminologies-- quite a few things like that, where ik teventually
we will sort through it. Everything will have double terms.

Collections and Exhibitions Officer (Art GallerspONEHILL

Similarly, the Heritage Collections teamMAUNGA TAPUnoted that the staff
member charged with cataloguing archival materials at in&itution had had to re-
purpose a museum collection database system to suwalrchtaloguing needs,
leading to clumsy object descriptions and the inabilitgléarly account for record

series.
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Importantly, some participants highlighted broader epistegical consequences in
altering domain-based cataloguing and documentation stracfithie Collections and
Exhibitions Officer (Art Gallery) fromLONEHILL explained that the compromises
inherent in adapting terminologies and information fietkhrary-based software had
the potential to erase essential characteristics ofunuse visual arts collection
traditions, resulting in a reduction in the diversityrdbrmation recorded around
those collections. He warned that all-encompassinddsés were likely to be overly
generalist in their nature; forcing out specifically niehcspecialised information

categories in favour of a one-size-fits-all framekvor

It's like when you're designing a car to be either a racing car or g t8x

hard to get one that will do both. You’re going to have a vehicle in theeniddl
that’'s not a very good taxi and not a very good racing car.

Collections and Exhibitions Officer (Art GallerspONEHILL

Elaborating on this further, a former senior staff mends a national collections
sector body, who was also interviewed as part of thesareh, outlined the essential
differences between collections information thafpghtdhe documentary practices of
the different domains, and therefore the record-keepidglaoumentary approaches

employed by them:

Librarians anchor their information management to some very clear givens.
For example almost everything has a named author, or ‘anon.’, almost
everything has a title, almost everything has a date of publicatiohegtve

got some really strong givens and | can imagine a librarian feeling totally at
sea if they didn’t have those anchoring points.

Whereas the museum world is completely used to things not fakngwn]
maker, not having an agreed name or multiple names — there are listsythat
to provide some standardisation in that community of interest. You oftén don
know the date or even the century when the object was manufactwaedcr

or its evolution. So, you are dealing with uncertainty rather than cesgtan

the museum world.
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And | think archivists are a little in between because they aréengeaith

unique materials, and they might be authored materials but the author might
have to be deduced, rather than finding it on the title page.

So | think the way in which systems have evolved to document thesef sort
collections, its not just driven by the individuals involved in thoséepsions

and the way they are trained — its also that the starting point for onegsioh

is fixed knowledge, and the starting point for the other professionstiang

is fixed'.

Senior staff member, national collections sector agen

Significantly, what this extract highlights is that thays in which information is
organised in collection databases, and the architectihesé databases, frames the
information content within certain epistemologicahtexts, ranging from empirically
defined, fixed, positivist attribution of knowledge, to moratieist ideas about the
contingency of understanding the meanings of objectsrédwnfiguration and
renaming of collection information to achieve compatipiitross databases
represents more than a simple reorganisation of comggher, it potentially
constitutes a fundamental alteration in the kindsfolmation and, therefore,

knowledge produced around collections.

Notably, however, such considerations appear to be laagalyemic in reference to
the case studies used for this research. ParticipanisbiocthLONEHILL and

MAUNGA TAPU whose websites offered some degree of database converaed
cross-collection search capability, acknowledged tleaptbvision of access to diverse
collections had been under-utilised. A member of the Exbits team aMAUNGA
TAPU described the online search function on his institutis@bsite as “pedestrian”,
with little appeal to public users. Similarly, the Libratanager at ONEHILL
acknowledged that her institution had little evidence to sugbgasbnline users were

utilising the ability to search subject themes acrossthanisations holdings.

In these cases, it seems that the potential foradligitnvergence of collection
databases, and the promise of inter-connected acctéematically linked
information sources, has not been realised so fath®one hand, the cumbersome
task of reconciling different documentary traditions ardninological conventions is
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a time-consuming endeavour, unlikely to be completed giventtier pressures on
staff in converged institutions (as described in Chaptédib)he other, the benefits of
digital cross-domain collection access, while conslaertor serious researchers and
collections staff developing programs, remain poorlyausbod for other ‘public’

users.

6.2.5 Conservation and storage

The final area of museum work raised in the interviesas related to the conservation
and storage of collections. While preservation issueags mot be seen as directly linked
to the interpretation of collections (and hence theaesh question for this thesis),
approaches to identifying and prioritising conservation needthamselves inherently
interpretive, hinging on the ability of staff to identdpjects of perceived significance
and heritage value. For this reason, | have included rdsptsi comments about

collections conservation in this analysis.

As previously discussed, most of the museum collectiefiesred to in this research -
with their origins in local historical society and infieal community or council
collections — came into converged facilities withdittlr inconsistent documentation.
Likewise, conditions for preservation of these atltens were generally basic. For the
museum collection componentsRIVERBANKWESTLANDSandSOUTHSIDEN
particular, convergence represented an opportunity ® calection storage and
conservation standards to meet established collectieeter benchmarks.

From the perspective of the ManageRWERBANK the formation of the converged
institution made preservation of heritage material atgrepriority for the local
council. For the first time, heritage collections baeavisible to members of the local
community (i.e. rate-payers), placing a duty of carehercbuncil to care for those
collections:

| think that's probably the biggest thing out of this particular cenite major
benefit has been the public access and the preservation and conservation that
has been able to be done as part of that. There’s now a rationale behtis it;

not just council trying to prioritise its money. Thé&ea heritage centre, it has
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got public access, the reason why you have to do x, y and z is for copnmunit
benefit. You can much more easily make those arguments and get the funding
for it, whereas before it was just a few passionate heritage peopbengmp

and down about things.

Manager RIVERBANK

In other words, this respondent acknowledged that, whilestablishment of the
institution had not necessarily effected a greater reeapss on the part of the
council towards the cultural significance of the muséand archival) collections, the
physical presence of the institution, and its public vigipilneant that the council was

obligated to provide resources for collection care.

For members of staff @OUTHSIDE the restructuring that accompanied convergence
assisted in highlighting the conservation needs of tiigenim collection to the local
council, on account of the museum’s new associatidntive library. The Manager of
the institution expressed her optimism about improving tagé conditions for the

museum and local studies collections:

Now I think — and we are nowhere near there yet — but we’ve gtieantiore
push and drive to be able to lobby council for a better storage facilitause
our storage is awful a the moment. It's in a car park, it's not a daotity,
but we don’t have the money to do anything about it. Now that we've
incorporated the museum within the library, we're a bigger entity, lwhic
means more voice.

Manager oSOUTHSIDE

Here, the ‘critical mass’ established by the combinatiothe library and museum into
one entity, and the corresponding elevation in theeistaf the overall Manager,
improved the prospective success of lobbying the councibioservation resources.
What is more, other respondentS&UTHSIDEnoted that the overall number of
museum staff had increased as part of the convergendetddether with the fact
that the Manager of the institution had come from aemoscuratorial background,

also increased the attention dedicated to collecomservation.
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In these ways, the formal recognition of museum ctitlas by local governments
through convergence restructures produced new emphasie preservation needs of
those collections. One could question, however, whetthavergence was the
necessary or only step that would have led to this outcArf@us on renewing the
funding and facilities of the museum as an independenityawiluld have achieved
the same benefits.

However, potential for improvement in standards ofemibn conservation as a result
of convergence was not a universal outcome for all tke studies used for this
research.

At LONEHILL, the Visual Arts Coordinator described a chronic lackafege space
for the visual arts collection, which not only impedee dlcquisition of new works but
also meant that objects were not always housed appedpriat WESTLANDSwhere
the entire site had been refurbished and a new wing dutilding constructed to
house the art gallery and stores, the Manager acknowl¢ligietthe new building did
not meet the required storage needs for either colfedébalone accounting for future
collection growth. Furthermore, the dislocation of thical studies collection from the
museum, which occurred in tandem with the establishnfaheaonverged
institution, placed the local studies collection undherlocal library’s jurisdiction. The
Local Studies Officer described this situation as a thoepreservation of the
collection, citing the difference between library anaseum notions of conservation:

Respondentt've found it really hard hergat the library}- there’s no thought

or consideration given for best museum practice for artefacts.
Interviewer:For preservation and documentation?

RespondentYes, and buying correct archival material. It's just ‘do this and
it'll do’ — which upsets me, because | can see that-- one ohithgstl am
working on now was let go for 10 years. They are actually photographs that
were in those original sleeves they used to have, and the imagaatiyastuck
to the sleeve. That's the type of thing I'm up against.

Local Studies Office WESTLANDS
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At WESTLAND&NdMAUNGA TAPU patrticipants also identified the problem of
prolonged exhibition exposure for objects in the ‘semi-paent displays. Members
of the Heritage Collections team and the Exhibitionsddger aMAUNGA TAPUall
observed that, given available budgets, the prohibitiveafqeioducing in-house
collection research and exhibitions had stalled theiootatf objects on display, where
some sensitive objects had been on exhibition for oyears.

Responding to the unresolved storage and conservation &duesinstitution, the
curator aRIVERBANKpointed out that access and conservation are iitaihs

linked; without pre-existing understanding and appreciatiogdtections, it is

difficult to justify the resources required to conseitvem. Her observation alludes to
the way in which local museum collections, including thoseonverged institutions,
can become trapped in a ‘Catch 22’ scenario. She andmaheipants acknowledged
that, given the necessary resources, it is the behexddenes activities of professional
staff that produce the research, documentation and iatatjpn of collections that
leads to effective exhibitions and public programs. Commiemgagement with
collections, enabled via these exhibitions, programs aret flms of access,
generates the appreciation of the significance of dalles that justifies ongoing
council expenditure on museum staff and collection bisddethowever, there are
insufficient resources to begin with, the cycle neyetls an opportunity to swing into
action. Staff may find it difficult to argue for increzd funding for under-documented
(and therefore low profile) parts of the collectiom&mbers of the public are never
offered the opportunity to engage with the collectionst @bjects continue to be left
to languish indefinitely in sub-standard storage conditiatfiout adequate

conservation assessment or treatment.

6.3 Exhibitions

Permanent, temporary and travelling exhibitions, as weltlaer interfaces through
which visitors (or ‘users’) can interact with colleats (e.g. education programs,
guided tours, publications, online forms of access, ete.jharend products of
museum processes for the cataloguing, documentation search of museum
collections. Moreover, these processes are fundareintizrpretive in nature, and
the narratives created around objects through these pescescome reified in the
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content of public programs. For this reason, a detailelysas®f the interview
findings in reference to exhibitions and public programsargral to the
consideration of the research question of this thesis.

A common feature of the institutions studied for tleiserarch was the demarcation of
publically accessible ‘museum’ spaces into so-calledvyp@ent’ (or ‘semi-
permanent’) and ‘temporary’ exhibition areas, with spadjunct displays often also
located in common circulation zones, parts of thal{por in research areas.
Accordingly, this section of the findings focuses on resiemts’ accounts of the
provision of these two types of exhibitions in their orgamsas, including museum
work associated with exhibition planning and developmetiipéion design,

installation and maintenance.

6.3.1 They didn’t put in the little stories and they didn 't put in the big

stories :?° permanent exhibitions

Across all the case studies exceptS@QUTHSIDE participants in the research raised
significant problems associated with thematic contadtrarrative cohesion within
the permanent exhibition areas of their institutionsgnetdisplays were expected to
communicate significant information about local regiand cultural groups, and
provide clear chronologies of important events. Diskati®n among interviewees
regarding the representativeness, accuracy and narcatiesion of ‘permanent’
exhibitions was compounded by a lack of resources to acleguar rotation of
objects and redevelopment of displays.

A common observation among the participants was tegbéhmanent exhibitions, and
the spaces housing them, had originally been developed aaltemhdy “outsiders” -
contracted curators and designers - who did not have tessery pre-existing
knowledge of the local area and its people to produce autheedevant narratives. For
example, the Manager WESTLANDSvas critical of the selection of objects used for
the permanent display, which he perceived as having failieeéndfy potent

historical, political and cultural discourses that wasastitutive to local cultural

% The Curator, RIVERBANK, speaking about the shortcomings of the institution’s permanent

exhibition.
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identities and continued to shape the experiences of pkidptgin this regional, rural
area:

We all recognise that the museum has flaws in its service pubiie. It is so
object-based it doesn't tell a cogent narrative. You just come in andiduntn

The first thing you see is a small Aboriginal display, which nthxegs given

by European settlers to Aborigines with stone tools and wooden hunting
weapons. Then you go on to a Chinjedgect] made from an old biscuit tin,

and then you’'ve got some old swimming costumes, and then you have a steam
engine. So | pity the viewer who comes in here to learn about this tib\wn —

hard to put it all together. We want to fix that and have a more cogent
narrative, while at the same time not coming down on one side or the ther
talking about the disputes between the original inhabitants, the settlertheand
people on the stock route, which meant that there were gunshots fired. That
story needs to be told; not this person was right or this person was Whéng.
need to show this conflict is still here now — this conflistilsgoing on about

who has land and who has assets and what you can do with it. That's what we
want to do. And talk about agriculture, mining, farming from both sides,
industry, the various failed housing developments that went through here,
crime and punishment, really give people a sense of, well, thdthwsatown],

but this is also really typical of a country town, this is howy ttieveloped.
Manager oMWVESTLANDS

As the extract demonstrates, this participant identifiedoermanent exhibition as
having abundant but unrealised potential in promoting actigecanstructive
engagement with issues of local importance among the pmpud the town, and
surrounding region. Instead, the narrative presentednitiei displays was disjointed
and ad-hoc, providing only glimpses of significant cultgralups, industries, events
and social changes, without exploring thematic connesti@tween these individual
parts or the relationships between local narrativeslargktof other rural

communities.

At RIVERBANK- an institution located in an outer-metropolitan are8ydney — the

Curator raised similar problems relating to the lack séquential narrative to ground
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the permanent displays, resulting in inconsistent commumicaf the regional and
national historical significance of the municipality. Mgtthat the exhibition had been
assembled hurriedly by a team of external consultamts,were accustomed to
working on much larger projects, she observed:

More than anything else, it's a ‘what is heritag¢@isplay] with some themes
attached. So they didn’t put in the little stories and they didn’t punarbig

stories. ...So the big stories weren’t told, the small storieenitetold, there is

no chronological history. In another place that might not be so relevant
perhaps, but in a place where you've got the amazing Aboriginal occupation —
at least 30,000 years hergand] 1789 was the first colonial built structure

here, and we’re not doing any historical analysis!?

Curator,RIVERBANK

In her view, the methodology utilised in designing the exhiind narrative was not
locally appropriate, employing a generalist model bettéeduo larger institutions
that were less specific geographically or in their caltorientation. While these
circumstances were not an inevitable outcome of conmeeg¢he situation suggests
that the conceptual rational for convergence - in sugglp®xpanding opportunities
for meaningful engagement with collections - was naoba@tforefront in the planning

phases of the project.

In addition, the same respondent noted that the cootéimé permanent exhibition
had been developed hurriedly, before there had beeglatsice of the objects in the
collection - an observation echoed by the Group Le&lgtural Services, and the
Team Leader, Art Gallery and Collectiond &@NEHILL, as well as Heritage
Collections and Exhibitions staff MAUNGA TAPU

And what happened with ti@rganisationjwas that that semi-permanent
exhibition went up very very quickly, without too much thought | thinktand i
not cohesive. Sjphe Museum and Social History Coordinatarid | are
organising for a facilitator to come in and for us to develop a group of pegople
including the Historical Society and interested people from the community
(historians, etc.) to talk about what could be there.
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Team Leader, Art Gallery and CollectiohNEHILL

The way that the building was developed, actually what's on display was
actually a bit of a rush job.
Project and Technical Administrator, ExhibitioMAUNGA TAPU

In this way, it was not possible for curatorial developtie take full account of what
objects were available for use in the exhibitions, tredative significance to one
another, nor their representativeness in regard to sheryiiand people of the area.
Instead, exhibitions were established on the basis of Hantavledge of collections
and their context. Where external consultants wengdarad, whatever expertise was
gained during the exhibition development process was subssgleshonce they had

completed their contracts.

Furthermore, the inflexibility of the interior designsame of these permanent spaces
— including built-in showcases, integrated text panels, vaile seating, etc. —
precluded the future modification of displays to accomrtedhanges to the

exhibition narrative and contents:

There’s stuff we know has been on display since we opened in 2003 that
actually should have been well and truly retired by now.

So we had to take some stuff off, but a lot of it is the onlypedhat we've
got, so you take it off and it leaves a great gap. So you really needamp
that whole section, but we just keep getting told that there’s justomey.
Heritage Collections team member (PictoridAUNGA TAPU

In the prevailing context of funding shortages for museaativities within the
converged institutions (see Chapter 5), the fixed natuypesséxisting exhibition
design and hardware at all the case study institutimeeg constraints on the ability
of museum staff to augment existing displays in resptindescoveries made in the
course of ongoing collections research, to tailor exhioitcorrespond to changes in
school education curricula, or modify exhibition contenbétter reflect the history,

heritage and debates significant to the local population.

163



At MAUNGA TAPU a number of respondents perceived the permanent exhibiti
areas as particularly static and dated. Members di¢higage Collections team,
responsible for research and documentation of the uiséhoollection, were critical of
the disproportionate amount of funding ear-marked for hpstipensive travelling
exhibitions, which did not explore the heritage of thgion or promote public
engagement witMAUNGA TAPUs extensive in-house collection holdings. The
implications of the situation were likewise recognibgdhe Manager, Exhibitions,
who raised the broader consequences of inattention tapentndisplays for the long-

term sustainability of the organisation as a whole:

What we're tackling at the moment are funding issues to do with h@e we
about refreshing thog@ermanentjalleries. One way we're going to
disenfranchise our public is to be seen to not really care much and not
investing energy into keeping the place vibrant.

Manager, ExhibitiondyJAUNGA TAPU

In other words, unchanging, poorly funded permanent exhibitiomsl communicate
an institutional disregard for the value of local heritagd culture to visitors (and
other users) of the facility. With exhibition areas fumgcing as the primary interface
between museums and a large proportion of their audieacg snstitution that
neglects the development and maintenance of its gispl@specially a converged
organisation whose operation is paid for by council ratesks alienating the
community of stakeholders that fund its ongoing operations.

6.3.2 Churn ‘emin, churn ‘em out :* temporary exhibitions

In contrast to the issues raised in connection with agemt exhibitions of museum
content, temporary exhibitions — comprised of a variéoatent including art work,
museum objects, and archival photographs and documents avi@cal point of all
the case studies involved in this research. Most institsihad a very active program

of changing exhibitions.

%1 Extract from comments by the Team Leader, Art Gallery and Collections, LONEHILL,

regarding the display of touring exhibitions.
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6.3.2.1 Exhibition spaces

In this regard, one benefit of convergence, often citeplojcipants across all the
cases, was greater access and flexibility in the uegholbition spaces, especially
when new facilities were constructed to house the iatedrinstitutions. The capacity
to spread larger exhibitions across multiple zones (berly, research centre or
general circulation spaces) not only meant that aasect variety of travelling and in-
house exhibitions could be accommodated, but also had the@adbadvantage of

promoting the growth of new audience groups for each ¢woitearea:

I’d say one of the benefits of convergence is that we can co-lodabetiens

like Great Collections... And certainly it introduces new audieites
particular to the gallery. So you get people that don’t normally go thereo- w
might go to the library, borrow a book, wander through the museum but not
often go to the gallery — but if they see that ‘oh, there’s a mo®dikr there

at the gallery’-- It's a different type of clientele, sdnink it does help with
audience development.

Museum and Social History Coordinatb@NEHILL

In this way, convergence resulted in multi-purpose cotlactpaces, supporting the

hosting of a diverse range of exhibitions and inviting broadeess to them.

6.3.2.2 In-house versus imported exhibitions

However, the prevalence of touring exhibitions oveal@ontent again came to the
fore as a perceived problem, especialMESTLANDSLONEHILL andMAUNGA
TAPU (all the regional organisations in this study). A ccoacern expressed by
several respondents (at all case study institutionspeSOUTHSIDE)was their
institution’s preoccupation in acting as a venue for flimgeexhibitions. They
speculated that hosting predominantly travelling displagdymed an emphasis on the
culture of larger metropolitan centres (for whose ewnicizs the exhibitions were
originally developed), rather than creating opportuntiseisvestigate and validate the
cultural distinctiveness and contribution of communitregegional areas through
exhibitions curated in-house. As the gallery Manag&@NXEHILL noted:
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| think rural communities are very hard on themselves. They ses¢hes as
the poor cousins of the major cities. And they don’t have to be. They have
attributes that are unique that need to be related, and they have a part in the
national story and that needs to be told too.

Team Leader, Art Gallery and CollectiohNEHILL

The same respondent argued that her institution’s oviancel on touring exhibitions
reduced the possibilities for showcasing objects fronotbanisation’s own

collection:

In this institution, when | arrived here, it revolved totally arouodring
product. Churn ‘em in, churn ‘em out. There was no major exhibition fnem t
collection, and people in the community complained about not seeing the
Drysdales, which are very much part of the community, or the Dugainhs,
just seeing the touring exhibitions.

Team Leader, Art Gallery and CollectiohNEHILL

In other words, the local community felt little affition with the content and themes
presented in travelling exhibitions, while art works and objdts tangible links to

the local region remained warehoused.

At WESTLANDSthe Manager, Collections Officer and Curator all enled that the
institution had a duty to compensate for infrequent changastent in the permanent
exhibition by delivering a greater number of temporary etbis dealing with local
themes. However, as evident in the accounts providedvp#its imperative was
complicated by an imbalance in budget allocation for gallersus museum
temporary exhibitions. As a result, fewer financial atadf resources were available to

conduct museum exhibition development:

We also felt that as this permanent exhibition wasn’t changing, the terporar
space had the responsibility to tell more local stories. That mears copated
shows, which meant more of our time going into them. So a bit afsitgcnd

a bit of choice. We decided that we have an obligation tfthellregion’s]
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stories, so if we're going to curate shows we need to spend thtotaoat

properly.
Collections Officer (Museum and Art Gallery))/ESTLANDS

Under our current status, the museum curator would be the poor second cousin
three times removed, in terms of workload and in terms of the bUdget.

museum has a budget — probably about $24-25,000 a year. The gallery has a
budget of $150-160,000 a year for exhibitions.

