“… if the assumption is made that traditional curating follows a

centralised network model, then what is the position of the curator within a

distributed network model?”(Krysa, 2006)
Curators are stereotyped as dull pedants, alternatively talking down to visitors or discouraging them from even entering the curator's private realm, the museum. It is only natural that those trying to apply computers to the museum field would likewise choose curators as the enemy.” 

(Hobbs)
CURATOR: FROM SOLOIST TO IMPRESARIO
SETTING THE STAGE: THE INTERNET AND OUR RELATIONSHIP TO INFORMATION
The use of the internet will inevitably change museums.  How museums respond to multiple sources of information found on the web and who on staff will be responsible for orchestrating it is not yet clear. The change, when it comes, will not be merely technological but at core philosophical.  The determining factors will be how directors conceive their museums’ relationship to their audience and how that relationship should evolve.

Internet use is changing many aspects of our society – how we educate ourselves, judge the trustworthiness of information, collectively lobby for policy reform, do our work, determine where we live and how we form real and virtual communities. People use the internet to find answers to their personal inquiries.  At any time of the day or night anyone using a search engine can easily find multiple sites devoted to any topic. The located sites may be written by scholars, informed amateurs, or crackpots. The content  may vary.  The internet user must determine who s/he trusts amid all that available content. 
Some websites permit, even encourage, users to add and make changes to the information they view (Wikipedia, etc.). The browser need not be a passive recipient of text created by the originating writer/authority. 
And there is an increasing level of engagement (known as web 2.0 or social networking) that results in groups of users bypassing authoritative control altogether and just talking to each other. In those social networking sites (i.e. Facebook, MySpace, Twitter, LinkedIn, etc.) organizations of all kinds, including museums, are now establishing their own accounts so that they might get attention. 
Trebor Schultz in his article, the “Participatory Challenge”, characterizes methods of person-to-person interchange as “extreme sharing networks”  “that include listservs, message boards, friend-of-a-friend networks, mobile phones, short message service/text messaging (sms), peer-to-peer networks, and social software such as blogs), autonomous social networks. [...] Extreme sharing networks are conscious, loosely knit groups based on commonalities, bootstrap economies, and shared ethics. They offer alternative platforms of production and distribution of our practice.” (Scholz, 2006)
Every museum visitor carrying a cell phone or MP3 player of some sort now has or soon will have access to subject-matter information not generated by the institution.  The editorial control of information formerly the province of most institutions is quickly coming to an end because it is so easy to find additional or contrary views on the net. 

MUSEUMS AND INFORMATION

Museums have created websites that contain a plethora of information and so believe they are taking advantage of the new technological possibilities. Most of this information however is written and promulgated by the museum itself and is therefore just an extension of the museum as authority. 
Accordingly, I will leave the role of the museum’s website to others. In this paper, I am concentrating on two other issues, 1.) the structural change a museum will have to make in order to intentionally share information not created exclusively or edited by the museum personnel, and 2.) the integration of such information on the exhibition floor so that the visitor can find answers to their own self-generated queries while in the presence of the real object. In other words, I will focus on the control and flow of information within the exhibition space itself.
In contradistinction to information sharing found on the web, most museum exhibitions including topic choice and breadth and depth of topic exploration currently remain in the control of the institution. Typically the label copy is a synthesis of the information gathered and represents the institution’s take on the matter. Some museums have experimented with allowing even encouraging input from others but this is generally reserved to specifically controlled sections of the exhibition in forms such as comment books or “talk back” walls. Even when museums use outside advisory committees who have disparate views on a topic, the museum’s overall presentation is generally edited and thereby controlled by the museum itself.  
The degree of controversy and candor embedded in the exhibition creation is based on the museum’s mission and not generally on the interest evidenced by the visitor.  Topic choice and topic exploration are further determined by the institution’s collections, position within the political firmament, the interest and belief systems of the staff especially the curators, or conversely the availability of pre-packaged traveling exhibitions on offer.  
Obviously the more interest there is in creating dialogue with the audience and the more multi-voiced avenues are inserted within the exhibition the wider and deeper the discussion can range.  In other words “hot” topics can be more easily presented with both more balance and more opinionated passion when there are multiple avenues of input built into the exhibition.  

Before I go further I must acknowledge that there are experimenters that fit neither the mold described above nor others suggested throughout this paper.  That is true for some individual curators and a few museums.  Additionally there are other writers who predate me in speculating about this very issue.  But before the reader dismisses the suppositions made throughout the paper because they can think of individual exceptions, let me stress that the museum field generally, its curators, and those academic departments focused on training curators remain at the core philosophically unchanged dispite their new websites and shiny new technological reference centers.   