Manager oMWVESTLANDS

We had a few museum shows that were curated in-house that probably weren’t
the best exhibitions that we’ve ever done, and there was a senteethatere

like that because there was no time to do anything more.

Collections Officer (Museum and Art Gallery))JESTLANDS

As these extracts demonstrate, despite a stated commhitongroduce an increased
number of exhibitions using the organisation’s own collastiansufficient funding
and staffing for museum exhibition development resultedhat staff themselves
perceived to be mediocre displays.

6.3.2.3 Planning for temporary exhibition development
As highlighted by members of the Exhibitions tearMAUNGA TAPU development
of temporary exhibitions at their institution was hanegeby the fact that, from the

time of the organisation’s inception, there had beenlai to develop temporary
exhibitions in-house. Correspondingly, responsibilitydoratorial work was not
clearly defined in the organisational structure, witbranal division drawn between
the Heritage Collections team, responsible for catat@guesearch and collection
documentation, and the Exhibitions team, which focussedalities management
and coordinating the calendar of travelling exhibitions. Mlamager, Exhibitions,
described the effects of this disjuncture, noting that extitstutilising objects from
the organisation’s collection had usually only been develag®sh “gaps” in the
travelling exhibitions roster needed to be filled, and talhough these exhibitions
proved worthwhile) the Heritage Collections team wasaalequately staffed to take
on these additional duties:
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On an informal level we've had a couple of people from Collectiondageve
exhibitions. That's not part of their job description, but they've dofadalous
job just actually using what we’ve got in-house and filling some gaps with
some really cost-efficient and really engaging exhibitions. We'vieogot
encourage that sort of thing more. But they've got a day job as welln§utti
that sort of effort into an exhibition, which isn’t part of their pamyprole, is a
really hard thing to justify and places a lot of stress on them.

Manager, ExhibitiondyJAUNGA TAPU

In this case, the separation of collection reseandhexhibition development roles
seem at odds with conventional museum staffing structutesre (at least ideally)
original research of collections allows for exhibisoio evolve organically, through

the identification of culturally and locally signifisathemes and relationships between
objects. Effectively, the organisational structurtMaUNGA TAPUdiscouraged
dialogue between museum professionals with rigorous kdgelef the collections,

and those with authority to initiate exhibition projects.

6.3.2.4 Building knowledge around collections
Interestingly, at bothtWESTLANDSNdMAUNGA TAPU the propensity towards pre-
packaged, travelling exhibitions rather than temporary extitstcurated in-house

demonstrates an effective disconnect between stafflkedge of collections and the
eventual public programs offered by these institutionthdrcase oWESTLANDS
the Curator was responsible for both research and erhiloievelopment, but, as
discussed in previous section of this chapter, in-depth lettgel of the museum
collection remained unattainable due to his workload andrtieeintensive nature of

museum collection research.

Participants aRIVERBANKandLONEHILL described similar circumstances. In fact,
RIVERBANKs curator outlined how she had deliberately insistedvoidang

exhibition development or coordination for 12 months in otderonduct research on
the collection, which she had felt she had neglectesdeeral years. In her view,
objects suffered “little deaths” when relegated to gferfar indefinite periods — a

situation she was at pains to reverse:
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| said to[the Manager]I'd really like to focus on the collection this year and
give it the time that it needs. Because we have a really fantadigction, a lot
of really early period-- the first 50 years of Australia, and the dyosof that,
are here, locked in thelf¢he storeroom]Locked in cardboard boxes in
compactus.

Curator,RIVERBANK

Here, the Curator’s chronic shortage of time to exploeecbllection for new
information frustrated the scope of potential exhibitioned@oment, subsequently
limiting opportunities for visitors to interact with sigmiéint cultural artefacts and

narratives.

For similar reasons, the Team Leader, Art Galled/@allections at ONEHILL,
deplored her organisation’s reliance on travelling exhibifgooduct’, highlighting
that its value was restricted to superficial notions ofrfoma efficiency, rather than

community benefit:

Well, if you are going to reduce administrative costs, then you prolsbto
the touring exhibitions that you just churn in and churn out every 6 weeks,
because you don’t have to do any research. You don’t have to do any
interpretation of it. You don’t have to relate it to the community bectusn’t
part of the community. So yes, you can do that. The contributionlysa]
administrative saving.

Team Leader, Art Gallery and CollectiohNEHILL

In other words, pressure to maintain a rapidly changiote@f temporary exhibitions,
imported from other institutions, did little to fostergagement around issues of local
interest, identity and historical importance. As theafur at WESTLAND Stated:

...we need to do our own shows. It is crucial. We can’t bring in too many
things[travelling exhibitions] because there are too many things that this
display here is not telling us. ...At the end of the day, | keepgsag need to
curate more. There is no point in us simply being a venue. Beirmgaevis
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attractive to a lot of people, in the sense that you just show tthiagpass
through, and we have that role to play. But we are much, much more than that.
Curator (Museum and Art GallerWyyESTLANDS

By contrast, aMAUNGA TAPU Heritage Collections staff had the opportunity to
develop deep knowledge of the museum holdings through detiat@éation to
cataloguing, research and other forms of documentatiowever, this knowledge did
not regularly translate into exhibition content becausebédm development was

outside the role descriptions of collections staff.

6.4 Interpretation : It's the mediation thing, isn’'tit? *

Issues relating to the interpretation of museum codlastt the ways in which the
meanings, values and relevance of objects are constaraiecbmmunicated within

the museum context - are implicit in all of therttes considered within this chapter so
far. In particular, the parameters according to whichtuigins select objects for
inclusion in their collections, the ways and extent hocl those objects are researched
and documented, and points of access to collections (thpmerghanent and

temporary exhibitions, databases, and other public progehmday a role in
determining how object meanings are understood by collegsers. However,
interpretation as a constitutive element of museuratigeawithin converged
institutions has not been explicitly considered solfathis final analysis of the
findings, | therefore focus on the implications of eergence for interpretive

processes through the accounts given by participants stutg.

6.4.1 Domain-based interpretive approaches

The integrity of specific library, archive, museum andegglapproaches and
collection practices is maintained in institutions tieain a singular disciplinary
focus. However, in the cases of convergence studigtiiforesearch, differences in
the way in which collection professionals from diffet disciplinary backgrounds

conduct their roles come into sharp relief. In relatim museum collection research

92 Heritage Collections team member (Pictorial), MAUNGA TAPU, describing fundamental

differences between library and museum approaches to collection documentation.
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and public program development, participants remarked amprect of discrepancies
in concepts of interpretation, and differences ingherity given to interpretive
practice.

For respondents &YESTLAND&NdLONEHILL, incompatibilities between museum,
art gallery and library approaches to interpretationltedun inconsistencies in the
development and delivery of public programs. For exampleQalEHILL, where

staff with a single area of professional expertise vassggned cross-domain roles
following the convergence restructure, the Library Managhected on the period
during which she had been responsible for museum, galtetyibrary collections.
Explaining that her professional knowledge of the norailpareas increased
gradually as she worked in her new position, she highlighegca fundamental
difference between museums and libraries is the velatiportance placed on access

versus interpretation of collections:

It's really interesting, we explored this over time: librarizare very much
about access - and I'm library-trained but | have done up to a postgraduate
certificate in museum studies, just to give me some background —rmd | k
museum people are about access as well, but librarians are about providing
access to the collection and that's their raison d’etre. People frenmiuseum
profession have that focus as well — and of course it is and that's what
exhibitions are about; access and interpretation — but librarians don’t--
Interpretation is not as important to a librarian. Nor is that reallyadieid
documentation.

Library Manager L ONEHILL

Here, she underscores the library emphasis on makirigdbock available to the
public as soon as possible, and hence the importance pla@gbedient cataloguing
procedure. By contrast, the primary research often medjfor accessioning and
documentation of museum objects, together with procedseterpretation — such as
building thematic relationships between objects, compasihgpition texts and other
publications, devising visual strategies for the presentafiobjects, etc. -
necessitated much slower ‘progress’ in workflow. Onthefmembers of the Heritage
Collections team alIAUNGA TAPUmade specific reference to these differences,
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comparing the specific ways in which libraries and museunderstand the role of
interpretation in the service they provide to users:

Yeah, it's the mediation thing, isn’t it? Like, sure,[tte library] facilitate the
lending of books that have information that will translate to knowledgehbut
person that takes thfibook / resourcepqway and does all that stuff ‘out there’,
and processes that however they may wish to — or not at all, if th&y don

bother reading the book or whatever. And then they come in, drop the book off,
and that'’s all the library’s required to do. Whereas the museum, andahew
which we try to facilitate from our objects and the information around it,

public programming and all of that, is incredibly labour intensive by
comparison.

Heritage Collections team member (PictoriMAUNGA TAPU

In a sense, this respondent was drawing attention taffaeedt points along the
interpretative continuum that library items, as distifrom museum objects, become

available to users.

In discussing the structure of archives and the ways iohathey are rendered

accessible to users, the ArchivisRAVERBANKprovided yet another disciplinary
perspective on the appropriate level of interpretatiorotéctions. In her view, the
role of archivists centred on organising, describing and ptagerecords, with little

place for evaluating their wider meaning or significance:

RespondentAs an archivist, my role is more custodian, not so much
researcher. People do often mix those up and think that you're aiarstond

a researcher as well — which you do, you end up having to do for enqandes
things, but it's not... the ideal role is to get the records organis¢dagdhey
can be accessible and preserved. That’s kind of the main thing — you are
looking after the actual archives in the repository.

Interviewer:So that’s what you see as your key role?

RespondentWell, that's what the archivist should be doing. ...making sure
they have the right kind of material there, that they are lookirey #ftor
posterity, and that it is kept in good condition. And that it can be abteds
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people want to find it later on. The fundamental principles of archives are
original order and provenance.
Archivist, RIVERBANK

By way of summarising the extracts above, it is woubting at length the former
CEO of a national collections sector body, interviewsgbart of this research.
Speaking from her experience negotiating across thelibmauseum, archives and
gallery domains, she offered her own synopsis of therdift attitudes and practices
of collection interpretation that are distinctiveetach collecting area:

So, the objects themselves can actually be considered in any way you want,

managed in a converged way or not. The difference is in the attitude of the
professional to that cultural material. I'm going to give you some ctgpes,
but to me they are true: the traditionally trained librarian sits at the
information desk, a customer — a user - comes forward, a potential reader
user of the material, and says “look, I'm chasing down this repadn’t find

it anywhere”. The librarian says “let me help you”, does somed#ag-- The
librarian hasn’t opened the covers, has just read the spine to make’suleit
right volume, and their day’s work is absolutely fulfilled by havingladse to

put the document or artefact that the user wants into the user’s hands and they

do not, in a sense, care what the user does[wjthThe librarian doesn’t in
any way interpret that material for the user. Whereas, the musetatorcor
education officer or collection manager will be similarly thrilledoging able

to match up a research enquiry with a real object, but they will &ad the

catalogue information and add to the information about that object by fleshing

out the understanding of it in an interpretive way.
Former Director, national collections sector agency

This respondent’s ideas reflect the comments of thequrshyi cited participants in
outlining domain-based approaches to collection interpoetadnd the relative
importance of interpretation to their professionabaMoreover, these extracts
underscore the degree to which different ‘end-productgdtiection work require

particular professional skills and expertise in orddvdalelivered effectively.
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6.4.2 Process conflict: % interpreting across the domains

For many of the participants in this research, comgetpproaches to interpretation
resulted in challenges to the sustainability of convergleddescriptions.

At WESTLANDSrespondents described the “process conflict” that dpedlavhen
individual staff members, whose previous expertise and experiwas limited to
either museums or the visual arts sector, were requredrk across the two
disciplinary fields. In particular, as the followingdvextracts demonstrate,
disagreement around the appropriate level of interpoetatiovided in exhibition
content, as well as uncertainties about catering gpjtely to perceived differences
in the expectations of museum versus gallery audienes, sammon sources of

tension and frustration for staff:

Narrative revelation, rather than resolution — that's what the museundworl
needs to work in. But a lot of the art galleries don’'t have thatatize and
they don’t want that narrative; they view anything that gets in the ropdof
seeing the artwork as almost anathema to it.

Manager oMWVESTLANDS

And | know also that there’s a tendency for examplghenManager’spart,

with gallery shows, to have lots and lots of text, because he ¢mmea

museum and education background where interpretation and information is
what people want. Whereftbe Curator]is reluctant to do that because he
comes from an art background where the images take-- where you don’t over-
interpret, you let people work it out for themselves. So thexditsof a

process conflict there, coming from different perspectives atteoge

Collections Officer (Museum and Art Gallery))/ESTLANDS

At WESTLANDS was difficult for individual staff members to balanthe
contrasting demands produced by the time-intensive natumesgum collection

research and exhibition development, as opposed to vissaaatorial practices.

%3 Collections officer, WESTLANDS, describing the effects of different approaches to

interpretation on the ability of staff to perform their roles effectively.
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Extracts | have already included from the interview WitESTLANDS Curator attest
to the stress and diminished sense of accomplishmenthik situation engendered.

As the Manager of that institution confirmed:

RespondentWell, the curators that we’ve had have been from art
backgrounds. They have all been from fine arts backgrounds. So they are far
more comfortable working within the gallery sphere rather than the museum
sphere. Museum shows are far more difficult to do.

Interviewer:In what way?

RespondentThey require a lot more research, they require a lot more time,
and they require a lot more material in a sense. Whereas, withigianad

arts base, you can have a couple of meetings with an artist, go tottitko s

and give them some advice or talk about what they’re doing; get thenteo w
an artist’s statement for the floor sheet, and then the work consexliyou

spend a few days arranging it. There’s a lot of conceptual work inlibatt’'s

not the sitting down and slogging through books and newspaper articles to find
exactly who said what and when, and to find objects to illustrate that story
Manager oMWVESTLANDS

In this case, it became very difficult for staffreconcile different levels of
significance attributed to the informational versus aivecproperties of the object,
together with opposing concepts about the role of theovisi experiencing the

meaning of visual arts or museum displays.

Furthermore, while respondentsVdESTLANDSvere conscious of the limitations that
switching between museum and gallery ‘headspaces’ placadnmving efficiency
and high standards across the institution’s programs, Wes@ sense among
employees that any attempts to improve the situatiarduee resisted by the local
council funding body. According t&/ ESTLANDSCentre Coordinator, the primary
concern for the council was to maintain (i.e. avoideasing) the resource allocation

to the institution, even if this resulted in a gradualidedh the quality of its services:

| think council’s really happy that they have this great centre and thegally
good feedback, and they just want it now to ‘go’ — so “don’t do anything
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fabulous that will impact on your staff, don’t have more venue hire begause
don’t want to hear you say you need more staff. Don’t have more shows — just
have the basic and don’t make them fancy, because we just want to say: we
have a great centre over there.” But they don’t understand that to kgemg

with the people over there — the industry is saying we’ve got to ge thimgs

and these new things are happening — and of course, professionally, they want
to be delivering the best. | think council just wants to have ‘enough’ + don’

too much, just do ‘enough’.

Centre CoordinatoklVESTLANDS

In these ways, the organisational structures createdghroonvergence at
WESTLANDSNALONEHILL contrived to bring together professionally distinct
library, museum and art gallery traditions for intetprg collections, producing
complex and cross-disciplinary role descriptions. Tihess felt by staff whose roles
necessitated straddling these approaches and achieving aipralevel of
collection research, documentation, exhibitions in eaidnpretive ‘genre’, has
already been referenced earlier in these findings. €dtgr concern perhaps, is the
apparently secondary importance placed on the capacilguseum collections to be
explored for meaning - and therefore made intellectuattgssible to visitors and
users - within this environment. To this end, it could be arguecthe rich
interpretive potential of the museum collections tbamkd part of this research has
not been realised so far through the convergence model.

6.4.3 Collection interpretation and the predilectio ns of local government

One final theme related to the interpretation of museaihections in converged
institutions focuses on the role of councils in inflcieg direction of collection
interpretation. Of course, no museum is neutral, nomeaseums claim to be unbiased
in the focus of their research, documentation andeptaon of collections. However,
the merger of collecting institutions with local governmiaumeaucracies through the
process of convergence signalled a significant shifiniany of the museums involved.
Moving from organisations that had been initiated by comiygnoups such as local
historical societies, many of these museums had tumedi as independent entities.

While convergence, in many cases, guaranteed the futureabdity of these
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organisations, the changes involved in conforming to councittiagctructures and
local government objectives (not to mention a perceigedonsibility to satisfying

rate-payers) was also a significant influence on h@se¢hmuseums could function.

A number of participants noted that interpretatiorhef tnuseum collection
components of converged institutions was beholden tmtéetions of local councils.
For the Curator @&IVERBANK both the background of the organisation’s overall
Manager, and its position as an arm of local governnpdanged a significant role in
determining the context in which the meaning of objectsprasented:

Generally, how our work is informed, it is informed from a pargcul

perspective, which, | think, is quite tourism-based. That's also d@esn by

other parts of council, because it's being driven by the professiopatience

of our Manager. And those have upsides, but | happen to think that the museum
aspect is often not recognised in the same way.

Council has never really understood, | believe, except for the covmidiers
here, what the function of museums is. And now the drive forrnoans that
engagement, and also the managerial experience in this situation is visitor
information experience largely... | think that the way that interpretati
occurs, or what is considered to be important, and how it happens, is more
from a tourism point of view than a museum point of view.
Curator,RIVERBANK

As these extracts and other information in the intentiranscripts demonstrates, this
respondent felt strongly that certain aspects of muagaterpretation and
communication, including highlighting the national histarisignificance of the local
region, and producing researched collection publications sidelined in favour of
narratives perceived as favourable to, and geared towara®ets of outside visitors
to the area.

Likewise, the Local Studies Librarian at the samatutstn described how the
emphasis on appealing to tourists was shifting the orgam&agoals away from
interpreting the local significance of its collections
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RespondentThe Manager]coming from her background in tourism, is
obviously interested in tourism, and there is a push on at the monaarige
the focus of RIVERSIDE to be more tourism-based.

Interviewer:What does that entail?

Respondentit would entail changing some of the things, like the direction of
the education officer, for example. And the focus of education witidoe
tourism... To have exhibitions that are more globally-based than locfdt] —
how do you get the person from the North Shore to come to [this region]? Do
you put on a historical exhibition abojthis region]? No. You put something
on about other sorts of activities; things that are maybdthwt region}

centric, but will bring people in.

Local Studies LibrariarRIVERBANK

These, and similar observations made by participante aither case studies, return
focus to the influence of management structures on therakiplo of the meanings

and significance of cultural collections.

6.5 Key themes: museum interpretive practices and

convergence

This chapter has examined the effects of convergencaiseum practices,
underpinned by the assumption that structural changes totogjl®rganisations
(including the configuration of management structures,ifigndrrangements,
redefinition of position descriptions, the deployment exjgectations placed on
professional staff with particular disciplinary expsetietc.) have the capacity to
fundamentally alter the interpretive context for musewllections. | considered the
ability of staff working with museum collections in camnged institutional settings to
perform professional museum work related to acquisitiodscallection development,
cataloguing and documentation, preservation, exhibition®taat interpretative
activities. It is these activities that ultimately paahe quantity and quality of the
information produced around collections, facilitating iletetual access to the diverse
histories, cultural practices and community groups repregehtough collections and
determining the potential for objects to be utilised in putagrams.
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Based on this research, it is possible to draw the fallpweneral conclusions about
the impact of convergence on activities related torttexpretation of museum
collections:

Collection growth

The integration of local studies collections with musaollection through the
convergence model assists in the formation of rekdiucs between related objects,
images and documents, thereby improving the ability to iigethematic connections
across collections. In general, however, converged bustigetures often neglect
allocating sufficient funding to new acquisitions, limg opportunities for strategic

development of museum collections.

Documentation and description

In some cases, convergence restructuring has preegitaprovements to basic
museum collection documentation through the instigaifdormal collection policies
and employment of professional staff. Neverthelessyast of the cases studied for
this research, significant backlogs in cataloguing asdameh of museum collections

remain unresolved.

Converging collection databases

The promise of creating thematic connections betweansg collections via
converged collection database access has not beetivefferealised. Existing joint
access provided by converged institutions to their databasesns underutilised by
public users, and usage patterns have not been evaluated.

Conservation and storage

Through convergence, the positioning of museum collectigttsén the remit of local
government created a perceived obligation on councils sepue collections.
However, not all case studies reported improvementsliecton storage and

conservation.

Permanent exhibitions
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The use of external contracted curators and short leed-for exhibition
development characterised the set up of permanent muweschibition areas at
converged institutions. These conditions led to theliaitan of exhibitions without
coherent narratives and limited relevance to the loaaimunity.

Shortages in ongoing funding for exhibition renewal h@geilted in static permanent
displays, and staff members are unable to modify thesees or adequately adapt the
displays to improve levels of user engagement.

Temporary exhibitions

Co-location of facilities through convergence providestgreariety and flexibility in
the use of exhibition spaces. However, respondents patithat converged funding
models favour regular rotation of travelling exhibitionsemporary display areas over
the development of local content. For reasons adtlin this chapter and Chapter 5,
limited capacity to produce in-house exhibitions reduces oypities for converged
institutions to document and carry out primary reseanctheir own museum
collections. Over-reliance on touring exhibition produetréfiore diminishes
institutions’ ability to interpret the unique heritage afdbregions and their
populations.

Interpretation

Differences in domain-based approaches to collectioth@eress were confirmed in
the responses of participants in this study: librariansgpexd their primary role as the
provision of public access to collections via efficiemtl wift cataloguing processes,
rather than research and interpretation of collestiarchivists prioritised
custodianship of collections, including the preservatioreodrds in ‘original order’,
as their focus, with a secondary emphasis on callecésearch; and visual arts
curators regarded large amounts of interpretive exhibigginas contrary to art gallery

conventions.

Taking these differences into account, discrepancitegele® domain-based
approaches to documentation methods and interpretatmicalled “process conflict”
- can potentially have detrimental impact on museunarebeand exhibitions
(especially when staff from non-museum backgrounds becesponsible for

museum collections). Furthermore, where institut@neslinked to local government,
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the ways in which the meanings and significance of catlastare explored can be
influenced by the preferences and goals of councils.

With regard to the case studies used for this reseaishpassible to draw a general
conclusion: given the low standards of care and inééagon that typified the museum
collections identified in this research, convergenctatdy creates the potential for
improvement across the scope of activities associatbdmuseum professional
practice and the provision of access to museum callector visitors and users.
However, in many ways, this potential remains eithetigdgror mostly unfulfilled.

There are a number of significant challenges to muaganactice that appear to be
specifically related to converged collection environmefitst, all case studies
provide examples of museums existing in parallel withastlevo other collecting
areas (archives, local studies collections, art gafietibraries, research centres),
where an overall budget was split unevenly between dreses and their subsidiary
functions. As a result of this situation, many respotgldascribed chronic shortfalls
in funding for basic museum activities such as accesgjoresearch and significance
assessment. In regard to funding of the museum comp@atitipants noted that a
greater share of resources was directed towards ‘outfaardy’ programs such as a
changing calendar of temporary displays - which comppsmaarily of touring
exhibition product created by other institutions — rathantpromoting the
development of exhibitions and public programs that utilisedristitution’s own
collections. These circumstances compromised staffjaaty to devote adequate time
for labour-intensive activities such as researching callest perpetuating a pattern of
comparatively superficial engagement with the collestiand, subsequently, the
range of opportunities for interacting with collectionattbould be made available to

end-users down the line.

Second, the redesign of role descriptions around the ayetenodel (particularly at
WESTLANDSNALONEHILL) created positions with cross-disciplinary, cross-
collection responsibilities that were originally il by staff without the
complementary range of expertise or experience. Saes@ondents confessed to
their relative ignorance of collecting areas outsititheir professional background, as
well as the stress and insecurity — or “process cohflistoduced through the

181



necessity to work across diverse collecting areasls&meously, or within collection
contexts for which they were not specifically trainEdr museum collections, this
situation led to inconsistent attention being directedards core activities such as
primary research, building deep knowledge of collectiond,thematic and narrative

development for exhibitions.

In the next chapter | discuss the influence that ingiitevide changes brought about
through convergence — such as organisational ‘vision’ and,gieategic planning,
leadership, financial structures, the design of role degmns, etc. — on museum

practice.
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7 Case Study Findings: organisational
structures and management of

convergence

7.1 Introduction

The extent to which the convergence of museums with dthes of collecting
institutions affects museum practice appears contingeachamges at the pan-
institutional level. That is, the ways in which highdéwrganisation-wide
management restructures, modified role descriptionsteaidnment of formal
relationships between previously independent organisatiahthain staff, influence
granular changes to professional engagement with, gegbiatation of, museum
collections’ This chapter investigates the direct and flow-on effettonvergence
management and restructuring on activities related to musellections and
programs. The categories discussed include the imp#uw ofiginal motivations of
governing bodies in pursuing convergence, the importan@adétship, strategic
direction and implementation of institutional changestiacture and role
descriptions, and the facilitation of staff collabavatand professional development.
Having examined the specific implications of convergencénferpretive museum
practice in Chapter 6, this chapter reveals the signife@af management and

organisational structures to the performance thoseiggact

7.2 Mixed messages: articulating a concept of

convergence

A logical starting point for reporting the findingstims chapter is to begin with the
rationale for convergence, and outline which aspectseaitdel motivated local

governments across NSW to pursue convergence of cultaiiglda.

% Other legitimate lines of inquiry could investigate the effects of converged management and
organisational changes on library or archival practices, but that research falls outside the

scope of this thesis.
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In view of accounts provided by the respondents, the maghgtfinding within this
context was the ambiguity that surrounds the concepirofezgence, and what the
organisational restructuring it entails was supposed t@eelior the institutions
involved. The research revealed a mixture of perceivedigasions for convergence —
which | detail below - ranging from the philosophical to ploeely pragmatic.
Together with the different iterations of convergencepéetb across the case studies,
the variety of rationales for the restructures poséd the priorities of converged
institutions across a wide spectrum of end-goals. Forumausellections in particular,
uncertainty around organisational vision resulted in varyimgess of emphasis on

the importance of interpretative museum practice.

7.2.1 A holistic view of culture

Agreement about the rationale for convergence wasaraomg participants in the
study, but perhaps the only point of consensus for senesabndents, across all five
cases, was the idea that convergence broadly makesaseasconcept of uniting
diverse forms of cultural expression. In other wordlkiads of collections, whether
they comprise bibliographic material, records, artefactrtworks, are all physical
manifestations of human cultut2From this perspective, typological distinctions or
boundaries created by the separate collecting domains pradificéal divisions
between materials that are intrinsically linked. Sonspwadents recognised the
potential to understand the significance of any colleatigect in numerous ways, and
therefore that convergence provides an opportunity forelagionships between
objects and collections to be made explicit.

As an example, one respondent highlighted the polysernatuse of collection
objects, stating:

...Jpeople can run rings around themselves trying to define when something
becomes craft and when it becomes art — but it’s just a continuum.sognet
is conceptual, and something is not. Something is used, and something is not.

% See the Introduction to this thesis for references to literature that supports the concept of

integrating different forms of material culture.
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Just as to say something is important and conceptual, but to say to theedesi
of the last Ford Falcon ‘sorry, there’s nothing conceptual there, no meaming
what you do, you're just making a car’. To me, we will eventuallpget that
and see that you can tell the story of humanity through all of it' <tshjall
presented together, complex and dynamic in narrative.

Manager oMWVESTLANDS

Another participant atONEHILL proposed that the idea of converging collecting
institutions embodied the concept of an interconnectedraliexchange in Habermas’
model of the public sphere, where vibrant engagementalitbrms of culture could
be facilitated.

The perceived joint cultural purpose of collecting institgiovas also reflected in a
number of more specific comments. For example, sosprelents aRIVERBANK
andLONEHILL recognised that museums, local studies libraries amivascshared a
common purpose in maintaining and responding to the heritapeiofocal
communities, while at least one member of stafF@QNEHILL believed that
typological similarities between the museum and lstiadies collections had
stimulated thinking about convergence at her institution.

Likewise, two staff members MAUNGA TAPUnoted that the previously
independent museum had already held archival and historicalgshph collections
normally associated with libraries, so it made seosetegrate those services

formally.

Finally, one respondent RONEHILL pointed out that the potential of convergence to
facilitate programming across all collection areas,thedeby exploit connections

between collections, had been one of the motivafmnthe restructure:

An important consideration for us, and it relates very much to the audience
development, was the potential for programming across library and museum
services. The way the structure ended up going initially was adreggtlery

as well, but we just thought, in terms of programming for various

demographics, and educational services, there were so many advantages to
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having one team that was able to program across all our cultural services and
facilities.
Library ManagerLONEHILL

For example, a member of the Learning and Outreachaeb@®NEHILL spoke of the
benefits in designing of children’s educational programs torparate engagements
with library books and thematically related objectshm mmuseum display in a single

visit, thereby reinforcing learning outcomes.

7.2.2 Improving access to cultural amenities

However, it was the prevalence of pragmatic rather gialosophical rationales for
convergence that predominated the accounts of convergffaced by respondents

across the five cases.

At all the case studies except ®UTHSIDEwhich, at the time of the interviews,
had a converged management structure but operated at s@bgsatal locations), the
desire to create a central cultural precinct as a vilm@mmunity focal point and
tourism hub — often epitomised by investment in ‘iconiché&ecture - featured
prominently as an incentive in pursuing convergence. Astaffensember at
WESTLANDSUL it

| guess it was seen as just a common sense approach... becalkghey
councils]are all for precincts now and having these things in one place. It just
came out of a need; they weren’t going to have all tfsegmarateplaces and

say we are going to have an art gallery over there and a museum over here.
Centre CoordinatoVESTLANDS

Considering that respondents at every case study contetezkisting museum,
library, gallery and archive facilities had needed to be wegrdor actually relocated)
before the idea of convergence was mooted, the advarofgstablishing a precinct

simultaneously addressed the need for infrastructure renewal
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Specifically for audiences interested in heritage peefit of co-locating facilities

was easy access to diverse collections and resouraesngle location.

In this way, convergence was seen as a tool for audénedopment, capitalising on
existing demographic similarities between visitors atefample, libraries and
museums. In particular, with traditionally lower vation than their library

counterparts, the museum components of the converganceN&HILL,

SOUTHSIDE andMAUNGATAPU were seen to be the main beneficiaries of audience

crossover:

We basically saw it as a good thing that the library and museum would be
joined together. We saw a number of synergies between libraries andmsuse
Whilst more people come to the library and they come more frequecydese
they're borrowing books, they’re using technology, they're attending
programs, often it is a very similar demographic thasits] libraries and
museums.

Library Manager L ONEHILL

Interestingly, while the extract above illustratediance development as an important
consideration in convergence, none of the respondentedifencrete explanations of
the strategies through which visitor crossover betweéeation areas would be
promoted or maintained. For example, could it be assunag¢dilihary visitors would
automatically be interested in what the museum hadffeéo?0What levels of
engagement with museum collections would be achieveduséhs who ‘wandered’

into the museum as an adjunct to their library visit?

Finally, a single participant MAUNGA TAPUdiscussed the increasing pervasiveness
of digital technology as direct competition to coliegtinstitutions as information
providers, and envisaged convergence as a way of respondirgy tleusands for
greater information access by uniting collections as ssuwt‘knowledge’:

My feeling is that in ten or twenty year’s time, we’'re gdm¢pok back at the
idea of ‘converging’ and think that was based on foresight, because | think
we’re going to be forced to become more of a singular institution.ddaedf a
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‘knowledge centre’ is the critical concept for me. When | think about
knowledge, the only way it's been thought of is in books until rec&slgre

that, it was spoken word, then books, and now books have got competition and

people can find knowledge anywhere. So, we need to capitalise on that idea.

We’ve got competition from the virtual world and a surprising amount of
people trust the internet.
Manager, ExhibitiondyJAUNGA TAPU

The same respondent predicted a shift in the professolealaf librarians, curators
and other collection professionals from custodians tadfaters of knowledge”,
implying that collecting institutions would embrace a enmuratorial’ approach in
sifting through information, guiding the information seaacid helping users piece

together information from numerous disparate souesdate meaning.

However, the reference to digital technologies by andyngle participant was
unexpected. Given the amount of recent internatiotegtbture concerning the impact
of digital technologies in creating the expectatiomefantaneous, ‘democratic’ and
unhindered access to information among users of culturdlinstis - as well as
corresponding moves by institutions around the world towgyithl convergence of
collections - the absence of this consideration ameagons given for physical

convergence was conspicuous.

7.2.3 Aresponse to funding opportunities

In quantitative terms, the most common reason fove&m@ence given by participants
in the research was not based on the philosophy of dalijvaccessible cultural
amenities or increasing meaningful engagement with calfetbut rather pecuniary
reasons. As | have outlined in Chapter 5, one importdatreal incentive for
convergence came in the form of special state goverhgrants created to support
convergence projects. Official sanction for convergemas ratified in 2006 with the
signing of the Third Cultural Accord between the NSW S&@agernment and the
LGSA (Local Government and Shires Association). Manyigpants in the research
perceived both funding incentives and the promise ofsaahgs for local councils as

the primary drivers for convergence.
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On a number of occasions throughout her interviewnmisenember of staff at
LONEHILL referred to the connection between state governmantgyand the
decision to converge at her organisation, explaining thevavailability of funding for
convergence projects had influenced the kind of restrugtundertaken at the

institution:

At that stage we were also thinking about operating as a co-loffatality] —

we were in that mode of planning for a new library and museum — and again,
because there were funding opportunities available for some elements of
‘convergence’, we started exploring it, we started doing the rekearc

...as | was saying, when we started our convergence journey, funding was
prevalent for anything that said the word ‘converged’ in it or talked about
working together in whatever way.

[and] We said we needed a Collections Manager - a Collections Manager who
would be across the library, the museum and the gallery. So we put in a
funding application and in about 2002-3, we were successful with that grant
and employed a Collection Manager across our library, our local studies, our
museum collection and our visual arts collection. That was, | guesgrsiur f
converged move.

Library Manager L ONEHILL

Interestingly, the amount of designated convergencergrallocated to the
LONEHILL project amounted to only a small fraction of the toggdital works and
administrative costs of establishing the converged instituHere and elsewhere, it is
therefore surprising that a relatively small amourgtate government funding
provided enough incentive to get convergence ‘over the Isdi@preferred
organisational model for local governments seeking toveddp their cultural
amenities. In addition, it is often the case thatheeistate government grants nor local
government allocations made adequate provision for the mggpierational costs of
converged institutions, such as staffing and building maamtee. As such, converged
organisations became ‘locked in’ to an operating model andgatysfrastructure
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without the financial security of long-term financial suppwith subsequent

consequences for effective museum practice.

Perhaps the lack of attention given to the longer tanding viability of converged
institutions came as a result of the cost efficienthas local governments anticipated
to gain through the model. Certainly, respondents acrbgeatase studies indicated
that the expectation of lower expenditure - especialthe form of so-called
‘economies of scale’, shared building costs, reducing clamin of resources and
facilities (office space, toilets, parking, etc.) andueion of staff numbers — provided
a persuasive argument to local governments wishing to mggieconvergence, albeit
at the expense of developing a rigorous conceptual ratidmathe restructure:

In relation to convergence, they liked the idea of that. Certaintan be sold
to council in different ways. One of the ways that it was soldalvast
effective use of resources.

Museum and Social History Coordinatb@NEHILL

...it was agreed that a co-located library and museum would be a sensible idea
financially, in terms of rationalisation of buildings, of resources, alhthose
financial elements.

Library Manager L ONEHILL

Interviewer:So do you know what the rationale was behind the idea to combine
the various functions of this cultural centre?

RespondentMoney

Manager oMWVESTLANDS

| think a cynical person would say it was purely a way of combining
administrative resources. It may have seemed to have made ecerasemn
some level, because we’re funded by the local council and they’resalway
looking at ways of working more efficiently.

Manager, ExhibitiondyJAUNGA TAPU
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At SOUTHSIDEthe Manager explicitly highlighted that the coundiike-over of the
floundering local historical society collection, togathvith the implementation of
integrated management of the museum, local history aradyibervices, was an
important factor in ensuring the ongoing existence ofithieeum collection.
Likewise, in view of finite resources, the Communigr8ces Director (City Council)
responsible foOWESTLANDS®mphasised that convergence provided the only
mechanism by which all the affected collecting orgarosatcould maintain
professional staff:

Obviously we’ve got the economies of scale too. We couldn’t have had a
museum off at another site and duplicated that and had two managers of that...
And obviously, if it had been split, it would have been to the detrimhent
saying this facility’s going to have a collections officer, thisign&. Or, this
one’s going to have an education officer and this one isn’t.

Community Services Director (City CouncNNESTLANDS

As outlined by the CEO of a NSW Museum and Gallery agérterviewed for this
study, the prospect that convergence could deliver finansislgsato local
governments — who are responsible for multiple cult@ailifies - often trumped the
philosophical rationale for restructuring. Or, as noted byliator aRIVERBANK
and Collections and Exhibitions Officer l@DNEHILL, the attention given to crafting
appropriate staff structures or recruiting adequately gedldtaff was not always
equal to the emphasis on achieving cost savings:

... quite frankly, I think half the convergence places are a matezafomics;
‘Oh yeah, we can have one person managing it, as long as they know how to
manage it doesn’t matter what their knowledge base is’, and you might be
lucky to have someone who'’s good, or you might not.

Curator,RIVERBANK

| think the idea with convergence was to take away the art gallespmand

the museum person, and get one person to do both jobs. They advertised that
job at the same rate as the previous curatorial job, and the curator atitiat t
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said ‘I'm out of here! I'll take the redundancy thank you very mucm-not
going to do two institutions worth of work for the same wage...’
Collections and Exhibitions Officet,l ONEHILL

Furthermore, as the following dialogue shows, the prinadi@utative concerns over a
theoretical justification for convergence gave rseynicism among staff about the

stated aims of their institution:

Respondent Ifhen, somewhere along the line, someone had the idea ‘well,
why are we duplicating a lot of the services? Why are we duplicatffg s
rooms, toilets, those sorts of things? Why don’t we combine themoalkkiand
have this new beast, callffAUNGA TAPU, which is going to be the
combined library, museum, visitor information centre and the firgs aype in
the world.’

Respondent 2AVas it really just about toilets and staff rooms?

Respondent 1That's probably simplifying it a little bit! But it was seen as a
rationalisation of some of the resources.

Respondent 1Rather than that grandiose ‘Knowledggentre]. Like ‘ta-dal’
under lights, ‘we’re about Knowledge’. Well, actually, maybe weccémiown
on admin staff.

Heritage Collections team intervieMAUNGA TAPU

In the end, a number of respondents across the casessaetthowledged that
financial efficiency is problematic as a long-termaaéle for convergence. As | have
already noted in the previous chapter, where the emphasigst-reduction dominated
the restructuring processes, converged institutions lackeiths and resources to

consistently deliver innovative and engaging services andgnmsgy

7.2.4 Convergence had no reason: °®the absence of a vision

As discussed above, respondents who took part in this cesdantified three core
rationales for the emergence of the convergence tneN&W. First, a small minority

of participants cited the possibility of combining divefsens of cultural expression,

% Group Leader Cultural Services (City Council), LONEHILL.
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and the subsequent potential to creatively explaticgiships between those cultural
forms, as an overarching goal. Others referenced imprenesnn access to
collections, primarily in the tangible context of cadbed cultural facilities and
‘Precincts’, as a significant factor. Finally, of teagspondents who were able to
articulate a rationale, many pointed to the expectaimang local government bodies
that convergence would result in financial efficien@sghe overriding motivating

factor.

However, quantitatively speaking, it was staff members whre not able to articulate
a clear reason for the convergence at their institutibo were actually in the
majority, ostensibly because no conceptual rationadebban articulated to them.

At RIVERBANKWESTLANDSLONEHILL andMAUNGA TAPUWhe lack of a strong
conceptual vision for convergence was identified most biguously. For example,
respondents d&tONEHILL speculated that the convergence arose as a form of
“managerial reorganisation”; a “bureaucratic model” vehidne possibility of
developing greater access to disparate collection resounasea secondary concern:

| think that was therfthe information-sharing rationaleyut probably only
after a decision was made that we were going to be together. Thatismehe
started exploring those convergence opportunities — after the deciseon wa
made that we would be together.

Library Manager L ONEHILL

In fact, the Council’s Cultural Development Managet@NEHILL conceded|
actually haven’'t been able to find myself that definitive documehbbatgument
that says ‘this is our vision, this is where we want to g&’sentiment echoed by the
Manager of WESTLANDS:

| think there might have been one paper raised about the theoretical
implications of it, but | think it was more of a discussion paper andver

really ironed out what the final thing would look like, other than physic#ll
didn’t lay out a path as to how the new centre was going to act, whasit w
going to feel like and what it was going to do. It was very much about what it
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was going to look like: where was the museum, where was the antygatd
so forth.
Manager WESTLANDS

Like those aLONEHILL, participants aMAUNGA TAPUdescribed their ongoing
uncertainty about the role of their institution and pepose of convergence. A
member of the Exhibitions team complained about the lagkstitutional vision,
saying fit's not very clear what the institution is trying to be. Our MiasStatement is
basically meaningless as far as | can tell, and it's laden with psl®ak”. His team
manager, concerned about the organisation’s ability toreontate effectively to its
users, similarly stated:

| think we really struggle ourselves to articulate what we are ahale. |
think we still operate as a library and a museum and a research cevitieh
is disappointing, | guess, that after eight years people working h#éreastit
fully explain to outsiders what we are as a whole...

... We don’t have a vision. You know, if you ask anyone herd MA&INGA
TAPU is, you're going to get a hundred thousand different answers, but
you’re not going to get that singular vision that makes sense of what
[MAUNGA TAPU is. And until we get that, we can’t sell ourselves to the
community very well.

Manager, ExhibitiondyJAUNGA TAPU

So, how do museum professionals collaborate effegtvéh staff from other domain
backgrounds, apportion budgets, assign collection managenniies, or design
programs in the absence of a clear organisational visignide their work? A
member of the Heritage Collections teanM#UNGA TAPUdescribed how she and
her colleagues were forced, out of desperation, to ctieaiteown decision-making
guidelines where none existed from the organisation a®&wh

In regard to that lack of leadership that we’'ve been talking about; thatdfck
vision for the whole institution. In the absence of that, what it éasired is
for individual teams, or even individuals themselves, to find meanimgde
their own working strategy. We've said ‘right, well, we are gamgrioritise
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this, and whatever else is going on out there, we’ll just try to falhgead and

do some good stuff based on what we’ve identified as being important for us’.
That's not at the exclusion of others or wanting to be different to thisrjust

the only way of looking forward.

Heritage Collections team member (PictoriMAUNGA TAPU

Extrapolating from these findings, it appears that teamdsindividuals within a
converged organisation counteract the inertia createddmk af institutional vision
by creating a surrogate mission and strategies in supipieioown department or
area. Where converged institutions remain conceptuallyt adrd result of the largely
economic rationales that have driven their establishnseaff move to define their
own direction and strategies, thus, ironically, isolatimgmselves from other
departments and collecting areas within the ‘converged’tsteicEspecially where
reductions have been made in staff numbers (or thensipdies of existing staff
have been expanded as a result of the convergendepstaf becomes more ‘siloed’,
stymieing potential for collaboration and eroding trietideen departments. The
resulting frustration of some staff IAUNGA TAPUwas summed up well by a
member of the Heritage Collections team:

| think that one of the things that rides us off is-- there is absense of
direction. Like, the Heritage Team is working on updating our colleciars
to give us priorities over the next period of time, but we havdewoif, and |
don’t believe thejthe Exhibitions teamhave, an Exhibitions Plan. Where are
they going? And how do we fit into providing material that's required for
forthcoming shows? What are the kind$tbématic]threads that they're

trying to promote through their programming? There isn’t any strong
articulation of that, which creates a whole lot of other issues.