For the last century the museum staff member most responsible for creating and vetting information has been the curator. By job description, curators have been the acknowledged voice of museum authority.  However, curators are beginning to find that visitors’ easy access to internet information housed in handheld appliances sometimes compete for their attention and allegiance even while on the exhibit floor. And even authoritative curators have found that in presenting topics in which there are controversial viewpoints showcasing multiple authorities often lets the museum off the hook by offering the institution deniability. 

Accordingly, curators (and the directors they work for) have a choice and an opportunity.  They can decide to maintain their traditional position of being the authoritative source of information or they can become more involved in the distribution of multi-voiced information originating elsewhere.  They can encourage their museums to participate in the growing appetite and expectations their visitors have for intellectual interactivity or they can persuade themselves that visitors have come to the museum for its exclusive expertise.  
Since I am not and have never been a curator, I cannot predict how they will respond to these opportunities.  The museum world is diverse and I am assured by others that the curatorial world reflects the same broad diversity of opinion as the field itself.  I assume, therefore, that some/many curators will be interested in engaging in cooperative information sharing, following the pattern of change that is already surfacing in many other fields and in line with museums evolutionary practices.  We already see evidence of that in some but not many museum websites. 
But interested or not, changing the curator’s position from the acknowledged unitary over-arching authority to serving as a conduit for information that is neither generated nor necessarily vetted by him or her is a big ask.  It is a fundamental shift in the role itself. And the change, if it comes, must be cognizant of the curator’s original motivation for wanting the job itself.  
If curators came into their position out of genuine fascination for the subject matter, this new scenario will still provide a place for expertise and the opportunity to display the curator’s knowledge as part of the informational mix.  
If the curator’s pleasure in the job derives from the power that control of information gives him or her, then sharing the role of expert with others will feel like a diminishment of stature.  
Because for many sharing such authority will almost certainly feel like a profound and ill-conceived change, I believe that both museums (and their on-staff curators) will reject this transition and remain committed to their customary role as instructors.  In the face of this opportunity, I believe the majority of museums will continue to feel strongly about maintaining their authoritative position and will choose to utilize only that portion of the new information technologies which, while looking modern, will not challenge their predilection for knowledge control.  
At the same time the opening that the new technology brings and which is already changing many other civic institutions will, I believe, be embraced by experimental leaders in our field, who will create institutions more relevant to society’s needs and ultimately more useful. 
Resistant or not, in the long run, I believe, the whole field will slowly evolve and in doing so will create positions that mediate among multiple voices and direct input by visitors.   If curators do not lobby to become those people and get the training necessary to successfully rethink their roles, these new tasks will be offered to others bypassing curators and leaving them in a less powerful (though still useful) eddy. 
THE CURATOR’S POSITION
Curators come to their view as knowledge creators through tradition and training.  A view of the etymology of the word curator gives some hint at the expectations museums had when the position was created: “Middle English curatour, legal guardian, from Old French curateur, from Latin c
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The late 19th century museums were seen as benevolent and ennobling institutions that would reinforce the power of those already knowledgeable and transfer the canonical knowledge about the universe and aesthetics to those who could benefit from exposure to both objects and thoughts.  
While most museums are still convinced of the efficacy of this position, in the last century or so a number of museums have intentionally modified their position and have determined that their civic responsibilities lie more as forums for public debate than as institutions of information transfer.  “Museums are now sites in which knowledge, memory and history are examined, rather than places where cultural authority is asserted.” (Russo et al., 2008) P.21-22.  This change is epitomized by the now classic Steven E. Weil journal article title “From Being about Something to Being for Somebody.”(Weil, 1999) 

Even with this transition going on in parts of the museum sector, the job description of curator has most often remained tied to that original vision regardless of where they work.  And even more importantly the early assumptions of scholar, keeper, researcher of collections, and arbiter of taste, continues to inform the training of curators today.  It is the training that will have to alter if we expect meaningful change in the future.
CURATORS UNDER PRESSURE

For the last fifty years or so, curators have been under pressure to defend or change their traditional position by those who have been agitating for change.  Curators have, by and large, been successful in their resistance. As new permutations of more inclusive museums emerged, directors of some individual institutions have tried to redirect curators on their staff.  Some institutions, taking extreme positions, have done away with the position altogether.
  Inevitably the affected curator group could be counted on to protest.
  In a certain number of cases they publically resisted these incursions and asked for and succeeded in causing the removal of the offending director. 
 That victory, when it occurred, usually resulted in the return of the institution to the more “traditional” way of thinking, with the curators’ position reinforced. 