Heritage Collections team member (PictoriMAUNGA TAPU

As a result, cross-disciplinary projectddAUNGA TAPUhad been initiated by staff
members rather than by the institution’s leadership.cbineeptual benefits of
convergence were being realised only sporadically, dependitige initiative shown
by individual staff rather than being driven by a wellauated vision and set of
strategies forged at the level of management.
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7.3 Management issues

7.3.1 Planning and management

The previous section detailed how respondents at thestabgorganisations
described the institutional vision and rationales forveogence (or lack thereof).
Extracts from the interview research highlight the mirgessages and frustrating lack
of conceptual foundations that characterised the exper@rmnvergence for many

of the participants in this research. But the ideabolergence and its realisation as an
operational reality is also mediated through a fram&wbmanagement structures, as
well as planning processes, that establish strategies ectthmsms for the day-to-day
functioning of institutions and their staff. This seatiocuses on these administrative
areas and considers the role and enactment of musewtices in these contexts.

7.3.2 Challenges in implementing change

A significant theme that developed through the analydiseointerviews concerned
the planning and implementation of change in convergedutstis, and associated
issues of leadership, organisational restructuring and sustaina

The need for strong leadership through the change procesdeaaly expressed by a
number of participants, primarily as a means of driving aistasing collaboration
across various collections and professional disciplimeseference ttIAUNGA
TAPUIn particular, the CEO of the district council deked the need for strong and
inspirational leadership as a goal that had yet to bereedlised at the institution and,
without which, divisive competition between sections Wikedy to prevail, inevitably
undermining any holistic vision for the organisation. Acaagdo her, staff
commitment to the idea of collaboration had first éodemonstrated by all levels of

management as ‘holders of the vision’:

| always find it really easy for people to intellectually emleracvision, but the
test is actually to see how they behave. | see it all the ¢éwves, in my own
executive, we will intellectually embrace the idea of a cedalture in our
organisation and a certain style of leadership, and then you watch theen settl
back into their old patterns of behaviour. And they don’t even know they’re
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doing it. So | think that’s a great challenge in convergence; the wahichw

the staff are led and brought together...

... cracking the whole potential of convergence takes a lot of tirmagst
leadership, the selection of the right people, and someone to uphold ibat vis
and not let it go. | think it's very easy to slip back ...into old behasi

CEO, District CouncilMAUNGA TAPU

SOUTHSIDEwas the only case study where participants expressei/passponses
to the way in which their leadership team had managed tingehmoces?’ Through
the availability of change management workshops and appbets for staff input into
strategic planning, many staff AOUTHSIDHelt validated, respected and supported
through the convergence restructure. According to thg stafential attitudinal shifts,
such as promoting communication and collaboration actossin boundaries, were
actively promoted through the transition. As one merolbéihe museum staff noted:

The main thing that resonated with me was going to those ‘coping with change’
workshops and meeting with other staff to talk about our strategic Atah.

that was the bit that | was most pleased to be involved in, becausagvork
together to form new goals and new visions was, | felt, really it gave

all the staff an opportunity to have a voice in where we were heahdghe

vision statement was developed in consultation with staff. | thoughtehat w

the museumhad quite a good mission statement, but things had changed in
our community and it was good to be able to incorporate those.
Curator,SOUTHSIDE

Overwhelmingly, however, inadequate change managemeiiteiceg1 many negative
experiences of restructuring for participants at othez saglies.

7 |t should be acknowledged that a number of staff either resigned or failed to reapply for new
positions during the restructure at SOUTHSIDE. As none of these former employees were
interviewed, the information supplied here may be biased in favour of reporting positive staff
views of the change management process at that institution.
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A number of respondents frob©ONEHILL acknowledged that poor planning for the
convergence, combined with insufficient communicatiortaff about the rationale

for the changes and the radical reconfiguration of j&emgtions to fit a converged
organisational model, left many employees feeling disanfiged and confused about
their new roles. One senior staff member, who had eqexd the restructuring,
observed:

| think people were spread very thin across areas-- and there wak aflac
change management, people put into positions without the appropriate skills,
or training, or support. Disgruntled staff, lack of motivation, a wtap of
things happening and it wasn't ideal.

Library Manager L ONEHILL

The resulting resistance to change among some staffaggdal the potential for the
idea of convergence to be fully adopted.

At WESTLANDSrespondents observed that the lack of museum represenitethe
initial design of the converged organisational structackdreated a legacy of
disadvantage for the museum collection. The countiige towards convergence saw
the promotion of the previous gallery manager to the dveeaership of the new
institution, involved only limited consultation with exisgi staff, and side-lined
employees who had previously worked with, and were past&i@bout, the museum
objects, leaving no museum staff to advocate for the refetie museum. The Local
Studies Officer — one of two staff who had overseemthhgeum collection prior to the
convergence — described her ongoing resentment aboudrtipgg and non-consultative
change process that had characterised the restructure:

Then we had a meeting with the Manager, who rarely had a meeting with us,
and | said to her ‘my contract’s coming up next month’, and she said ‘oh,
you’re not going to be herjat the museumdnymore’. | said ‘beg your
pardon?!’ . She said ‘you’re going to the library’ and | was gob-smacked,
because I'd never heard of it before, and | was about to go on holidaysvto Ne
Zealand. At 4.20 the director from hdthke library]rings up and says ‘when

you come back from New Zealand you’re coming straight back here’, and
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that's how it wasSo | did pack up as much as | could, | rang my husband
bawling my eyes out.
Local Studies Officel WESTLANDS

Likewise, atMAUNGA TAPU a number of employees felt that the convergende ha
been imposed on them, rather than being developed in tatisulwvith the staff. For
example, members of the team responsible for managememesearch of the
museum collections regarded as unnecessarily rigid trstanse by the institution’s
former director on usage of the new name given to thstitution (rather than
allowing staff to refer to its component collection a@)e&eeling disassociated from
the decision-making process, few staff felt ownershighefidea of convergence,

perpetuating the tendency for staff to revert to ledalootative ways of working.

7.3.3 ‘Converged’ leadership

For many respondents, the leadership of a converged imstitepresented a crucial
starting point for setting the tone for collaboratiparticipation and validation of
professional skills across the organisation. For #asaon, successes or failures in
strategic planning and restructuring, as well as systemimems in communication
and collaboration, were seen by many to stem frompitbfessional background and
particular managerial approach of institutional leaders.

An important facet of leadership was identified as thittyaof management, and
especially the overall leader, to appreciate and equdlig \dhifferent collection areas
and the expertise their staff, together with the 3t1ii manage the institution
holistically. However, only aBOUTHSIDHEid participants in the research indicate
their satisfaction with their manager in this regartth® remaining four case studies,
respondents articulated various levels of concern aheunfluence of their manager
on the operation of the institution, ranging from guar@ésdmnegarding shifting goals
and a bias towards one collecting area over anotheragperation about the inability
to communicate significant collection issues to an ynmesive management body or
leader.
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At RIVERBANKLONEHILL andMAUNGA TAPU a major concern was the extent to
which the professional background of the manager or leateiniuence the direction
and priorities of the facility overall.

For example, the archivist Ri VERBANKcomplained that vital aspects of archival
work were not given enough prioritywhen you have a manager who doesn’t
understand what you doLikewise, the curator @&1VERBANKwas concerned that
interpretation of the museum collection would be skew®atds the previous
experience and non-museum background of the institutioarsager:

What would probably be different is the way that things are interpreted.
Generally, how our work is informed, it is informed from a pargcul

perspective which, | think, is quite tourism based. That's also drden by

other parts of council, because it's being driven by the professiopatience

of our manager. And those have upsides, but | happen to think that the museum
aspect is often not recognised in the same way.

Curator,RIVERBANK

Coming from a similar perspective, members of the musellections team at
MAUNGA TAPUwere emphatic about the disadvantages posed to mussauoreing
and funding as a result of the director’s partiality 4o the library component of the

institution:

| think one of the major problems with convergence as a model is that
generally you'll have one Director, or Manager, and as they come from a
particular background, how fair or reasonable is it to expect that they thave
same level of knowledge and passion for two or more aspects of a business?
The reality is, from my point of view, | don't really care hbw library staff
[members]jdo what they do, as long as they do what they do and the customers
are happy. Whereas, from my point of view, what | have a passion for is
museums and that’s what | like to put my energy into. So, | dortiosed can

work with a Manager who has knowledge and passion with regard to one
aspect of the business. How do you not lose out? How does the othemaspect

lose out?
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Heritage Collections team member (PictoriMAUNGA TAPU

Ironically, those staff aBBOUTHSIDEwvho wholeheartedly supported their Manager
acknowledged that, because their institution’s Manager nwasd museum
background, her professional bias had actually worked imtls2um’s favour:

| think that if you had had somebody who had a library background, who had
never worked in a museum, no background knowledge of museums, they
wouldn’t have necessarily given us as much staffing resources perhagss, or
much prominence.

... things like looking after our collection, it's a very differeallection to a
library collection and has very different needs. So they may not haNsece

the importance of having staff with specialist training.

Curator,SOUTHSIDE

In acknowledging that conventional role descriptionsof@anisation managers were
inadequate for the needs of converged institutions, two respisnebgpressed
alternative ideas about the qualities that effectvemverged’ leaders should possess.
At LONEHILL, a member of the Exhibitions team speculated that cgeder
institutions required specialist managers with experiemc&erseeing collaboration
across multiple collecting areas. MIAUNGA TAPU the Manager of Exhibitions
called for the establishment of a new job title toewfithe holistic responsibilities of
converged administrationsort of like having a Creative Director who knows about
the cultural sector but not necessarily a ‘librarian’ or a ‘museumsq@®rs— in other
words, a leader who can transcend disciplinary boundarigovide an inclusive,
collaborative vision for the organisation’s wider cdmttion to culture.

7.3.4 Done ‘on the foot' : planning and organisational structures

Subsequent to conceptual questions surrounding the rationaerivergence, as well
as reflecting on the influence of institutional leadgrgin a museum collection’s
position in the ‘pecking order’ in a converged organisatiba,interviews conducted

for this research provided insights into the planning and dewelat of converged

% Group Leader, Cultural Services (City Council), LONEHILL.
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institutions. Once more (aside frdd®UTHSIDE where the responses of the research
participants indicated that the requirements of the mudead remained at the
forefront), many interviewees discussed problems for nmgand other) collection

areas arising from the strategic planning phase and imptatan of the convergence.

At the core of many respondents’ comments about the plammocess (and related
closely to questions surrounding the conceptual rationaleoinvergence dealt with
earlier) was the perception that local government lithel linderstanding of the
cultural mission of collecting institutions, nor houct a mission would be advanced

through the formation of a converged organisation.

A significant complaint, articulated by staff membasswell as representatives of
collections sector advisory bodies, was that local cdaiaanphasised the construction
of monumental buildings to house newly converged ingiitstover and above the
design of effective organisational structures and long-tgverational funding
provisions. As the Library Manager frdab®NEHILL pointed out, the local council in
that region had very little involvement with the manageinad the museum or gallery
prior to the convergence, so it was oafter the restructure that the council
management became more aware of the daily activitig®ee organisations.
Likewise, atWESTLANDSwhere the converged facility fell under the council’s
department of community services, employees expressstidtion at the council’s
ignorance of their specialised activities:

| believe that people don’t know what you do. | remember people saying “what
do all those people do over there?” They think a truck just pulls upheayd t

just hang pictures on a wall. They don’t see planning, or programming, or
collection-based items, or education and outreach. People don’t see what'’s
happening.

... The general council, as in the executive, wider afield, they iawdea

about what the gallery or the museum do. They just don't get what those 7
people do.

Centre CoordinatoVESTLANDS
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A similar set of circumstances evolved &NEHILL, where the Group Leader,
Cultural Services (a City Council role) acknowledged:that

...the actual implementation of the restructure was done ‘on the fdotias
done and changed and quite flexible, in that they had the launch date and
‘bang’, they had to have it all sorted out by that time.

In the case odMAUNGA TAPUthe district council’'s CEO, who had been the first
Manager of the converged institution, recalled how, dutsidevelopment phase, the
council had ignored professional advice regarding theafdanding the ongoing

operational requirements of the new institution:

And it was really a big increase to our ratepayers at the time WAUNGA

TAPU was created. | was Manager in those early days trying to do work on
draft budgets. The budgets that | put forward to my manager and the budget we
got were two different things. | remember saying to them: ‘wgaireg to

need these sorts of staff, and it's going to cost us this much mdheyanswer

was ‘no, you're not going to get that’. My answer was ‘well whyvaze

building this thing, if we don’t have the budget we need to run it?’

CEO, District CouncilMAUNGA TAPU

According to this respondent, the district council feahed the project would lose
community support if realistic estimates of its runningsegere acknowledged and
made public from the outset. Effectively, this handicapie institution, creating a
staffing structure and budgets that were insufficient tavallee organisation to

function successfully.

In other words, the ability of converged institutions to vese the development of
engaging, locally appropriate programs was compromised byitetimt were
unaware of the complexities and professional standarddletioon work. Instead,
local government authorities appeared preoccupied withotigt reiction of impressive
buildings, developing proposed restructures without sufficignit from the
professional staff affected by the changes.
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Respondents at all the case studies, eX8&uTHSIDE complained that their
institutions were under-resourced, with employees relgularking outside the
‘official’ structure to assist with staffing shortfalls other sections. The necessity of
‘multitasking’, combined with intensive schedules for thkveey of exhibitions and
public programs, meant that the priorities of staff stlitenstantly, leaving
respondents frustrated that tasks were sometimes novedhea high enough
standard or left incomplete:

We had a few museum shows that were curated in house that probably weren’t

the best exhibitions that we’ve ever done, and there was a senteethatere
like that because there was no time to do anything more.
Collections OfficerWESTLANDS

When it comes to the team tliidte Exhibitions Coordinatorjorks with -
that’s the Exhibitions team - so he’s responsible for installing ahyp#bons,
moving artwork around, accepting exhibitions from outside and touring them
around. He’s got a ‘team’ of himself and one other person as welleiEoar
‘team’ to achieve anything, you have to use someone from the otheSeam.
each time you take somebody out of this team to do the other teain’ $hig

team does nothing. It actually becomes a negative process, because you are

constantly being taken away from work that needs to be done systematically

It's one of my biggest frustrations.
Collections and Exhibitions Officet, ONEHILL

As the CEO of a NSW museum and gallery sector agenwiuated in his interview,
the preoccupation of local councils with the developneémtonic cultural facilities
without factoring in realistic ongoing operational costs a pattern repeated in

relation to many convergence projects:

There’s always been an issue there about the current costs and staffing and
programming, and the councils have never really bitten that bullet. Bylvéhe
always[had] that ‘edifice complex’ thing.

CEO, NSW Museum and Gallery Agency
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In these ways, investment by local governments in highi@mew buildings, together
with lack of a clearly articulated strategic visiorsufficient operating budgets,
dramatic recasting of staff roles (and often less sdgferform them), and the
difficulty experienced at organisations SUCRWESSTLANDS&SNALONEHILL in
attracting suitably qualified personnel, combined to undermm@adkential success of

the convergence model.

7.3.5 It’s not enough to change labels and share staffroo ms:* lack of

true convergence

While some respondents believed that convergence had sereechtalyst for
innovation (members of the council’s cultural serviees,LONEHILL;, museum
respondentsSOUTHSIDE, a far larger proportion of those interviewed highlighte
the lack of true ‘convergence’ at their organisation. esdelection of interview
extracts listed below reveal, convergence ideals aaanoss-domain collaboration
and integrated use of collections in programming and reseaslimpeded by the
realities of managing a functioning converged institutineblems such as
bureaucratic inertia (brought about by larger, more caaf@d management
structures), lack of strategic direction, short-staffidisunity and the tendency for
professional staff to slide back into ‘siloed’ work patteall contributed towards

inhibiting harmonious integration:

| think the original philosophy thought that there would be a lot more cross-
fertilisation, a lot more mixing of the collections in that seds® | think there
has been some work towards that, but if you really look at iCtinator looks
after the social history and art collections, and the archaeological cuiles
the Archivist looks after the archives and the Local Studies Libréoi@ks

after the local studies collection and the historic photos in thatcaie

So, even though ideally and theoretically, there was the idea thatwoeltd

be a lot more talking and working together, it doesn’t really on a day-to-day
basis happen in that way.

Manager oRIVERBANK

% Former Manager of MAUNGA TAPU.
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...if you're looking for a general learning from the experienceVeaUNGA
TAPU], then | would say that it's not enough to change labels and share
staffrooms. | think it really is about being able to demonstrate touktmer
— because if you demonstrate it to the customer, the stafewilt as well —
what value is derived from that convergence. And if you're simply doing i

share-- to have one manager doing two jobs, or sharing back office costs, |

think that will not be a good example of convergence.
Former Manager dflAUNGA TAPU%

| think that co-location, with some convergence in customer servicaight

have been a better model for here, and probably would have been easier to

swallow, rather than the full on, in your face, “your jobs don’t earsgmore”
[approach, whergjou’re now the ‘cultural/customer service/information

development’ person. Or you are the ‘cultural/ marketing and audience

development’ person, and having four of those roles. And I think that people

who had meaning in their roles suddenly had no meaning and that's where the

friction and problems started.
Group Leader Cultural Services, City CounciDNEHILL

| find that both[the Education Officer'shnd[the Curator’s]positions have
very short-term goals or projects, in terms of exhibitions or eyent
education programs, and they are sort of monthly turn-overs...

...I think that’s one of the reasons why the collections haven’t corvagge
much. It's because time-wise we haven't had a chance to look@nitafr
strategic point of view about what a converged collection really means.
Collections OfficerWESTLANDS

The full range of implications of managerial decisiansluding strategic planning,
organisational structures and financial allocationgherexperiences of staff working
in converged institutions are discussed more fully ilovaihg section of this chapter.

190 The same respondent conceded that genuinely cross-domain projects, which had the

capacity to break down barriers to cooperation between departments, in fact proved difficult to

manage and draining on resources, so few of them were ever attempted.
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7.4 New roles and expectations

Moving from the general and conceptual (strategic visianagement structures,
etc.) to a more granular examination of the operaticrooferged institutions, this
section of the chapter reports on the direct expeeeof the collection professionals
working in the five case studies used in this researchle\itie specific context of
each case is unique — as are the particular working envirosmeotkplace
relationships and events encountered by their staff mesmbery analysis of the
interviews once again produced strong thematic connectidhg iaccounts given by
the respondents. The resulting discussion of thesestheavers both the positive
effects of convergence on workplace interactions aadkills of staff, as well as the
unexpected or negative impacts of the model on the capdatgff to carry out their
roles effectively, with reciprocal influences on thefpemance of museum practices.

7.4.1 Communication and collaboration across domain boundaries

As referenced in the review of literature in Chapteéh@,promise of professional
cross-pollination and the sharing of skills across dorbaundaries is regarded as a
cornerstone of the convergence model. The abilityngfleyees in converged
organisations to pool their experience and build expertmsadisciplines is seen as
an important stepping-stone towards the goals of inteypategramming and
innovative use of collections. And indeed, respondentsaaibfive case studies
acknowledged that the convergence model had enabled greateunmation

between the various sections of their institutiona mumber of different ways.

In the context of formal communication, the establishtvof regular cross-
departmental, cross-disciplinary meetings raised awaseridbe variety of programs
occurring around organisations, enabling the different@esto promote each others
activities and streamlining programming schedules to impaodéence development.
The Manager oRIVERBANKraised a number of additional advantages to regular
official meetings among staff members, including an ire@daeneral awareness of
the contents and significance of each collection a®avell as staff becoming more
adept at articulating the significance and needs af timdiections as a result of the

requirement to communicate across disciplinary boundaries
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There are some challenges, but | think that overall that because of the
convergence, because staff are working together, there’s a better
understanding that it's about trying to balance all the different needs out. And
certainly | think I've also found that, as they realise it's aboutgotiation for
limited resources, they’ve become a lot more savvy in beingahbtédulate

the requirements and why they need them.

Manager oRIVERBANK

Many of the respondents across case studies also higlaligbnefits to informal
communication brought on by convergence S@&UTHSIDE patrticipants reported

that a culture of mutual respect, teamwork and sensenbfgarpose had developed,
even though all staff members were not co-locateddrsame office. Other

participants RIVERBANKMAUNGA TAPU described a shared appreciation for other
collection areas and the specialist skills of collesginrough the communication
necessitated by the converged structure. For examplé&jlirary Manager at

MAUNGA TAPU(who was Acting Manager of the institution at the tiofi¢he

interview) described how working together with museum exbibstaff had

expanded her understanding of exhibition research and devatbpnocesses:

It's the process of developing an exhibition that is quite fascinaticay’t

stand in an exhibition and think ‘wow, this must have taken, like, h&lban.
You understand intellectually that there is an enormous amount of time and
effort that has gone into it. | think that being on the other side faly fgeen
interesting, and the involvement of people Jtke] research centre staff,
depending on the topic, in gathering huge amounts of information out of our
collections and elsewhere to contribute to that is really great.tdesskill —

the design skill — and the different type of pedghel] skills that the

Exhibitions team needs to create what it is that ends up on the floor...
Library Manager (and Acting ManageMAUNGA TAPU

Furthermore, for the archivist RIVERBANKthe converged work environment

provided an opportunity to extend and enrich the content obbiteims and programs:
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If you have a set-up where you have, [R&/VERBANK, you have advantages
where people from different professions can learn from each other actu te
each other, and also communicate on a professional level about projects.
So, for instance, part of the role of the Local Studies Librarian anélfnggo
do displays. That can lend itself to a very interesting alternaippgoach to
your work that you might not get the opportunity to do otherwise. It can be
quite exciting too. And it gives you an idea of where you can linkhrsteries
that might be connected with what you hgame/our own collection]

Archivist, RIVERBANK

For the library, archive and museum stafR&ERBANK increased communication
across collection areas was a common sense respecsgnising that items in the
collections of small organisations often do not reflaet‘ideal’ typological profiles of
specific domains. In institutions such as theirs, attemggb reinforce distinctions
between libraries, archives and museums could be sempasing an artificial order
on collections that had evolved more organically. Greaienmunication between
staff meant that all collections could be used moeateorely, circumventing the
sometime arbitrary divisions between thematicallgterl materials.

Finally, the formal integration of collecting instituti® into local government
bureaucracy (which, to varying extents, occurred in tandinthe convergence
restructure at all five case studies) created new chaohetsnmunication between
collections staff and local government employees. éhaaimts aL ONEHILL noted

that their council had become more conscious of, atgptive to, the requirements of
the various sections of the converged institution, whideManager oRIVERBANK
observed that the necessity for collaboration withdouncil had enhanced the ability
of staff to articulate the strategic and community fienef their activities and

programs.

Nowhere was the positive response to increased crdgstiosnal communication
more pronounced than SOUTHSIDE All the museum staff who were interviewed
attributed various benefits, including an increase iraboltation with library staff
around program planning and scheduling, access to a broadeofantgk skills and
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knowledge, and greater responsiveness to the needslotaheommunity, to the

converged organisational structure.

In the context of museum practice, the ability toeasgorofessional staff from diverse
collecting areas, with their specialist knowledge alavailable research materials and
local history, held out the promise of enriched musealection documentation,
expedited and enhanced exhibition development processesingidied delivery of

thematically linked programs to relevant community ancks and other users.

However, for all their potential benefits, numeroupoeslents described the negative
impact of the communication channels facilitated throcmtvergence on innovative
programs and staff workloads. For many respondeit® BEHILL, the obligation to
engage in the expanded and increasingly hierarchical negattiucture developed
through convergence created barriers to efficiencyf Btambers were often tied up
in meetings, removing them from other activities, siehegearching and cataloguing
the collections. For example, when asked how heratdl© NEHILL differed from

experience at other organisations, the Visual Arts Coatalimesponded:

RespondentThere are a lot more meetings. A lot more meetings! A lot more
communication that has to happen...

Interviewer:l guess that can take away from time you have to actually do the
work?

RespondentYes, it does that. Because you get these sub-groups and one team -
as an example here in the gallery - one team is a supervisor and aetraime
although there are only 2 people, they have to operate as a ‘team’ and have
those team meetings and communicate up. Although its not a vast body of
people. It's the same with my team. There are only 3 peoplagiuting me.

So, we still have to have those team meetings and communicate thasaslecis
up.

Visual Arts Coordinaton.ONEHILL

As the extract demonstrates, staff members were tfistrated by the obligation to
participate in an unnecessarily complex managemergryditmiting their ability to

focus on practical aspects of their roles.
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A number of specialist staff &tONEHILL andRIVERBANKfound that the converged
reporting structure made it difficult to obtain conserfsusnnovative (or domain-
specific) projects. For example, participantt @NEHILL described how ideas for
new programs or exhibitions could be diluted through thatiter meeting process,
while staff atRIVERBANKguestioned the rationale behind organisation-wide

consultations on museum projects that were outsideethi of most staff:

A network becomes too large, too unwieldy...

Someone comes and says ‘I've got this good idea that we can do’, but by the
time it goes through the whole convergence model and everybody who’s got
input puts into this idea, what you end up with is not what you startedrwith i
the first place. And it's not necessarily a better product — itdpbly a bit
watered down because of the whole committee and consultative process that
has to take place.

Collections and Exhibitions Officet,l ONEHILL

The people who actually were the creative thinkers and could easily put an
exhibition together and had some really fantastic ideas weren't allooved it
to full fruition. So everything had to go to ‘committee’, and you't ges
debated out of the room.

Group Leader, Cultural Service (City CouncillP)NEHILL

We have one meeting a year where the curatorial thing is planned out. My
problem with that is that we have a professional curator here, and qtete of
the thing that determines what’s going to be done is voted by the pedpe in t
group, rather than what the curator thinks we should do...

| think these meetings are important because we like to have someburput
think it should be hejthe Curatorjsaying what she’s going to do and us saying
‘that could be changed slightly’ or ‘we think something could happen to that’,
rather than us saying-- the idea is completely shot down because pabpte di
think for one reason or another that it would be interesting. | mean, you know
it's her job as far as I'm concerned.

Local Studies LibrariarRIVERBANK
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So, each of us are making decisions about areas that we have no idea about.
...Some things may not get up that are actually really important for a
particular area.

Curator,RIVERBANK

In addition to cumbersome reporting structures and tlzelditages of over-
consultation, respondentsREVERBANKWESTLAND&NdLONEHILL also cited
personality clashes, problems understanding technical langundg#ifferent attitudes
to collaboration in the professional cultures of atlley domains as barriers to
effective cross-institutional communication. Togetlibese comments reveal how the
incorporation of cultural facilities, often previously emkendently established,
organised and run, into local government structures, forgetbureaucratic
processes onto those institutions. These processesisesistymied, frustrated or at
least complicated natural workflows and the authoritgrofessional staff in decision-

making situations.

Finally, in the case dIAUNGA TAPU the convergence proved no guarantee of
improved communication between the different sectadrike institution. In outlining
the consequences of a partial ‘de-convergence’ of thaisagan in a management
restructure that took place a few months before tleevigws, the team responsible for
the museum collection described the deterioration wingonication across the
institution into a state of complete dysfunction. Havivgg a sense of control and
oversight over their own collection area, (which badome subject to decisions made
in other areas that they were no longer necesgaiy to), the Heritage Collections
team expressed frustration at the lack of coordinatibnden staff:

From my point of view, where we fall down so much is in the atauof
communication. There is no-one who is requiring from any teams that they
collaborate in the way that we should be. We have no fricking clue what
Exhibitions is up to at any given time, and we may be lucky indefit a

couple of weeks beforehand. Shouldn’t we be the people prorftotisg
projectsjwhen we’re out in the community, possibly? | don’t know-- It's hard
to keep touch with who you are suppose to be dealing with through Marketing
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and Comms, and then events stuff happening-- Nobody links up very'svall. It
massive challenge f{MAUNGA TAPU to sort that out. That's where good
leadership is required.

Heritage Collections team member (PictoriMAUNGA TAPU

In summary, it is possible to conclude that convergbadeboth positive and negative
consequences for staff collaboration. On the one hgarticipants credited the
convergence model with increased opportunities for improgeamunication between
staff, while a large number simultaneously criticisesllfitk of communication and
cooperation within their organisations. How can such anreppparadox be
explained? The following discussion, focussing on theadltar of job descriptions
and new expectations on staff within converged institutimisdemonstrate the
reasons why the collaborative potential of convergeao®ined unfulfilled at the
majority of the case studies presented here. As lsiwdiv, while convergence created
a framework conducive to communication and cooperatioey ailcumstances
prevented the staff from converting these opportunitiessnstained engagement and

collaboration.

7.4.2 The restructuring of staff roles:  Ahhh, what am | supposed to be
2 101

doing

In combination with the pressure to deliver cost efficies, insufficient resources for
ongoing operations, and poorly planned organisational and mpsttuctures, the
implementation of convergence at all the regionag cisdiesl(ONEHILL,
WESTLANDSNdMAUNGA TAPU produced varying degrees of competition
between the component collecting areas. That is reaytahat the development of
new roles through convergence was always unsuccessfudxemple, the Manager of
SOUTHSIDEconfirmed that the extension of publicity and informatiechnology
roles to traverse all facets of the organisation haéfitesd the promotion of the
institution’s programs and developed synergies around the deti¥ézchnology

services.

101 Library Manager, LONEHILL, recalling her reaction to her initial converged role description,

in which she became responsible for library, museum and gallery collections.
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Overwhelmingly, however, convergence of role descmgticontributed to
overburdened staff, with resulting tensions proving couraermtive towards the
effective communication and meaningful, streamlinedridepartmental

collaboration.

A common complaint across the cases centred oncmweérged’ role descriptions
and the confusion and stress they engendered. Amongrberns expressed by the
respondents were reductions of staff numbers to achieaedial rationalisation, the
allocation of roles to staff members who were not @edlifor the work, and even the
establishment of ‘converged’ role descriptions as a ta@dbieving staff
redundancies. As the cultural development offic&f@GINEHILL admitted, the
implications of poorly designed roles extended beyond thigyadoi staff to
successfully perform their roles, thwarting the insibitnis capacity to deliver

important programs:

There were lots of opportunities that were missed because theze wis a
team of people of who could have done it but it wasn’t their rolehey, didn’t
have the time to do it or the skills. Or, we just fumbled throutifout going
through that process.

Group Leader, Cultural Services (City CoundiNEHILL

What the extract above underscores is that certagsaaf convergence were
instigated by local councils without a thorough understandlifigpw the new
institutions could function effectively, especiallyrggard to the redesign of
management structures and individual staff responsibiltieEONEHILL, the initial
restructure created management positions overseeinglatiton areas
simultaneously, placing staff with only one area of etipeiin control of library,
museum and gallery services. As one senior library eraplegho had originally

assumed one of these managerial roles remarked:
| didn’t get staff. There wasn’t a curator, there was no-one ffesmtuseum to

come under me. | could get a few technicians from the gallery te aoder
me, but there was no museum staff. | didn’t get any extra staffrajhen
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position expanded because council wasn’t sure how big a success this would be
and what was going to be required when you opened a facility like this.
Information and Library Collections Coordinata@NEHILL

Likewise, the emphasis in many accounts offered bygqzahts aMWESTLANDS
centred on the untenable scope of converged roles, wiecimed gallery, museum
and community arts centre responsibilities. The ManagWWESTLAND$lescribed
maintaining a calendar of over 30 temporary exhibitiosh gaar as “maniacal’,
while the Curator (with a background in the visual artsésponsible for both
museum and gallery displays) repeatedly described theudties in achieving
adequate rigour in research of the museum collectionesmuiting exhibition

development:

There’s a number of issues because, being curator of both institutions means
that your time is non-existent. So, it's the pressures of makiegasmuseum
show is rigorous, but at the same time done in a timely manner. 8dsthe
tremendous problems in that. It's wanting to give that side of thexpbition
developmentmore time, and at the same time keep everything else afloat.
Curator (Museum and Art GallerWyyESTLANDS

Furthermore, the Centre Coordinator observed thatrs&ffibers were reaching the
point of complete exhaustion attempting to maintaingegeibnal standards in their
work. In particular she noted that, as a result oetliteeme time-pressure experienced
by the staff, the institution had no capacity to reseanthdevelop its own travelling

exhibitions:

It is overwhelming sometimes! It's a lot of people going thatexite,

probably to the point where they just go, ‘I'm not doing that anymore’-- ltdon’
know whethef[the Managerknows either how to fix where we are, unless we
start putting down overtime or somehow showirjgaiv much extra work we
are doing].

...Certainly, curation-wise, they can’t above, or in front of evengthiist say

‘oh, I'm going to put a bit more time into touring a show'. | me#as just
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impossible. At the moment there is no way they can tour a show, éd¢cays
can’t get[even]what we’ve planned done.
Centre CoordinatofVESTLANDS

What these examples illustrate is that the supposed sag@mmal ‘efficiency’ of a
converged framework, where formerly specialist roleseAbroadened to include a
range of collecting areas and activities, createda@atify high expectations of
individuals assigned to those roles. The requiremerdisaiplinary knowledge and
professional experience across multiple collectinigi§ievas unspecified in these roles,
allowing the appointment of staff members who specialis@aly a single collection
area. Furthermore, the practicalities of fulfilling Buaroad duties proved
unmanageable for many staff. In combination, respondentsiped that these factors
had a detrimental effect on the amount and quality ¢écidn research, exhibitions
and collection development.

In the following section | examine, in greater detasuies introduced here — the role
of specialisation, sharing of expertise, professionatid@ment opportunities, and
cross-functional role descriptions - that combined to prediis outcome at the
majority of cases studied for this research.

7.4.3 Cross-disciplinarity: an achievable goal?

Many respondents, across all five case studies, agraedavergence had introduced
exciting potential for up-skilling at their institutions. FEonumber of participants,
convergence signalled opportunities for individual staffstep outside the old
boundaries*®? of their professional areas and experiment with rdtiive approaches

to collections. Within the small cohort of staffRiVERBANK for example, co-
location within the single workspace promoted both freemmanication (as

previously discussed) as well as a degree of professkiiaharing. As the Curator

observed:

We had one previous archives staff-menfjimao] really wanted to do
something on the history of the council ...She had never done an exhibition

102 Erom interview with the CEO, District Council, MAUNGA TAPU.
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before, didn’t have a clue, but was game enough to give it a go. And so |
helped her through the process of developing an exhibition and doing a
catalogue, and she did it. The same with the previous Librarian. Gxadtwe
had a great time and learnt about things.

Curator,RIVERBANK

Once againSOUTHSIDEproved to be a ‘deviant’ case, in the unanimity of agezgm
among participants about the positive professional denedap opportunities resulting
from the convergence restructure. In this case, a desijpeitessional development
role had been established as part of the convergencensdigaimng a commitment on
behalf of the institution and the local council to tdeatinuing education of its staff.
Many of the respondents also attributed improvementsein dwn practice to the
converged staff structure, which gave them direct acogssople with a range of
knowledge and expertise. This was most pronounced on theimaspect of the
organisation, where participants highlighted the benefitecess to the library’s
technology team in improving the museum’s online presandeange of digital

programs:

Also, having the Technology team has been great, because we were able to
start doing virtual exhibitions, which is something we’ve been wanting to do
under the old model but couldn’t. We have a new website, which is a lot
prettier than the old one we used to have ...and we use all that social media.
We couldn’t have got that off the ground without the people with those skill
sets.

Curator,SOUTHSIDE

Likewise, as | have discussed in the previous chaptsponelents &OUTHSIDE
emphasised that the integration of the local studietsoseof the library with the
museum had allowed museum staff to expand and acceleeateesearch activities,
as well as revealing thematic connections betweemih&allecting areas.

However, the resounding enthusiasm around professiomalogenent opportunities
and the sharing of professional skills express&Ai THSIDEwas not necessarily
echoed across all five case studies. Predominantlyethaining cases differed from

217



SOUTHSIDEN that there was no dedicated role, or consistentutishal processes,
to formally support professional development and therrsipaf expertise. At
WESTLANDSLONEHILL andMAUNGA TAPU for example, some respondents
observed that staff needed to establish mentorship and giaofaknetworks on their
own, while others explained how, once installed in eoged roles, they had had to
personally take the initiative in organising additionalrireg to overcome ‘gaps’ in
their expertise (or that they wished to do so but did agé lthe time). The Curator at
WESTLANDSwhose role encompassed both the museum and visuaebbetgions,

underscored the practical difficulties entailed in purgdurther professional training:

| do feel that | would be doing the museum a slight disservice if Italdrit
[cataloguing, exhibition development, etprpperly. I'm not even sure if |
know what ‘properly’ is. | just feel a discomfort with-- | doféel resistant to
it, | feel it's something | would love to jump into and really exgldut I'm
conscious of the time that will take and it would probably take a loy aivn
time.

Curator (Museum and Art GallerWyyESTLANDS

Significantly, this staff member, whose training and preveqserience was
exclusively visual arts-based, was expected to functiectafely across both the
gallery and museum aspects of his role. As evidenced imttrsct, while his
commitment to the job remained intact, his confidence easllection professional had
been eroded through the lack of institutional recogniti@hsaupport to undertake the
training he felt he needed to effectively perform his.rAlgossWESTLANDS
LONEHILL andMAUNGA TAPU participants highlighted lack of time and the
absence of institutional frameworks for professional adguaknt as barriers to the

extension and ‘cross-fertilisation’ of professionallski

One of the most persistent themes to emerge fromeearch centred on problems
associated with the restructuring of job descriptiond,tha filling of those positions
by staff who were either unskilled or insufficiently expeced to perform the new
roles. From converged role descriptions given to sthf gpecialised in only one
collection area, to the dilution of professional quadityl neglect of certain collection
tasks, many respondents highlighted ways in which an ideatsidel of convergence
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had been imposed on their institutions without fullyinngkinto account the effects on
the collections, programs and services impacted by ttiemeges. Primarily at the
regional cases study organisations, it does not appédhéhadditional opportunities
for communication, cross-disciplinary collaboration &éndsome cases) professional
development, were enough to mitigate the negativetsfdahe restructure.

At LONEHILL andMAUNGA TAPU the pace of restructuring and rate at which staff
were expected to adjust to fundamentally changed rolessalyaffected the capacity
of employees to function effectively across the $glbpe of their job descriptions,

with detrimental consequences for aspects of thaasriblat they were less familiar
with. As the Library Manager &iONEHILL explained:

Our very first model of convergence went across the librarymiiigeum and
the gallery, and in a way a lot of us, including myself, were totalt of our
depth. I was given responsibility for exhibitions, across libranysenm and
gallery, and programs, which was fine. Brgsponsibility for]the exhibition
area, for someone who was library-trained and half-way through a museum
course, was really not a great move. Basically, peoplgdikether librarian]

like myself, were put into positions without the experience arid. kild OK, |
up-skilled a lot, and it was great in some ways and incredibly challengutg,
we were riding on a wave and things were neglected as a result.

Library Manager L ONEHILL

In this instance, the parts that remained ‘neglected’ Wieraspects of museum and
gallery work potentially invisible to someone coming framexclusively library
background: the ability to critically evaluate the cultwighificance of individual
collection items; creating thematic linkages betweeraibj pursuing the acquisition
of important artefacts and building relationships with paénollection donors;
performing time-intensive research of the collecti@m] developing locally relevant
exhibitions.

Many respondents reinforced this perspective, identifying theatation that an
individual employee can be equally specialised acros®kldiction areas as both
idealistic and unrealistic. Again, the CuratoMESTLANDSummed this up quite
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overtly in his statements, which describe his respontetpressure on employees to

achieve a high level of cross-disciplinarity in ‘convefg®les:

| find it very difficult. I'm constantly concerned about my latknoseum

rigour, or experience | suppose. | think this is partly a symptocomiergence

in that I don’t know how staffing can be adequate; | don’t think you're gaing t
find this two-headed beast who's good at both.

Curator (Museum and Art GallerWyyESTLANDS

Here, the respondent indicated he lacked the qualificatiod experience to perform
the museum aspect of his role to a professional staridading to insecurity and self-
doubt. Other participants concurred with this sentimequressing the view that
collections, programs, and the public service of the inigtituwere put at risk when
staff from particular disciplinary backgrounds assumedtiposi requiring cross-

domain qualifications and experience that they did nes@es:

Most of our staff do not have multiple qualifications, have not had iexper
in multiple sorts of institutions, then you really are forcing stef§ areas that
are totally foreign to them. Librarians don't really work well in an gallery,
and visa versa.

Team Leader, Art Gallery and CollectiohNEHILL

It's headspace really. You can’t have people dealing with one type afyactiv
and expect them to be able to effectively also develop another thitdhgent
lot of activities, and be responsible for both. | think you need toadisecand
you need people with that focus, or it doesn’t happen.

Regional Services Coodinator, major NSW mus&dm

There was a noticeable difference in the shows-- | mefihgiManager]
curated a gallery show | think there would be a noticeable different®in

and a museum show that he did, because innately people’s interests and

103 This respondent worked in an advisory capacity to regional museums, including a number

of converged institutions.
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loyalties lie in one or the other. It's very hard to find staff \ahe equally
passionate about both institutions. Everyone gives it 100%, but their ‘passion’
for it is probably nofthere].

Collections Officer (Museum and Art Gallery))JESTLANDS

Moreover, as participants WESTLANDSNdLONEHILL noted, at the time this
research took place there were no tertiary or othdeggimnal education courses
training collection professionals for work in convergeditagsbns. In this regard, the
reformulation of role descriptions and organisationaicstres according to the
converged framework was set up to fail. Its introductisran institutional and
professional model, before the emergence of enough apgedptirained and
experienced staff to take up roles in such a structurantntieat the capacity of
employees to effectively perform cross-disciplinaries, and harness the potential to
create innovative programs and interpretation acrosssgiwollection holdings, was
unlikely to be realised.

Another criticism, articulated by a number of respotsiacross all cases (excepting
SOUTHSIDE, was that convergence structures - comprised of beoagkgtimes
cross-domain role descriptions and/or fewer staff toyaamrincreased workload -
predispose staff to working on a more superficial le\edwsng roles towards
becoming more ‘generalist’ even when specialisatiatilisneeded. As the curator at
RIVERBANKnoted:

The important part, to me, about the convergence is the possibilitglofde
between the professions. That, | think, is great. But | think’thenewledge
within the professions that gets lost when people try to fit iht@lone box.
Curator,RIVERBANK

An interesting insight was provided by the former Manad@lAUNGA TAPU who
unambiguously expressed the need to maintain excellenca withindividual
collections and associated professional fields tha¢ wembined in converged
institutional structures. In his view, the library sectiomarticular had been
compromised through convergence, with the relegati@p@dialist librarians to back-
of-house duties in favour of a generic customer serviagemo
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The complaint was made that... there was a derogatory expression that was
used, “checkout chicks”, to describe the frontline staff who werarsg

people in the library ofMAUNGA TAPU. They were “checkout chicks” with
no product knowledge and no professional knowledge.

Former Manager dlAUNGA TAPU

He elaborated further, explaining that the reasontiveyconverged institution had not
achieved its potential impact in the community and withandhltural sector was due
to its failure to emphasise the importance of spectaisand expertise within each of

its component areas:

| was very clear, that to have an excellent integrated servieeneeded to

have excellent component parts, in terms of our professional knowledge and
skills.

...l was very clear that we needed to build the reputation of bothotiagyii

and the museum activities in their own sectors to have any chance of
succeeding in saying that the integrated offer was something whexdohe

was greater than the sum of its parts. The parts have to be exealtbrif the
whole is greater than the sum of its parts, you would expecbé tabulous.
Former Manager dlAUNGA TAPU

Interestingly, this respondent stopped short of articwggrecisely how specific
professional areas — even when functioning at what rbglebnsidered ‘optimal’
levels — would collaborate to achieve an institution valigea ‘&nowledge centre’;
exceeding the expectations of co-located, but essentiddpendent, services. The
evidence suggests that the bureaucratic breakdown of disciplhoundaries was not
accompanied by a new model of ‘converged’ professional igeamd practices, once
again pointing to shortcomings in leadership and strateganvisr convergence. The
mechanisms for achieving a conceptually integrated modelnvecgence remained to

be adequately planned, implemented and explained to staff.

Finally, according to many respondents across all fage studies, the persistence of

bias towards original area of specialisation continugzbs® a barrier to the
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development of cross-disciplinary expertise and funatipnamong staff working
within the convergence model. This view was particularyrgly held by participants
atRIVERBANKWESTLANDSL.ONEHILL andMAUNGA TAPU where a range of

factors was seen to come into play.