The tension between those who espouse the teaching of agreed canons and those who believe in a more relativist position of multiple viewpoints could be found within allied educational and civic institutions during these same periods. This schism remains as an ongoing debate in museums, universities, schools, libraries and granting agencies alike.
 So this opportunity is just another in a series. 
The rift between proponents of canons and those who espouse relativism is often embedded in American political discourse known as the “culture wars”.  Simply put (though oversimplified) the political Left has espoused more inclusion while the Right has promoted “the grand narrative” of universal excellence.  Within each camp there are people of good will who are convinced that their positions are best for society. While not suggesting that all individual curators are right wing (and they are certainly not), I am suggesting that the job of curator itself is traditionally based on a conservative position and is sometimes at variance with the internal philosophy and mission of the individual museum they work in. 

THE CURATORS’ JOB

From the time I began in the museum profession in 1969, the position of curator was considered the bedrock of museums and no “true” museum would consider functioning without them.  

Curators generally hold graduate degrees with a doctorate preferred in their area of specialty.  They like to be considered experts in the academic sense and use university positions as their cognates.  In museums, the curator has been seen as the resident intellectual expert as well as the recommender of additional acquisitions and research directions.
   Additionally curators recommend deaccession of objects, write and promote collections policy, cultivate donors, write grants, participate in other fundraising activities, and engage in and present new research.  It is often their personal cultivation of donors that leads to their job protection and sets them up as rivals to the director’s power. 
In many museums, curators were (and are) the fulcrum on which decisions rest. Many directors (though fewer then when I started my career) come from their ranks.  And even more directors defer to the wishes of the curators they supervise.

CHANGES 
Over the last fifty years some profound changes have affected the curator’s job, albeit slowly and unevenly.  In large and mid-size museums, object care has been transferred from curators to specialized collections managers.  This has meant that managers have become responsible for the physical care and technical record keeping of the object while curators retain their intellectual authority over the collection. 
This sharing of care has softened both the feeling of proprietary ownership and access in some but not all museums.  "Formerly, senior curators (known as Keepers) had to be asked for permission by colleagues in other disciplines to view objects in "their" collections.” (O'Neill, 2007) p. 383.  

THE RISE OF THE EDUCATOR AND PUBLIC SERVICE

In the 1970’s and 80’s, when the American museum community became more dependent on earned income and faced pressure to increase admissions income, it was argued that museums needed to pay greater attention to the visitor’s well-being. This led to the expansion and status of education and public program departments, charged with improving audience satisfaction.  

Educators often maintained that exhibitions created by curators were generally too scholarly and erudite to generate the attendance directors were looking for. At that time (and in many cases still) curators proposed the exhibitions and controlled their content while all other staff members (educators, designers, etc.) were cast as supporting players. Educators argued that they could make exhibitions more responsive and understandable to visitors only if they had direct participation in the formative exhibition creation process. 

Starting in the 1970’s, as a counterbalance to the curatorial control, some museums adopted a new exhibition creation paradigm known as the “team approach” which set up a decision-making group process that included educators and designers in addition to curators.  The team approach became widely touted, taught and experimented with. 
 ADDIN EN.CITE 
(Rounds and McIlvaney, 2000, McIlvaney, 2000, Roberts, 2000, Gurian, 1990, Lang, 2003)
  It has been modified and remodified many times over the ensuing thirty years it has been in use. At base however, the team approach has had the intentional effect of diminishing the curators’ dominance over exhibition content and interpretation wherever it was used. 

When attendance figures began to be used as internal and external measures of success, some directors began to create new supervisory administrative posts within the museum hierarchy (“experience directors” and “vice presidents for public programs”, etc.) charged with increasing the public’s use of the museum.  These new positions were organizationally placed at levels equal with curators and in positions to mitigate the curator’s authority.  Yet even in museums where such reorganizations took place, most institutions still expected curators to remain subject matter experts and to control the accuracy of content in exhibitions and on collections records.  

FIRST PERSON INTERPRETATION:

An additional attack on the curator’s unitary control of content when external stakeholders began to demand a voice in the creation of exhibitions.  Many members of tribal cultures demanded to speak directly to the museum audience about objects made by their ancestors, bypassing the curatorial voice.  Responding to this request became a leitmotiv for museums that housed cultural collections 
 ADDIN EN.CITE 
(National Museum of the American Indian (U.S.), 1994, Gurian, 2004, Anderson, 1990)
.  
Allowing community members to speak directly to the visitor raised new curatorial problems.  Believing in the tradition of presenting dispassionate “factual” information some curators were confronted with community members whose belief system differed and whose integration of “myth” and folklore was essential, they felt, to tell the necessary “truth”. In some places first person labels or techniques such as co-curating exhibitions with community members proved to be a technique used to moderate disputes.
 
In some museums there has been an increase in the number of curators of indigenous backgrounds who have the same scholarly credentials as their non-indigenous colleagues and whose expectations matches the curatorial model.  In other museums there has been an attempt to create positions where native knowledge is accorded parallel status with academic curators. Yet these accommodations are only successful in those museums where the curatorial staffs believe in them.  
The late Michael Ames, feeling that these adaptations were covering over the true intentions of the institutions wrote in 2005: 
“Museums have typically preferred the Wizard of Oz technique: exhibits present the anonymous voice of authority, while in reality texts are constructed by one or more curators hiding behind the screens of the institution. As ideas about ‘multi-vocality,’ ‘inter-textuality,’ and ‘hybridity’ become more popular, more wizards may be added, including honorary Indigenous representatives recruited from outside the academy. Nevertheless museums continue in many cases to set the agendas, manage recruiting processes, and control the final editing and presentation of exhibits. It is the nature of bureaucracies to protect their prerogatives.” (Ames, 2005)
VERACITY AND TRUTHFULNESS  

It can be argued that curators’ reluctance to give up control is well grounded.  Curators view their job as protecting the museum’s reputation as intellectually trustworthy. Veracity is seen as a most important and central attribute for justifying the very existence of museums.  Museums are trusted, curators argue, because they have “real” objects and present “truthful” information.  
But in cyberspace, curators argue, both the reality of objects and the reliability of information are under assault. Yet we all know that acknowledged scholars do not agree on many subjects, and making their contrasting arguments known does not diminish understanding, I would contend.
Many trusted organizations facing the same dilemma are creating electronic systems of multiple streams of responsive information that seem to enhance their reputation. A review of the New York Times electronic website with its multiple linkages can serve as an example.  The rise of “open-source” academic journal websites might serve as another. The organizations that create informational formats that invite audience participation (i.e. Wikipedia) seem to have enhanced their usefulness and their importance. This is not without growing pains and limit setting but is intrinsically different from simple single source information found on labels in exhibitions. 
SO WHAT’S TO BECOME OF CURATORS?
Given this fast changing technological world that is challenging authoritative institutions, museums seem caught in a cross-road -- to leave the museum in its traditional role as a unitary expert of civic trustworthiness or to decide to embrace the possibilities attendant to the role of knowledge gatherers, assemblers and responders making museums into safe places for civic “forums”.

And even then, having made a decision to change (slowly or quickly) the director can still retain traditional curators as his/her knowledge experts but in doing so the director will have to choose to assign the tasks of assembling multiple sources of information to the IT or the education department or both.  I suspect this change will be gradual so that it feels organic.  But assigning knowledge accumulation to others without changing the responsibilities of the curator as resident expert will diminish the power of the curator as knowledge tsar.   
Interleaving the IT and education departments with the curators will open up old wounds and recent tussles. Museum educators and curators have had disagreements in the past about their respective roles and responsibilities and will have to clarify them again under these new conditions.  Anticipating this problem, the code of ethics promulgated by the Association of Art Museum Curators in 2007 attempted to mediate the relationship and suggest that information presentation is a shared responsibility.

 “Curators must accept the responsibility of addressing different audiences in their writing and speaking about their collections, whether a scholarly audience of their peers or a broader public without their specialized knowledge of the field. This responsibility extends to their writing, for museum publications as well as labels produced for the collection galleries or special exhibitions. In adapting their scholarship for a context extending beyond their immediate peers, curators can rely upon the expertise of educators in effectively addressing the general museum visitor.” 
 

The person installed in this new museum position would answer questions and create the content base using a variety of internal and contracted expertise.  The museum curator would become only one among a group of experts used by the information manager to provide content.  
The personality type best suited for this position would delight in locating a wide array of information (not exclusively self-generated), be well organized, have a naturally curious intellect and a responsive personality. They would view the location of controversial and oppositional information favorably and would enjoy creating multiple streams of disparate information. 
The Information manager job is somewhat analogous to “exhibition developers” who already exist in some museums.  Developers create exhibitions by synthesizing content from a variety of sources including staff curators. Hiring information managers would continue the curators’ role of content generation as before, but curators would not determine which content becomes public or to what external sites the information was linked.  The curator would become like a journalist who argues with the editor over placement of copy and length of text.  Indeed, this already happens when a museum employs editors in the creation of label copy.  