One significant problem related to the time pressuresedtdy under-staffed
organisations attempting to fulfil busy exhibition and prograng commitments. In
these situations, staff members who needed to impreuekifiowledge in a certain
collection area did not have the time to undertake fughelies, or to engage deeply
with the collections outside of their area of expertisvith clear consequences for the
management and interpretation of those collectionshd&danager AVESTLANDS

noted when describing the processes of exhibition develaipabdis organisation:

...especially with the current Curator, being from a fine arts backgrduad,
works much more efficiently and effectively within the spbieagt. If you go
over to the museum, it is clearly harder for him to wrap his head ardund i
Manager oMWVESTLANDS

Noting the Curator’s reluctance to undertake museum exhiliggalopment, the
collections officer observed that the heavy workloadtaff was impacted further by
the need for employees other than the Curator to takespomsibility for displays,
even if this activity was outside their official jolestription:

So, a lot of the museum shows are falling to other staff memlzensdefthe
Curator]didn’t really want to do them. It wasn’t his area of interesheitame

a problem of whatever kind of background you brought to your position meant
that you didn’t necessarily attack the gallery and the museum witlathe s
vigour and the same interest, as you would if you were just a galleatocuar

just a museum curator.

Collections Officer (Museum and Art Gallery))ESTLAND®*

194 The cultural Development Manager at LONEHILL made similar observations, stating that

competent staff members were compelled to compensate for those who were less effective in

their roles.
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Staff professional bias played a significant role ctating the overall scope of a
converged institution’s activities, and the capacity opleyees to give equal attention
to the development, documentation, and interpretati@il cbllecting areas. Interview
responses indicate that \MESTLAND Sstaff preferences resulted in the institution’s
overall activities becoming disproportionately weightedavour of visual arts
programs. By contrast, staff BOUTHSIDEexperienced difficulty compiling art
gallery collection policies, because they only had museaimng and experience. At
WESTLANDSIt was clear that staff doubted the viability of comest curatorial roles
and would have preferred a collaborative framework th@awved for specialists to
focus and build on their established areas of expertise.

With individual staff gravitating towards their originakarof specialisation and
‘siloed’ work habits, the converged institutions undedgtremained at risk of
disintegration. Beyond simply re-writing job descripgpthis placed an additional
burden on senior management to sustain their organisatiais on convergence and
collaboration. Managers at bddVERBANKandWESTLANDSighlighted the
constant effort required to maintain a converged struetutdenork practices:

One thing I will say is that, as | said, we haven’t really changetearast 10
years. And when | came into the management role, my message was really
about the holistic experience; that the visitor walking in does ndahselnes
between a library and an archives and an exhibition. For them it's alfaygr
and it's all information and it’s all experience. And similaifythey’re coming
in as a tourist, they just see it as a whole heritage centre.

So, I've always been pushing that collaboration, collaborative projects,
everybody having an input into each other’s projects. And | just foundhdor t
last four or five years, that because there’s still that vieaglitional falling

back into ‘what you know’ philosophy ethos-wise, it works sometimas, t
extent, on a particular project, but not always and not consistently.
Manager oRIVERBANK

One of the board members asked how we measure our success — ‘how do you
rate that? Is it just bums on seats or is it something more?d| §aums on
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seats’ is one way, but the ‘something more’ is that, at this stage of
convergence, we haven't torn ourselves apart. That is successfeh Whi
think in other institutions, they haven’t been able to do that.

Manager oMWVESTLANDS

7.4.4 Morale and job satisfaction: It is overwhelming sometimes! %

As many of the interview extracts reproduced here inejcae emotional responses of
staff subject to convergence restructures was a signifinfluence on the attitudes
they brought to their work and collaborations, withpemtal impacts on professional
practices and productivity. Many participants referred tsitadtional frustration”

within their roles, resulting from overwork and uncertgiin regard to cross-
disciplinary responsibilities. While a number of papamts did express satisfaction
with their job descriptions, it would not be exaggeratmgay that stress, cynicism
and, in some cases, despondency permeated many respoddsattigtions of their

experiences working within a converged setting.

The very general nature of converged role descriptionsegrparticularly
troublesome at ONEHILL, where some employees felt insecure in their alitity
perform their roles or failed to take full ownership loedit work. LONEHILL's
Cultural Services Group Leader - a role similar to tfahe Managers of the other
case studies - clearly outlined these issues in heuatsof the convergence

restructure:

There were also new jobs created — it was about “seamlessness’od so y
actually had a lot of PDRposition descriptionspith the same job description
and the same title. If you have a group of 10 people with the same austome
service roles and tasks, then who is actually accountable for it? $e,whs a
lot of non-accountability, which made people feel very frustratedt &f |

people left. A lot of people’s behaviour and attitude became so digupéav
they had to be asked to leave, but they weren't replaced.

...S0, it just felt that people who you really wanted to get 150% out ef wer

only getting 70% because they were confused, unsure, they were pushing

105 Centre Coordinator, WESTLANDS.
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boundaries, and they weren’t comfortable and confident in what they were
doing. Which is a real shame and a lot of people left because of that.
Group Leader, Cultural Services (City CoundilpNEHILL

Not only did the stress of the restructure cause stai@t (placing added pressure
on remaining staff); team leaders themselves felt ufadable and out of their depth

in their new roles.

Across all five case studies, respondents describedfstrescumstances that were a
direct result of convergence, and that threatened itlatitution’s capability to
perform essential functions such as exhibitions anécatan development. As the
Manager oMWVESTLANDSxplained, the Curator, whose previous experience had
revolved around the art gallery, lacked confidence in muaseark, giving rise to his

reluctance to embark on museum exhibitions:

[The Curator]has a 2013 aim to begin a series of shows in the museum that are
going to be called ‘Village Town City’. Three separate shows--sh¥erny keen

to do it because he’s a local boy, so he wants to tell that storyti8oklthe

desire is there, but it's just a daunting task ahead of him. | tlimetmes it

stuns and scares him a bit, makes you think ‘I don’t know if I'm cajpéble

doing that'.

Manager oMWVESTLANDS

Indeed, at the time the interviews were conducted in 20é1IM#nager stated that
twenty four of the thirty one exhibitions stagedW{STLAND S the previous year
had been visual arts-based, indicating the degree to wiediiiseum component had

become less active than the Gallery.

Even atSOUTHSIDE where the staff who were interviewed expressed theekigh
levels of satisfaction, the addition of a gallery gmment to their established museum
roles created uncertainty about their authority to naasions about acquisitions of

art into that collection:
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It's more that we want to make sure that the art we collectwaile meaning

and relevance in 1000 years time to this community; that we’re nottode

the wrong things, whatever theongthings may be. There’s a bit of

nervousness on all of our parts on how we do that and make sure our collection
benefits the community. Our nerves come when we’re actually spending publ
money on artworks...

Manager oSOUTHSIDE

Above all, these examples underscore the counterprodwgitects of the broadened,
cross-domain responsibilities attached to the new rolesred in through
convergence. In many cases, new job descriptions fragohemployees’ time to
focus on specific tasks, failed to recognise the valspedialist expertise, set up
hasty transitions into cross-disciplinary roles, aadlected to support staff through
constructive professional development and training. Atingrto many participants,
these factors, combined with increasing expectatiorseornces and program delivery,
challenged employees’ self-confidence and motivaaod, therefore the sustainability
of the existing organisational structure. Summing up thisreenti the Cultural
Services Group Leader BONEHILL stated:

With the cultural precinct we have and the budget we have, why aren’'t we
[achieving]a national profile? Why aren’t we being the innovafsentre of]
creative excellence we should be? Why aren’t we role models, ainy ae
leading the way? And you don’t want to think that everybody is not ‘the-best’
| don’t think that’s true. | think we’re working within a framewdhat

couldn’t make anybody be ‘the best'.

Group Leader, Cultural Services (City CoundilpNEHILL

7.5 Key themes: organisational structures and

management

The findings described in this chapter demonstrate a rarmgaimes of convergence
that are significant to management, organisational streictole descriptions and
responsibilities, and professional cooperation withitucal institutions. However, the

fundamental question guiding this research is to what etlterconvergence of
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museums with other types of collecting institutions@fenuseum practice that
produce interpretations of collections. How do the rgan@ent, planning and
organisational structures of converged institutions douri®ito improving our

understanding of this issue?

While the formulation of administrative and organisadibframeworks for converged
institutions mostly occurs at the level of local goveentand cultural policy
managers, the effects of these contexts filter iyrelown to everyday professional
practices, collaborations and performance of stathé&tahan remaining peripheral to
the daily function of individual departments and empésyehe interview findings
indicate that issues such as strategic planning, changeemeat processes,
leadership, resource allocation, professional developmelnthe reconfiguration of
professional roles are central to the ways in whiaff eere able to deploy their skills
and expertise to enhance both physical and intellectuassato various collections.

Some would argue that resistance to change is a commpaiodyct of organisations
undergoing major restructuring, and the expression of reflatslations by
interviewees in this research is not unexpected, n@ iloecessarily reflect negative
outcomes for the converged collections. However,riftemation provided by the
participants demonstrates that some of the negatiuéés@s convergence we more
than attitudinal. With regard to museum collections iripalar, my analysis reveals
that staff at the majority of case studies felt thair fundamental professional
obligations in areas such as the preservation, docutiengand research of
collections, as well as exhibition development and rehemexe compromised
through the convergence model. With limitations on staié and ‘head space’,
combined with the stress of keeping up with demanding tempexailgition
schedules, backlogs in basic tasks such as accessioniegtanded research of
museum collections — essential prerequisites to the fusg®f those collections in
exhibitions and public programs - were likely to remained soived.

The following is a summary of the impact of convergerga mmanagement model,

and subsequent restructuring of institutions, as derived bydeoimg) the findings |

have detailed above.
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The convergence concept

Ambiguity characterises the vision for convergence n®odelfour of the five case
studies, the benefits that organisations were supposed ¥e ttern integration were
not clearly articulated to staff members and stakehalolermunities. Rather,
convergence projects were often motivated by a desiekéoadvantage of

government funding or reduce local government expenditure.

The absence of a strong conceptual rationale for convexded to poor planning
decisions regarding staff and operational requiremedntsatiening the capacity of
institutions to deliver high quality, locally relevant progsa Without a strong
corporate vision to guide their activities, staff memlagrsome of the case studies
developed their own goals and strategies, often withirawdocus on their particular
collection area. Isolated professional ‘silos’ wezmforced through this process.

Management issues

Where change management is poorly executed, staff mefekédisenfranchised and
antagonistic to the idea of convergence, predisposing théaag collaborative work
practices. Many respondents identified the (currentlyitagkneed for leaders of
converged institutions to embody and demonstrate the oampetencies inherent to
the convergence model: cross-disciplinary competengesl eespect for and
understanding of different collecting areas; and openoesslaboration.

Another major concern was the lack of sufficient openal budget allocation.
According to respondents’ accounts, the local counsg#s@ated with the case study
institutions appeared preoccupied with the developmenbafdcultural facilities,
privileging capital works budgets over long-term funding faivaes including

ongoing collection development, documentation, and exbitsti

New roles and expectations

Convergence appears to be an effective model for promaimgnanication between
staff through the formulation of official reporting sttures, as well as informal
communication potentials (such as those created by tlexation of staff in shared
office spaces). However, as a process of incorporatigctiag institutions into the
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bureaucratic structures of local government, convergeecessitates formalised
processes of consultation that can both aid and impmdenanication, collaboration
and project development.

In terms of professional cross-fertilisation and dbgquisition of cross-disciplinary
expertise, the benefits of convergence were not denad@dtconclusively in the
accounts provided by respondents. At some of the orgamsatiee appointment of
under-qualified staff into converged collection and managénades limited the
capacity of institutions to deliver exhibitions curated in-leoasd other forms of
researched content. For example, generalist job gésas failed to recognise the
value of specialist expertise and fragmented the taedmployees’ were able to
devote to specific tasks. In addition, the absence afutishal commitment and
frameworks for professional development, together vintle fimitations experienced
by staff, can act as barriers to cross-disciplineaiyning.

While | have outlined the various management issuesdsadléstinct thematic
sections, in reality they are deeply interconnectadh®ne influencing the others in a
complex interplay that shapes the converged institutmaext for museum
collection work. For example, the absence of a clis@oretically informed rationale
for convergence, together with a non-consultativanxgeananagement approach, can
create the impression that convergence is simply @abgratic efficiency model that

is externally imposed on an organisation’s staff. In toegative responses by staff
can turn to recalcitrance towards the concept, makmgadtential benefits created by
the convergence structure, such as improved communidstareen employees,
cross-domain collaboration, professional cross-feation, enhanced research and
innovative programs, etc., difficult to realise to tHealt potential. Alternatively, the
tendency for local governments to allocate resourcédsetbuilding of new converged
cultural facilities, rather than their ongoing openasibrequirements, creates a
precarious position for collection professionals. Taskel fulfilling government and
public expectations for increased numbers of exhibitions, ppbdigrams and services
while juggling restricted staffing and budgets, staff memberplaced under
pressure. In response, they may retreat to their edtellliareas of expertise and work
patterns, diminishing the possibility for meaningful engagerared collaboration
across professional fields.
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Significantly, this research challenges the feasybilitsome of the basic assumptions
about convergence. For example, respondents acrosasthstadies viewed the
prospect of gaining genuine cross-disciplinary expertise se#ipticism, observing
that staff retained a bias in favour of their origiaeda of specialisation regardless of
revised job descriptions or additional professional trgininkewise, the promise of
convergence enabling the integrated use of diverse cutliattions, and

highlighting the connections between different formsudfural expression, remains
unfulfilled when ‘silos’ of professional practice persigthin converged institutions.

Speaking metaphorically about convergence, one respondéetscored the under-
development of the model, comparing it to the monsesated by Dr Frankenstein
that, once brought to life, is abandoned to find its ownningaand viability under

sometime adverse circumstances:

So much sorrow and pain for that monster who gets created, almost through a
flawed concept. It sounds pretty negative doesn't it!

...Here is this thing that should be working, it should be fine, it doatscd |
things that a normal organisation should do, but it's these aspects of it that
haven’t been resolved... | look forward to seeing convergence 4.0 because i
will probably be getting closer to being a practical thing. By then, peafle w
be used to working across a number of institutions and be able to maintain
enough specialist experience to make that a worthy place.

...We’ve given birth to this monster, now how do we control it, homedget it

to do what we want it to do, how do we stop it from hurting people?
Collections and Exhibitions Officet,l ONEHILL

This participant’s description draws attention to sevsgales raised through this
research, all of which diminish the capacity of cageel institutions to live up to their
potential. These factors include the lack of substantiarvi®r convergence beyond
the construction of facilities, insufficient planning fble practical realisation of
convergence goals, the shortage of qualified cross-tirgnip collection staff (with
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experience working in converged institutions) to fill ngwdstructured roles, and the
effects of over-work and lack of professional confidencenorale and productivity.
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8 Keeping the promise? The theory and
practice of museum interpretation within

the convergence model

In the previous three chapters, my account of the ¢adg 8ndings reflected two
thematic pillars underlying the results: interpretive @wms practice within converged
institutions, and the organisational and management dsrftexconvergence. Within
this structure, the research indicates a varietgfafences associated with

convergence that impact museum professional practeigmificant ways.

In order to further assess the wider implications eséhfindings, | now return to the
research questions posed at the beginning of this thesi®asider the contribution

of my research in relation to these questions. | briggtteer and compare the
conceptual issues with the results of the primary reeeaonducted as part of this
study, evaluating the impact of convergence on the réalisaf museum practice, as
well as the consequences of modified practice on teepiretation of, and provision of

intellectual access to, museum collections.

In my review of the literature | established convergeriamlbecting institutions as a
broadly under-researched trend within the cultural seatith many references
characterised by over-simplification, and speculatlooug the significance of

convergence for the provision of cultural collectiors.example, Dempsey refers to

individual documentary techniques applied by each domain as “arbitrary historical practices”
(Dempsey, 2000, 4), thereby trivialising the idea that the evolution of separate collecting
domains was the result of gradual differentiation based on societal, cultural or collection
needs. Likewise, without providing evidence of shifting audience expectations, Michelle
Doucet, writing in 2007 as Director General, Services, of the Library and Archives Canada,
speculated that contemporary collection users already regard disciplinary differences between

libraries, archives and museums as obsolete (Doucet, 2007, 65).

Acknowledging a range of potential research directiboBpse to focus my study on
the affect of convergence on museum practice, witie\a to assessing how changes
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to practice reshape the interpretive context for museliections and, subsequently,
the extent and ways in which their meanings and signifies.can be expressed. More
specifically, | identified the need for critical investion of the claim that
convergence of museums with libraries and archives pesdavourable conditions
for the production of knowledge around collections. Téaivhat is the impact of
convergence on the cultural product of museums, and ty& iwavhich this product is
presented to audiences?

In the following pages | extend and consolidate my arabylsconvergence,
examining the fundamental assumption that convergence moduat are termed
‘knowledge institutions’, and that the integration of eoling organisations creates
improved potential for knowledge production. In this way,ttle®ry comes into
active dialogue with the practice of convergence, forgingva connection between
museological scholarship, cultural policy developmemnd, iastitutional planning, as
well as informing conceptual frameworks for practitiongithin the museum (and

wider collections) sector.

8.1 Convergence in theory versus convergence in

practice

As | have discussed in Chapter 4, museum professiormais Hre business of crafting
encounters with collection information for users andaisi rather than disseminating
knowledge. As a ‘species of information retrieval systenuseums rely on an
interconnected framework of processes for accumulatidgpaganising information
around collections, such as development of collectiokeips] object description and
cataloguing, research, conservation, narrative coctgtin, exhibition design and
public program development. These processes, and thevbtafferform them,
orchestrate the ways in which visitors and other catiaaisers engage with
information in museum contexts. If we accept thish@smhechanism through which
‘knowledge’ is produced in museums — i.e. as a dialogicggmvolving the museum
producers of information and the users who interact kvitthen the onus falls on the
capacity of museum staff to carry out the activitiest support and enable these user

engagements.
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| now return to my original research question and thirigs of my case studies to
consider the extent to which convergence, as an orgamahthodel, assists (or
inhibits) the professional practices that produce infoionaeind information
encounters, around museum collections. The key theraestrtferge attest to both
gains and losses to the ‘knowledge potential’ of collectibraugh convergence, but
highlight that gushing enthusiasm for convergence, basedpactations of cultural
benefit, are unfounded based on the end products that cothwestjautions are able
to deliver.

8.1.1 The benefits of convergence: connecting colle  ctions through

integrated sites, management and programs

To me, we will eventually... see that you can tell the story chmtymthrough
all of it's objects, all presented together, complex and dynamic iratiaet
Manager oMWVESTLANDS

As discussed in Chapter 6, a number of respondents reeddhés value of the
convergence model in bringing together typologically arstdgtively diverse
collection material, creating the potential for alids of artefacts and documents to be
cross-referenced and juxtaposed to produce new, enrichedstamtlings of culture
and its development. A selection of participants freanoss all five case studies
agreed that convergence broadly makes sense as a congepingfforms of cultural
information, based on the recognition that materiald twvithin the supposedly distinct
collections held by local libraries, museums, archasms local studies collections is
often typologically similar, or that convergence tesgpotential for integrated
programming across thematically related collections.example, the Collections and
Exhibitions Officer aLONEHILL described how converging collecting institutions
embodies the concept of an interconnected culturakeexys) where vibrant discourse
based on engagement with all forms of culture canditdded.

On the basis of the accounts provided in the intervigwan be surmised that a
consistent number of staff employed in converged catigatistitutions recognise the
potential advantage of the model in serving as a cafalyattivating dynamic

exchanges of collection information, as well as featilng encounters between
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different methodologies of collection description artérpretation. In these ways,
convergence can, ideally, contribute to deeper and nadistit exploration of local
histories and cultures, exposing the interdependency beiiveerse objects (i.e.
artefacts, art works, documents, images, literature, atd allowing for thematic
relationships between different cultural forms to belenaxplicit.

From the standpoint of interpretive practices that wanscollection information in
the museum context, a strategic commitment to thtsir@ally integrative model of
convergence would certainly influence the adoption odsidisciplinary collaboration
and sharing of expertise, to which many proponents of cgexee aspire (see
Chapter 2). In an ideal situation, organisational leadersie design of staff
structures, recruitment and day-to-day professional practioeld align around
mutual respect across disciplinary boundaries, manifedsedoy the fair division of
financial resources, recognition of the value of spstiakpertise, and institution-
wide dedication to collection research, preservapooyision of collection access, and
delivery of diverse public programs across all domains. Asledgement of the role
of professional museum practice in framing unique contextsrfderstanding
collection objects would be retained, while simultanepastouraging museum
specialists to collaborate with other collection prsi@sals, allowing for the
emergence of poignant, innovative interpretations téction content. In these ways,
convergence would facilitate the production of collectidaormation and provide
scaffolding for user interactions with objects and infation resources. Converged
institutions would be more that the sum of the indivicughnisations that had been
brought together in their formation, creating a nevlabaolrative, relational context for
interpreting and engaging with collections.

The case study findings do provide evidence of the poteatiat#ff to coordinate
their activities, and prioritise higher levels of cbl@ation in pursuit of integrated
cultural experiences through convergence. Without egitey the findings in full,
below | provide a summary of the advantages offereddgdhnvergence model in the
context of enabling museum practitioners to produce anéresllection

information for users.
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8.1.1.1 Bringing together thematically related collections
In the cases ARIVERBANKLONEHILL, SOUTHSIDEandMAUNGA TAPU
convergence brought together, and allowed for joint manageaf, museum (largely

social history) and local studies collections, witl gurpose of maintaining and
responding to the heritage of their geographical regionhed case dFOUTHSIDEN
particular, the combination of these collections featéd an integrated approach to the
preservation, cataloguing and research of objects, do¢smed photographic images
that were already characterised by inherent thematis.|By contrast, at
WESTLANDSregular impediments to documentation of, and publicssctze
thematically related items were perceived to be atdissult of the splitting up of the

local studies collection and museum collections.

8.1.1.2 Programming across the domains

The cross-departmental remit of public programs stafOMEHILL also embraced
the concept of unifying interpretation of cultural heritageas collection boundaries.
Here, development of programs that traversed the oboteliscrete collecting areas
created opportunities to forge stronger narratives and taibigyrams to suit the needs
of a variety of demographic groups. The linkage of collestiaa public programs can
also take advantage of the different forms of public &te collections, broadening
the scope of collection experiences available to viitbor example, one Learning
and Outreach team membeL@NEHILL described a multi-faceted learning
experience designed for school students around the thesteredd-glass windows. A
variety of activities took place in different colleatiaones, allowing the group to
interact creatively with a selection of content:

Today we’ve actually got a group coming in and they are going to the kids
space in the library, and they’re going to be designing stained glass windows
so that when they move into the museum, they will see the Imthevit

exhibition in the Burley-Griffin window. We do try to do that sothaofg.
Learning and Outreach team memhegdNEHILL

However, while such programs demonstrate the interragltips that can be
established across collection boundaries in a convergdédtiost, their utilisation of

museum content is heavily contingent upon the availakihity quality of information
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and displays produced by museum staff. In the conventemdiflows of collecting
institutions, museum education staff members interpnetent that is already the
product of interpretive practices enacted in the procedsasdlection research,
documentation and exhibition development. In this way, pysbgramming
outcomes are directly determined by the capacity of nms#aff to create the
bedrock of original, extensive and diverse collection mi&iion.

8.1.1.3 Establishing cross-disciplinary communication frameworks

As | have already detailed in the findings in Chapter 6¢tlation of both formal and
informal communication frameworks through convergenaesiated into tangible
benefits for the documentation and interpretation of mmnseollections. Many
respondents across all five case studies agreed thagrgreatmunication between
staff meant that all collections could be used moeateorely, circumventing the
sometimes arbitrary divisions between thematica&lgted materials, and leading to
the exploration of alternative readings of collentsignificance and a collaborative
approach to the development of exhibitions, publications aret ptiblic programs.

8.1.1.4 Improvement of physical infrastructure for collection work

At all case studies except f8SBOUTHSIDE convergence was accompanied by the
relocation of facilities into new buildings designedl aonstructed to house the
various collection ared® In these cases, renewal of infrastructure was impbrtat
only in increasing the public profile of institutions, but gisovided better facilities
for collection storage and conservation, as well asewvibition spaces. These
improvements contributed to physical collection environmemise conducive to
collection care, preservation, research and presentati other words, improving the
potential to maintain accessibility to collections andlifate interpretive processes.

8.1.1.5 Sustainability of small museum collections

Finally, it is important to remember that any discussibthe creation and provision
of museum collection information becomes purely acadéraicnuseum ceases to

exist. It needs to be acknowledge that local council talees of the management of
historical society collectiondESTLANDS, LONEHILL, SOUTHSIDEogether with

108 1t should be noted that the building at which RIVERBANK was located had been newly built
but was not designed specifically for cultural use. The fit-out was retrospectively modified to
better suit the requirements of the converged institution.
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the subsequent formalisation and professionalisatiomuseum services
(RIVERBANK, MAUNGA TAPLenabled improvements in interpretive practices
simply by virtue of sustaining the existence of those codias.

For example, the formal acknowledgement of museurnedains through their
incorporation into local council administration, and shddsequent recognition of a
duty of care towards such collections, resulted in imprerés to preservation and
storage conditiondRIVERBANK, WESTLANDS, LONEHILL, SOUTHSIDE
Furthermore, according to respondentRAtERBANK, WESTLANDEhd
SOUTHSIDE the restructuring that accompanied convergence included the
employment of qualified staff to manage the museum callexieven if the number
of staff and budgetary allowance for collection documieoh and curatorial work
ultimately proved insufficient in some cases, asdubs below).

In summary, the restructuring of organisational strustwstaff communication and
collaborative frameworks, and improvements to physmfedstructure that come
about through the adoption of a converged institutional inedbstantiate the
potential of convergence to broaden and deepen cultural engageédy bringing
together typologically diverse but thematically relatetlections, while
simultaneously creating opportunities for staff from ddf& disciplinary backgrounds
to cooperate across domain boundaries, convergence retiiapeerational
parameters of collecting institutions and creates ne\silmbises for the innovative
use of collection information. In the ideal scenati@ beneficiaries of these changes
are public users, for whom convergence enables easiasdcocedifferent kinds of
collections, the information resources surrounding tfemyell as the production of
unique and compelling programs that interpret the collectioterms of local
significance. However, by considering the accountssgdordents at the case studies
examined for this research, is convergence able tostenty deliver on the promise
of improved access and engagement with cultural calles?
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8.1.2 Convergence and museum processes for the rese  arch,
documentation and interpretation of collections: mi tigating factors

If one were to judge the success of convergence purelydaegdo the general
benefits articulated above, it would be difficult nottinclude that convergence
achieves its principal goals. That is, as an integrativdel for the provision of
cultural collections, convergence realises the aiomdfng the different products of
human society and culture, creating the potential fosdldifferent forms to interact to
produce enriched understanding within each field of collegirantice, as well as
enabling objects to be interpreted from a variety of dis@py viewpoints.

In reality however, this research shows that thelsoefaconvergence are seldom
realised to their full potential. Not only does the leallgr of converged institutions
rarely embody or articulate this vision of convergendé sufficient clarity, but work
practices in different collection areas reflectcklaf joint purpose around such a goal.
As | have discussed previously in Chapters 6 and 7, mang chdnges brought
about by convergence, such as organisational restructarogg-disciplinary role
descriptions, perceived leadership bias, and high expectatiahe durnaround of
exhibitions (and associated public programs) actively worknagtie realisation of
comprehensive engagement by staff with museum collectiomgreation of original
and wide-ranging information around those collections,aductive dialogue

between collection areas.

8.1.2.1 Lack of conceptual justification for convergence: privileging cost

reduction over collaboration and cultural output

Despite allusions to the creation of innovative Wedge institutions’ through
convergence of collecting institutions, my case studgaech shows that employees
perceived convergence as an overwhelmingly efficienoyedreconomic model
(RIVERBANK, WESTLANDS, LONEHILL, MAUNGA TAR\ith only loosely
expressed conceptual objectives. Institutions’ failurelgarly articulate a unified
purpose had a cascading effect on ‘downstream’ planning arsioshemaking
regarding the change management of restructuring towatetgation, the design of
role descriptions, budget allocation, the desired balagiveslen in-house versus

touring exhibitions on offer, and so on.
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At MAUNGA TAPUIn particular, analysis of the research revealsahamportant
consequence of the absence of a clear, unified instiflivagion has been the
reinforcement of disciplinary divisions (‘siloes’), opetition for financial resources
and personnel, lack of coordination of supposedly colldiverarojects, and other
insular practices counterproductive to cross-domain teaknarad innovation.

Where the emphasis on cost-minimisation dominatedetsteucturing processes
(WESTLANDS, LONEHILL, MAUNGA TARWonverged institutions lacked the
focus and resources to consistently deliver innovativeeagdging services and
programs derived from in-house collection research rtedpiretatiort®’

8.1.2.2 Leadership bias favours the resourcing and development of certain

collection areas over others

The persistence of professionally siloed practices wiMAUNGA TAPU(and, to
varying extents, at all the other case studies) was ganued and reinforced by what
respondents perceived as prejudice on the part of instiditivanagers, who often
appeared to privilege programs, interpretations of contedtgdapartments in the
organisation that reflected their own original areapscialisation. In other words, at
the five case studies of convergence used for this résewmce had leaders who

embodied the cross-disciplinary ideal of the model.

As discussed in Chapter 7, at all case study instituggospt forSOUTHSIDEthe
only one with a manager from a museum background), museafinexpressed
concern about the non-museum based expertise of tigainieation’s leader. The
potential effects of management bias on interpretationusieum collections was
highlighted by the curator & VERBANKwho regarded the emphasis of the
organisation as overtly tourism-based because of thegqus experience of its leader,
which influenced the focus of programming and exhibition deveéy, and

197 This finding is in contrast to Duff et al., who's case study findings suggest a generally

inclusive and collaborative approach to planning, involving staff from across departments and
disciplinary backgrounds in consultations about the objectives of the convergence and how it
would be achieved (Duff et al., 2013, 14). However, the authors also acknowledge that the
anecdotal accounts of implementation given by the research participants were not combined
with independent data on these processes.
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subsequently the focus of research of the colle¢ffonikewise, members of the
museum team aMAUNGA TAPUconsidered the leadership emphasis on the library
service, coupled with misunderstanding of the complexityja$eum work, as one of
the causes of ongoing funding shortfalls for basic musattiities, including
cataloguing and researching the significance of individolgction objects.

As discussed earlier in Chapter 5, another charaatenisthe convergence trend
across small to medium cultural organisations in NSWhleas the assumption of
local government control over the management and funditigese institutions. The
influence of local council bureaucratic objectives addgthér dimension to
understanding leadership bias in converged institutions. Mapgmdents perceived
their local councils as not especially receptive todbmplex and individual needs of
different types of collecting institutions. Respondertsnfboth museum and other
collection areas, acrofRdVERBANK, WESTLANDS, LONEHIBhdMAUNGA

TAPU, expressed frustration about the difficulty of condydobbying lay councils to

support the needs of cultural collections.

8.1.2.3 Excessively complicated reporting structures inhibit productivity

While the formalisation of organisational structures emgborate processes served, on
the one hand, to improve formal communication framé&wdetween different
collection areas and departmerd(ERBANK, LONEHILL, SOUTHSIDEnany
respondents begrudged the obligation to adhere to rigid regpbirgrarchies, which
impeded their ability to carry out other day-to-day worlkpanticular, a number of
respondents &tONEHILL reported that it was often necessary to set aside
fundamental activities, such as cataloguing and researttiergpllections, exhibition
development and conservation assessment, in orderticgze in meetings.

The introduction of committee-style decision-making psses, while favourable
towards information sharing and potential collaboratadsp had detrimental impact
on the ability of specialist museum staff to gain cosgsror pursuing museum-

focussed projects. Given the backdrop of a lack of unifieg@&@bion around a clear

108 buff et al.’s 2013 study of convergence similarly identified restrictions on curatorial
research of collections, as a result of both management and institutional bias and reductions of
staff numbers, which created less specialised role descriptions (Duff et al., 2013, 11-12).
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conceptual vision of convergence (especiallWaSTLANDS, LONEHILAnd
MAUNGA TAPU, and subsequent competition developing between colleataas,
some respondentR(VERBANK, WESTLANDS, LONEHILL, MAUNGA TAPU
perceived collective decision-making as a constrairtemelopment of innovative or
highly specialist programs. As participantfR ERBANKandLONEHILL explained,
such processes favoured approval of more conservativeoamdreional projects,
rather than the development of the unorthodox or agarde.

8.1.2.4 Converged role descriptions limit emphasis on specific collection

requirements
At WESTLAND&NdLONEHILL convergence restructuring penetrated down to the

design of individual position descriptions, where rolesigsing on designated
collection areas were repurposed to encompass the supe of collection
holdings!® Likewise, staff members trained in specific discipliresuch as
librarianship, archives management and museum collectoragement and
curatorship — were re-deployed into these newly devised aatkexpected to function
competently across all collection areas.

However, the case study research shows that rédthereingendering professional
growth and genuine cross-disciplinarity, staff employedanverged roles
encountered a compounding series of difficulties thatgured them from engaging

equally, and productively, with each collection within tregiea of responsibility.

An important underlying factor at boWNESTLAND&NdLONEHILL was the
mismatched recruitment of staff into roles for whibbyt lacked training and
experience, coupled with inconsistent (and often retciisiedy implemented)
strategies for professional developmentLANEHILL, generalist role descriptions
had the effect of scattering employees’ attention asgdansibilities across too many
areas simultaneously, reducing accountability and productiviany single area of
activity. Employees felt challenged by the requiremehtsiverse collections at odds

with their particular area of expertise and profesdiprectice. For example, the

199 Note that the original converged organisational structure at LONEHILL was revised several
times and had substantially reverted to operating around singular collection areas at the time
of this research.
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Library Manager at ONEHILL, who had been responsible for collections across the
library, museum and gallery in the initial organisaticstalicture, described becoming
aware of her need to adjust her approach to the operdtadhthree areas, taking into
account that libraries placed much more emphasis on jpngwidpid public access to
book stocks and collection information than museungadieries, where (by contrast)
interpretation and contextualisation of collectiontemt had much higher priority.

The result of staff working in roles for which thegme under-qualified or
inexperienced resulted in what one respondeWESTLANDSlescribed as “process
conflict”: a sense of uncertainty and insecurity surrenmeappropriate levels of
interpretation for different collections, how much titneinvest in researching objects,
appropriate content and quantity of exhibition text, fraowks for collaboration and
expected contributions of various departments in deliveaim projects, meeting the
requirements of various user groups, and so on. In sutisits, the risk is not only
that museum functions — especially those that can&ito collection documentation
and construction of thematic linkages between objectsy-lva given lower priority in
comparison with activities familiar to staff trainedainother discipline. Staff that are
not trained or experienced in museum work may be blindesetprocesses, simply
because they do not know how they are performed, orpeethat they even exist.

At RIVERBANK, WESTLANDS, LONEHIBhdMAUNGA TAPU accounts provided
by the research participants indicate that high expeotatin productivity of
institutions, especially in the museum area, wereewprocated by the employment
of the necessary complement of professional sta$pBndents at all case studies
(exceptSOUTHSIDE perceived their organisations as understaffed, creating an
environment where overburdened employees lacked the timssaegé¢o develop

competencies in other collection areas.

For museum collections and the production of informadioout them, these
limitations had considerable impact. Combined with thed®libt experienced by
some staff working outside their area of experf &S TLANDS, LONEHIDLa
number of non-museum trained respondents described ehaitance to embark on
museum collection research, revisions to permanent exhilsipaces, and

development of travelling exhibitions using the in-houséctbns. In effect, the
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interpretive potential of collections was not beinglexed because of the
organisational structure and management priorities bralghit by convergence.

8.1.2.5 Under-development of permanent exhibitions and temporary

exhibitions
As discussed in Chapter 6, a common feature of perméme’'semi-permanent’)
exhibition areas, as identified by respondenRISEERBANK, WESTLANDS,
LONEHILL andMAUNGA TAPU was a lack of narrative cohesion and
representativeness in the thematic content of dispkyRIVERBANKand
WESTLANDSproblems with the scope, inclusivity and accuracy offp@ent
exhibitions were identified. Participants perceived inadegsanithe displays as a
consequence of the use of external curators and desigrbesinitial set-up of those
displays. These contractors had little pre-existing kndgdeof the local region and

collection content.

At all the case studies cited above, respondents pomtszhtensed timeframes for
research-intensive tasks such as significance assessheanatic construction and
object selection as factors that compromised the eMemuative flow of the
exhibitions, as well as the capacity for display atedse modified to accept changes
to content at a later stage. While these shortcomiaig$e attributed to the pressure
accompanying the opening of new facilities and not nedgstda implementation of
convergence per se, subsequent staffing and resourcing rissteslosely related to
convergence proved influential in placing constraints erattility of museum
collection staff to make improvements and necessanmygesato permanent
exhibitions.

In the context of knowledge production - that is, providiagreworks for user
interactions with collection information - respondesitsll the case studies reported
feeling limited in their ability to conduct original ortexnded research of collections,
improve collection documentation, or produce innovative etiits and programs.
For example, the Manager WESTLANDSriticised the permanent exhibition’s
failure to engage with the history of European settlenmetite region and the
resulting conflicts and displacement of local aboagjpopulations, which continued

to have a lasting impact on community relations and kissiaes in the area.
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Combined with the fixed design of the permanent exhibitrea,ahe Curator at
WESTLANDS®xpressed frustration at his limited capacity to reqotuedise the
permanent exhibitions. The pressures accompanying the Curaotsned duties
across the museum and gallery collections, as wéllsasxclusively visual arts
training, represented constant impediments to the eféeess of his work. With the
same constraints limiting the development of tempogahybitions, it meant that local
aboriginal and contact history remained an under-intemgbtbeane within the
institution, implicitly alienating a significant segmeaf the local population and
rendering these aspects of the region’s history invisibteurists and local

community members alike.

In the context of changing exhibitions, respondentd abak studies, except for
SOUTHSIDE"® expressed concern at the imbalance in temporary eghilptograms
that favoured imported travelling displays over exhibitideseloped in-house. Most
remarkable was the admission, made by one respondei@lAlGA TAPU that his
organisation originally had no budget allocation whatso@rethe development of
temporary exhibitions. Respondentd &NEHILL noted that the predominance of
imported exhibitions reduced the organisation’s ability tdaxepthe cultural
uniqueness of the local area. Not only was this a detraheatcome for visitors, who
were less likely to perceive a connection with exhibitontent produced elsewhere
that had limited significance to the region’s history anghimwinity groups. It also
reduced the priority given to behind-the-scenes actigtiet as cataloguing and
research of the in-house collections, as staff screshtbl keep up with the demands of
a busy exhibitions and events calenddMERBANK, WESTLANDS, LONEHILL,
MAUNGA TAPV). In effect, the collections remained in stasistelaused as pre-

packaged touring ‘product’ was shipped in and out.

1O \while participants at SOUTHSIDE did not raise the issue of travelling exhibitions, it should
not be assumed that the majority of temporary displays at that institution were produced in-

house.
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8.2 The ‘knowledge’ product of museum collections

under convergence

Based on the case studies presented in this researgbrgemce has undeniably been
a success in terms of delivering stability and sustaityabiisometimes amateur run,
and potentially at-risk museum collections. In many gage infrastructure funding
provided for convergence projects has resulted in new baisismortar facilities, and
the consolidation and professionalisation of collectitanagement and preservation.
However, evidence provided in this thesis indicates thatezgence is a much more
problematic proposition when it comes to demonstrating ajgtrle benefits of the
model for the production of meaning around museum collectissuch,
convergence becomes problematic when considering the giostiate and local
governments in increasing accessibility to arts and culaatanowledging cultural
diversity, and facilitating the representation and pguation larger sections of the

population in cultural programs.

The influence of strategic planning, management framewtadsership, reporting
structures and other institutional frameworks, thatrsetbntext for collection work,
come into focus as strong determinants on interpretaetipes in converged
collecting institutions. The inability of staff to produely interact with collections
may be caused by circumstantial constraints, such asstaffieig, insufficient budget
allocation towards collection research and exhibitioretigment, the absence of
clear institutional goals, or a poorly devised organisatistnacture that reduces staff
productivity. Alternatively, difficulties stem from iofficient staff expertise in
converged role descriptions. Employees may lack eitleen¢bessary training, time,
confidence or authority to adequately research, documenperform activities
related to extended collection interpretation, in trenfof exhibition narrative
production, writing exhibition texts and other museum pubdoat designing user
engagements with objects and displays, and so on. Fudhe, the under-utilisation
of in-house collections, both for rotation of objeictpermanent exhibition areas and
in the creation of locally-specific temporary disgagestricts the ability of institutions
to explore and communicate important narratives abpatticular area’s history, or

the relationships between its constituent social afidraligroups.
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Constraints on staff engagement with collections thegotential to effect the
creation of information at all stages of the muselneda life-cycle; from initial
classification, provenance gathering and documentatitdregoint of acquisition,
creation and maintenance of object files and electaatigbases, to significance
assessment, project-based thematic research, andviilepdeent of exhibitions. Each
of these activities produces tangible information artefdtat exist in relation to
collection objects, each representing a potential pdiatcess for collection users.
And so, a reduction in the availability or quality of $eanformation resources equates
to a reduction in the scope of the kinds of user intenastvith collections that
produce meaning, or ‘knowledge’. To borrow the words of MicBaekland, they
compromise a museum’s function as a type of ‘inforomatetrieval system’ by

denying the processes that lead to the creation of thematmn in the first place.

As | have explained in Chapter 4, meaning that develops éumllections is ‘situated
and contextual’ (Macdonald, 2006, 2). That is, the meanimdpjetts is not innate,
fixed or pre-ordained, but rather evolves in direct refato the performance of
museum processes within specific organisational setiwgsuch, meaning is tied to
the aptitude and skills curators and other collection priofesls, the employment of
particular methodologies for building the informatioredord around collection
objects (i.e. classification, research, interpretatibsocial, historical, artistic and
other forms of significance, etc.), and the aims,iglis@ry bent, resources and policy
frameworks of the institution. Objects are fundamewntatiultivocal’ (Annis, 1994,
21), and individual institutions provide the particular cotgewthin which the array
of potential significations of objects are filtered anchthenplified through tangible

information resources.

From this perspective, practices associated with caledocumentation, research
and public presentation come into focus as fundamentzys in which the
information end-products surrounding collections actuakg &hape. At this level,
differences between libraries, archives, museums aretigsliare less about the
typological distinctions between the material colledigeach domain, and more
about the discipline-based approaches to the provisionle€ton access, and
practices for identifying, organising and communicating catlectalue. Here, the
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maintenance of disciplinary differences becomes itambin preserving multiple
contexts for interpreting collections and individuallection items.

Conversely, in situations where professional, domain-dpgu#ctices are thwarted or
break down — for example, through the recruitment of ugdalified staff into cross-
disciplinary collection roles, the absence of cleatiiutional goals, organisational
structures that inhibit collaboration, or the simpleklaf funding or time for basic
cataloguing and research of collections — the poterft@dlections to acquire

meaning also becomes limited.

In my earlier critique of the labelling of convergedleciing organisations as
‘knowledge institutions’ (Chapter 4), | have referredhe differences between data,
information and knowledge, but also the progressive dependdrone on the
preceding other (Buckland, 1991, Hislop, 2002, Stehr and Ufer, 200€5,2010).
From this point of view, the risk of convergence — as eviggihy my case study
research - is that if collection professionals aregmeed from interacting with objects,
those objects may never transcend their existendataslf the processes of
‘perceiving’ objects — in other words, recognising theievahce and value — are
impeded, so too is the reification of this perceived sigaiiie asnformation It

follows that the production of knowledge around colledjoshich is contingent on
interaction with collection information, is also trested. Without appropriate levels of
contextualisation, the mere existence and preservatiohjects, whether co-located

or not with other collections, becomes inconsequential.
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8.3 Conclusion: activating the unfulfilled potentia | of

convergence

The principal question for this research has centredhmther the convergence model
facilitates the creation of cultural knowledge throtiggn medium of museum
collections. By considering the available literature axdtmg studies of convergence,
in combination with my own primary case study resedrelkamined whether the
amalgamation of museums with libraries, archives andrgedlalters established
methodologies for documenting, interpreting and commumngdtie significance of
museum objects. In particular, my analysis exploredvdngs in which changes to the
interpretive context of ‘converged’ museum collectionseught about through
alterations to organisational and management structuafis;ades, specialist skills
and processes fundamental to museum practice - difecitimate knowledge
potential of those collections, and their capacityufgpert the development of

community and cultural identities.

In 2009, the Collections Council of Australia releasedsaues paper’ discussing the
value and needs of Australian regional museum collectiotte areas of facilities,
collection management, exhibition development and dalle@ccessibility via new
media (Winkworth, 2009, 1-2). As a subset of these broa doe concern, the paper
highlighted the need for more concerted significancesassent of collections, with
special regard to themes, stories and unique objects thstttatthe characteristic
cultural values and history of each region (Ibid., 2). paper argued that identifying
and disseminating the significance of regional collestivas intrinsic to preserving
regional identity, developing tourism, and other formsuifural and economic
growth. In particular, the quality and consistency ofemion documentation needed
to be improved to enable the significance of collectams particular objects to be

recorded and communicated.

In the context of convergence, several issues for coraése when considering the
centrality of consistent, quality collection infornmatito the identification of
significance of collections, and the ability for usefsallections to access these

interpretations. First, if financial investment is reqdito improve resources for
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collections (staff, training, facilities, etc.), andwasing that this need continues even
if integration with a library, archive or gallery occuissthis investment maintained
and channelled into the ‘museum’ component of the agedeorganisation? Second,
are the significant ‘distinctive themes and storiesbagted with museum collections
enhanced or obscured within the larger collection of tineerged facility? Third, if
existing collection documentation is poor, is this addredseidg the convergence
process, or are existing problems simply migrated intmée collection

environment?

Extending the work of Bastian and Harvey (2012) and Dudl.g2013), my findings
provide new evidence confirming that organisational issueh, asteadership, change
management, strategic planning, design of roles and pafessievelopment, all play
an important role in determining the effective functiditonverged facilities. More
importantly, this research demonstrates the profound ingfacinverged institutional

frameworks on the interpretive potential of museum ctides.

The case studies show that convergence undoubtedlypstis potential for changes
to work practices that can lead to enriched engagemeamiwiseum collections and
their significant meanings. The co-location of exhibitewaas, establishment of
frameworks for official and informal communication beem staff across disciplinary
boundaries, improved physical infrastructure for the preservand presentation of
collections, and ease of access for visitors and ysetsjn place important
prerequisites for convergence to trigger vibrant interpktyveen collection areas that
could result in new insights and forms of engagemeit @atnmunity heritage, local

histories and creative expression.

However, my case study analysis demonstrates thatadel simultaneously
sabotages the ability of staff to realise this potebiyatreating significant
impediments to the performance of museum practicesathatssential to building
comprehensive information frameworks around collectiondaBing to articulate the
cultural value of collections and how collection meanicg@s be activated in a
convergence context, poorly defined institutional aimsstarategies run the risk of
allowing bureaucratic goals for economic efficiencyg#mn the ascendancy and
relegate labour-intensive specialist collection tasksetondary importance. The
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absence of a conceptual vision can give way to meciaodstvergences, where the
personal disciplinary backgrounds and predilections of orgamsd leaders,
inadequate professional development and training, unworkableestriptions, and
insufficient funding and staff numbers, all contribugette difficulties placed on
individual collection workers in identifying, researching, doeating and building
contextual relationships between objects.

Rather than being guided by a unified philosophical approaemethodelling of
organisational structures, funding allocation, role dpsons, expected workloads,
and performance indicators become focussed on conformlogaibgovernment
bureaucratic frameworks and superficial programming goals,asicépid turn-over
of travelling exhibitions. Fundamental aspects of museonkwsuch as accessioning
and provenance research, study of collections indepentiemtinediate programming
deadlines, the compilation of comprehensive documentatmhmaintenance of
databases and finding aids, all come under threat wisle ttlganges.

Likewise, the work of library, archives and gallery prsfesals can be impacted, not
only placing constraints on the expertise and practiadsn specific collecting areas,
but also limiting the potential for intellectual linkagesbe made across domain
boundaries. The rich cultural insights that can onlyltéstough the fulfilment of
these processes are jeopardised, including the discolrgmatic linkages between
collection objects, the construction of multi-layeeedhibition narrative and
development of innovative, fresh insights into locaitage. When the informational
content surrounding collections is compromised by restgi¢the breadth and depth of
interactions with collections that can be offered tsaum users, the potential for
knowledge creation is ultimately obstructed.

Listening to Canadian media theorist Darin Barhiewyho recently featured in a
podcast series that deals with the impact of digitdirielogies on museums, | was
struck by parallels between Barney’s remarks about thmaut@xpectations for the
effect of technological development on democratic pr@sesmnd the idealism

11 Associate Professor and Canada Research Chair in Technology & Citizenship, McGill

University, Montreal (current in 2014).

252



surrounding the benefits of the convergence model for alikingagement. In the
podcast, Barney states:

Some of our values around democracy — transparency, access, and
participation - are ‘potentially good’ but do not achieve justice and equality on
their own. Institutions cannot fall into the trap of thinking that jusebgbling
access to information and transparency, that they automatically achieve the
strengthening of democratic participation. It is only a starting point, which
requires ongoing effort and programs to achieve these €bdsin Barney in
Inscho et al., 2013)

Likewise, in the context of convergence, there leenka tendency to assume that
simply combining the physical spaces of museums, libraarehives and galleries,
and (or) integrating their organisational and managenterdtsres, will automatically
result in institutions that enable greater accessltaralicollections and enriched

opportunities for the production of knowledge.

By focusing on museum practice, my research demonsthatiethese assumptions
overstate the potential of convergence. They fail kmawledge or oversimplify the
complex processes — the “effort and programs”, in Basngords - through which the
construction of collection information, as the prerstjeifor knowledge creation, can

take place in a converged institutional context.

There is a reductionist tendency implicit in the assurnpithat convergence enhances
the function of museums, together with other collgctinganisations, as ‘knowledge
institutions’. Glossing over these terms as if theysateevident and require no
definition seems founded on the idea that, simply by viofuemply being stitched
together in one way or another, collecting institutibesome more than the sum of
their parts. This approach overlooks the theoreticabgedational frameworks that
characterise the different collecting domains, and sjuesgly the ways in which
fundamental philosophical concepts and professional pracistelsecoming

unintentionally altered or decontextualised through convesgeestructuring.
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From an epistemological perspective, the significaricauseum processes — such as
classification, cataloguing, documentation, exhibitioms$ public program
development — gives rise to two important conclusionst,Fhecause museum
practitioners and the processes they enact functigréedigest’ collection objects as
sources of information and thereby make them more remddligible, any
organisational change that disrupts museum practice adstohaequences for the
potential of a collection to be interpreted for meaningpther words, determining the
significance of collections and the individual objectthmithem is contingent upon
the ability of museum staff — both in terms of thegpertise and the practical
circumstances of their work place — to engage in thewsastages of collection
interpretation. To deny or restrict these processesiwtys have a detrimental
knock-on effect on the formation of evocative and cdhimgeencounters for
collection users, and therefore the perceived meaningadud of collections of

material culture.

Second, and as a consequence of the first issue, sheveguarantee that the
availability of different types of collections withinsangle institutional framework will
automatically result in improved knowledge acquisitionusers of the collections. If
the ability of professionals in any domain context toatitely interact with and
manage their own collections is compromised, thelitleshope for productive

collaboration across collection domains.

As | have identified in this research, the reshapingsiftutions through convergence
may create new possibilities for cross-disiciplinargnoaunication and cooperation,
professional development and innovative use of collestidlowever, to realise this
potential, institutions require clearly identified andcatated goals for convergence,
practical and aligned strategies for its implementatmal a sustained commitment to
encouraging cross-domain collaboration, while recognisiagohgoing value of
specialist collection work. My case studies indicate the absence of these
conditions, including the lack of a strong conceptualfjaation for convergence
(often accompanied by an over-emphasis on achieving ecomdimiencies through
the integration of cultural facilities) can sabotdyese ideals, instead producing

impediments to effective museum practice.
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Paradoxically, this eventuality contradicts the idedlsclusion and cultural
democracy that have underpinned shifts in cultural poling (anding) towards local
government administration of community arts, culturailifges and programs from
the early 1980s, and which form the backdrop to the adoptitre convergence
model by NSW councils. How can the communities (whasesrpay for converged
cultural facilities) feel genuinely represented by and irecest the collections, if

active and innovative interpretation of those colledimnot allowed to occur?

Because convergence of museums with libraries, archanelsgalleries changes both
the institutional frameworks and interpretive contextdollections, the convergence
model amounts to a new lens for understanding the meahoigezts. Its potential

lies in sharpening the contours of our understanding daatte magnifying granular
details of the provenance, history, significance dadfadts, as well as allowing us to
distinguish subtle differences between objects. Thr@oglrergence, collecting
institutions ought to be able to extend their depth of figldbéng them to focus on a
multitude of thematic relationships between objectshiwiand across collection
boundaries) and to create diverse forms of accesslextiohs for the communities
and cultures that produced them. Conversely, this resshoats that convergence can
also limit our vision, restricting the ability of ingtitons to focus on particular objects,
and — through restrictions on interpretive processescusb others to the point of
invisibility. The case studies demonstrate that convexgean create near-
sightedness, condemning collection workers to see only iwl&isest to hand,

forcing them to work at a superficial level with objeittey already know, while
sentencing the remaining content of collections to rer@den and mute in

collection stores.

Surely, cultural organisations and governments should cortbelealue of museums,
libraries and archives as institutional settings for pretation; not merely for the
informational utility of the individual objects and ass&ded documentation that make
up their collections, or the cost efficiencies to bengdiby combining facilities. By
engaging in a discussion about the production of knowleddgjenganing around
cultural collections, scholars, collection professisralid policy-makers can build a
deeper understanding of both the range of significancesdhgtertain to a single
collection item and the role of institutional contexshaping collection information,
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thereby developing a theoretical rationale for practiegision-making around
convergence. With this awareness, those with the tgpaanfluence convergence
projects may indeed be able to identify and develop whatgmrtunities are offered
by the model for enhanced knowledge creation for end wmaiigperhaps a more
critically and conceptually informed model for convergecae begin to take shape.
Without it, we cannot take for granted that the extensesources invested in
achieving convergence will deliver promised improvements invigaige acquisition

and intellectual access to cultural heritage.
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Glossary and Definitions

Community Arts
An earlier term for CCD that came into popular usagé thie creation of the
Community Arts Committee of the Australia Council fbe Arts in 1973.

Community cultural development (CCD)

The field of activities associated with arts and cultpravision in local government
areas. An earlier popular term with similar meaningasn@wunity Arts. In this thesis |
prefer to use ‘cultural development’ or ‘cultural services' these terms are more

inclusive of cultural forms beyond the visual arts.

Council
An alternative term for a local government authoritys lised in this thesis

interchangeably with LGA or LG.

Local government (LG)

An administrative body for a small geographic area, sachaty, town, or rural
region. Local government representatives are electeddrong the population of the
district. In Australia, local government is the thirer tof government, following
national and state legislatures. Local government amegagstralia are also frequently
described as cities, towns, municipalities or shires.

Local government authority (LGA)
A generic, frequently used term to describe local goverhinekustralia.

Local Studies collection

A mixed collection of original items and replica madésj often including personal
archives, historic photographs, oral history recordings, thiat pertain to the history
of a particular local government or geographical locatiocal studies collections

often fall under the administration of local (cityregional) libraries.
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Regional NSW

Areas outside of the greater Sydney metropolitan @vbah includes the Sydney
CBD, Parramatta, Central Coast, Blue Mountains and Galtbpwn areas). NSW is
divided into fifteen geographical regions such as theNest, Orana, Central West,

Murray Darling, South East, Riverina and Hunter.
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Appendix 1: Interview Questionnaire

Spaces of Knowledge:

Negotiating epistemologies within converged collection environméen

CASE STUDY INTERVIEW QUESTIONS

State: Interviewee’s name, location, date, time...

1. Rationale for convergence

How would you characterise the type of convergence at your
organisation?

What do you think led to the decision to converge the egistin
collection organisations into one entity?

How were you involved the planning process before the
convergence? [was there any ‘needs assessment’ cothiducte
audience research / community consultation, etc.]

2. Collections
Collection holdings

Can you describe how collections are managed across the
organisation?

How has the centralisation of separate collectidfexizd the use of
your collection?

Does the organisation have a joint collections policy® Mell is it
working?

What are the most valuable and significant parts ottlection?
How have these been affected by the convergence?

How would you rate the general compatibility between the
converged collections: both in terms of collectiomagement &
use, as well as staff?

New acquisitions / accessions

What factors have/are influencing the rate of acquisifions
Can you describe the process of acquisition approvals?

Deaccessions?

Collection storage space

How has provision of collection storage space affecheth e
collection area?

3. Exhibitions
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4.

Permanent exhibitions

What proportion of the museum collection is on permadesplay?
How have permanent exhibitions changed since the convergenc

Temporary exhibitions

Who in the organisation is responsible for exhibitioned@yment?
Are all collections used for exhibition purposes?

Administration

What is your response to the changes to organisativoatwe?
Can you describe the reallocation of staff rolehettansition from
separate organisations to a converged institution?

Are there professional development opportunities availédl
staff?

How has convergence affected professional expertdlection
interpretation or collection care?

Do you feel that the organisation is living up to its mission?
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Appendix 2: A selected chronology of

convergence: key events and organisations

Archives Council
(MLA)

promote standards, and allocate funding
across the collecting domains, as well as
provide policy advice to Government
(Beasley, 2007, Gibson et al., 2007). Wit
an emphasis on developing access to “h
quality culture” across the UK, the MLA i
created as a substitute for the separate
Library and Information Commission
(LIC) and Museums and Galleries

Commission (MGC), whose services it

Date | Title Country | Description
1996 Institute of USA The IMLS is formed by the merger of the
Museum and Office of Library Programs in the
Library Services Department of Education with the Institute
(IMLS) of Museum Services. Using funds provided
by the USA federal government, the IMLS
supports collaboration between museums
and libraries, including collaborative
projects and professional development
(Martin, 2007, 82-83, Yarrow et al., 2008,
17).
1998 Parramatta Australia | This facility opens as a single venue
Heritage Centre housing a regional museum, local studies
library, council and community archives,
and a visitor information centre.
2000 Museums, United The UK government launches the MLA (pr
Libraries and Kingdom | MLAC) to provide joint strategic direction,

to

gh-

A
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Date

Title

Country

Description

incorporates and aims to extend through
research, digital projects, collaboration
with the educational sector and funding
opportunities (Yarrow et al., 2008, 18).

2000

Scottish Cultural
Resources Acces
Network

(SCRAN)

United
sKingdom

a project initiated in 1995, SCRAN is an
online collection of over 370,000 images
and multimedia resources from archives,
museums, galleries and the media in
Scotland and the UK. From 1995-200,
SCRAN provides grants to cultural
institutions for digitisation of collections,
which SCRAN uses under license. It
partners with over 300 institutions to
provide educational access (via
subscription) to culturally and historically
significant digital materials (SCRAN,
2014).

2003

Puke Ariki

New
Zealand

Puke Ariki (located in New Plymouth,
New Zealand) is conceived as a
“Knowledge Centre” merging the New
Plymouth public library and Taranaki
museum. It includes a touring exhibition
space and tourist information centre
(Boaden and Clement, 2009).
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Date | Title Country | Description

2003 Committee on | USA CALM is formed as a joint venture of the
Archives, American Library Association (ALA),
Libraries, and Society of American Archivists (SAA) an(
Museums the American Association of Museums
(CALM) (AAM). The Committee encourages

collaboration across and the development
of common standards across the collecting
domains.

2004 Collections Australia | The CCA is established by the former
Council of Cultural Ministers Council to represent and
Australia (CCA) encourage collaboration between

Australia's archives, galleries, libraries and
museums sector.

2004 Library and Canada LAC is a merger of the Canadian National
Archives Canada Library and National Archives (Doucet,
(LAC) 2007). It exists to preserve and provide

access to publications, archival records,
sound and audio-visual materials,
photographs, artworks, and electronic
documents pertaining to Canadian heritage
and government (2014Db).

2005 [UK United The UK Governemnt's Department of
Government] Kingdom | Culture, Media and Sport includes, for the

first time, jurisdiction across all three
collecting sectors (libraries, archives and
museums) (Gibson et al., 2007).

2005 Gosport United Located in Hampshire, UK, the Centre is

Discovery Centre| Kingdom | an integrated public library, museum and

exhibition space that also houses a

conference centre, learning centre and
‘technology areas’ (Boaden and Clement,
20009).
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Date

Title

Country

Description

2006

Harry Ransom

Center

USA

Renovations completed circa 2006 at the

Center, University of Texas, Austin, have
included large museum-like exhibition
spaces on the ground floor, large library
reading room and seminar facilities on
level 1. (Dupont, 2007)

2006

Western Plains
Cultural Centre

Australia

The WPCC is completed in Dubbo, NSV
It includes a regional art gallery, regional
museum and community arts centre
(Khoshaba et al., 2010, 28).

2007

Albury
LibraryMuseum

Australia

This institution has been described as a

integrated cultural community space,

where “the building was to incorporate the

functions of a public library, research anc
technology centre and social history
museum but with limited barriers betwee
the zones in the building to encourage

integration of spaces and experiences”

(Boaden and Clement, 2009, 10). Drivers

for this project included the desire to

revitalise the existing cultural precinct of
the central town square, attract State ang
National funding, providing ‘one-stop’

access to collections and information, an

to take advantage of the economies of s¢

in operating a joint facility (Boaden and
Clement, 2009, 11).

124

)

2008

Winchester
Discovery Centre

United
Kingdom

The Centre combines a library, reference
centre, touring exhibitions space and
community gallery, as well as public
internet access (Boaden and Clement,
20009).

A
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Date

Title

Country

Description

2008

BAM Portal

Germany

Developed between 2001-2008, BAM is

Germany’s national cultural and
information Internet portal, which provide
access to diverse collection records from
libraries, archives and museums around
country. BAM encourages collaborations
across collecting domains, supporting
digitisation of collection databases and

the

development of metadata standards (BAM,

2013).

2009

Europeana

EU

Europeana provides online access to
millions of object records from over 2000
galleries, museums, libraries and gallerig
around Europe: “Books and manuscripts
photos and paintings, television and film,
sculpture and crafts, diaries and maps,
sheet music and recordings, they're all

S

here. No need to travel the continent, either

physically or virtually!” (2014a). The
federated search system connects users
the full digital records located on the site

of participating organisations.

2009

Wanneroo
Library and
Cultural Centre
(WLCC)

Australia

The WLCC opens in September 2009 as
the first facility in Western Australia to

accommodate a range of cultural services.

It includes a library, regional museum,
community history centre, exhibition
gallery, and function spaces. Foreseen
benefits of the centre include urban
revitalisation, cost efficient provision of
services, improved preservation conditio

for collections and enhanced education

2

\"ZJ
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Date

Title

Country

Description

programs (Robinson, 2011, 160-161).

2009

Hurstville Library|
Museum Gallery

Australia

Located in Hurstville, Sydney, the LMG
opens as a convergence of a regional
museum and library service, including a
local studies collection. A regional gallery
space is also included as part of the

institution.

2009

The Glasshouse

Australig

A

The Glasshouse, buidirtiMRacquarie,
NSW, is a cultural and entertainment
centre. It serves as a theatre, regional
gallery, visitor information centre, offers
function spaces and hosts heritage displ;
(Boaden and Clement, 2009).

ay'S

2010

Collections
Council of
Australia (CCA)

Australia

The Collections Council of Australia is
closed as the Australian Federal
Government decides not to renew fundin

for the enterprise.

c.2010

Trove

Australia

Describing itself as “a communitgetof
services, an aggregation of metadata, ar
growing repository of fulltext digital
resources”, Trove is developed and
managed by the National Library of
Australia. The website offers access to 0
377,000,000 online resources, including
books, images, historic newspapers, ma

music and archival records from libraries

da

ver
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Date | Title Country | Description
archives and museums across Australia
(2014c).
2010 Kogarah Library | Australia | Described as an “integrated community
and Cultural cultural hub”, this organisation is located
Centre suburban Sydney and incorporates a public
library and exhibition space (Boaden and
Clement, 2009).
2012 Museums, United The MLA is abolished in 2012 as a result
Libraries and Kingdom | of government budget cuts.
Archives Council
(MLA)
2014 [Australian Australia | Australian Federal Government proposes
Government] the merger of (unspecified) back office

functions of seven national collecting
institutions in its 2014 Federal Budget.
Affected are the National Portrait Gallery,
National Gallery of Australia, National
Library of Australia, Old Parliament
House, National Film and Sound Archive,
National Museum of Australia and the
National Archives of Australia.
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Appendix 3: Issues for research raised by

convergence

THEME ISSUES

Cognate Are typological and professional distinctions between the
institutions domains redundant in era of digital access to colleg®fion
Management Does the convergence model deliver on the promise of

economies of scale and lower staffing and operatiorsis@0o
Does repositioning of collecting institutions as revenue-

generating businesses lead to meaningful engagement with

collections?
Professional To what extent does professional cross-pollination oandrcan
expertise staff work effectively in areas outside their professi

expertise and experience?
How are different practices and priorities across coitigc

professions reconciled in converged institutions?

Interpreting How are different approaches to collection interpretati
collections managed in integrated collection settings?

Does convergence modify the internal logic and cohedion o

collections?
Audience In what ways does convergence improve audience development
development and participation?

In what ways does convergence alter established converibion

use of different collections?

The international | How does the experience of convergence in Australian

context collecting institutions compare with international exdes?
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