The big difference between exhibition developers and information managers is the control of viewpoints presented.  Developers hew to the museum’s originating viewpoint even while using multiple sources of information.  When representing controversial topics developers continue to present the direction laid out by the institution.  Information managers would, on the other hand, have as a job description the location and presentation of a multiplicity of voices and would therefore make a much wider range of content available for the visitor to choose from.  In fact aside from creating formats and setting the protocol and etiquette surrounding the information, the information manager would most often refrain from editing allowing conversation and controversy to take place unhampered.
THE TECHNICAL OPPORTUNITIES OF SHARING AUTHORITY

Linking exhibitions to outside sites with additional information, source material, and pictures of comparable objects, while technically easy to do so, takes a policy shift to allow the institution to broaden and share its authority. If the museum chooses to make such alternative information available to the visitor, should the curator be the funnel that determines how much and what kind of additional information the public data base should contain, or will the museum just make the whole web available to be searched freely? 
If the museum decides to include visitor input that too will raise a question: who on staff is the institutional responder, and what form should that response take?  In other words, should answering public inquiry become integrated into the curator’s job? 

And if the museum encourages levels of interactivity that by-pass an institutional response and facilitates content that is person-to-person generated should quality control and monitoring of such exchanges become part of the curator’s job as well?

Projecting current trends into the immediate future, I think electronic labels will soon be available for downloading on small hand-held hardware. This will make label changing and information customization easy.  It will also make current installations of three-dimensional objects into highly flexible armatures for many simultaneous, and different, exhibitions.  Will the curator become for only one of these available streams or all of them?

It is the answers to these and similar questions that will determine the future job descriptions and relationships among, the curator, educator and information technologist.  These are not merely administrative niceties.  How these issues are resolved will go to the heart of the museum’s philosophy – how it regards its role as trusted authority and how it defines its interaction with its audiences.  
And if the profession of curators collectively decides to embrace the new role of the knowledge gatherers and distributors then the curriculum of the graduate school and in-service training programs will need to be radically changed. 
I can envision some curators enthusiastically taking on the public presentation of their already omnivorous intellectual selves because as trained scholars they in fact keep current by reading widely from multiple sources. Some curators may feel that this new role will be just as or even more rewarding then their current responsibilities as knowledge controllers and synthesizers.  

DO CURATORS NEED TO STAY ON SALARY?

Given the changing world of information distribution described in this paper, the question logically arises: “do we still need curators and if so, do they need to be on salary”? The answer will vary depending again on the central philosophy of the director.  Without questions museums will continue to need access to content experts who will research objects, locate new collections, create information for the data base, suggest and write collections policy, recommend individual accessions and deaccessions, and inform exhibitions -- much as before.  Yet the uses of that expertise will change.

Given the advantages espoused by those who promote outsourcing as a way to enhance an organization’s effectiveness, efficiency, and flexibility, an institution’s organization chart might change considerably.  While curators do not “own” the collection, their devotion and loyalty make them unique spokespersons for the institutional mission.  They have credibility with donors and with the academic community.  So destabilizing their traditional position carries risk.

Would the museum’s content experts need to be curators?  And if so, would they need to be on salary?  Salaried curators are certainly not and never have been the only available knowledgeable scholars. Guest curators are already widely used.  Offering to share access to university academicians through joint appointments and paying portions of salaries exists as well.  

The benefit of outsourcing is organizational streamlining, keeping only those positions determined to be “core”, and contracting out all other aspects of expertise as needed.  What gets defined as core varies within museums.  Some suggest that in service-providing organizations, only those who directly serve the public should be on salary.  In addition, there is a case to be made that additional salaried positions should be held by the one senior supervisor in each of the other functions.
Each of these senior Supervisors serve as talent scouts and liaisons with groups of contracted experts in their field and are in charge of the distribution of needed work in a timely fashion.  Such a combination of talent scout, work distributor and supervisor of incoming work product is seen increasingly as a job description for all salaried managers in many industries. 
This job description is already evident in less sensitive areas of museum work, such as security and payroll.  In order to extend this practice into areas of content, the museum would hire a chief curator who serves as the supervisor and distributor of needed contracted work to a network of experts selected to fit the specific museum in terms of expertise, interest and compatibility.  It is the permanent “chief” curator who would be charged with carrying on the museum’s mission and becoming the spokesperson for outside relationships. 

Some/many content experts themselves might prefer to be self-employed contract curators.  Curators might like a work life that gives them access to a variety of collections and personal control of their time and interests.  Museums might like that as well, deciding that they wish to have access to multiple points of view expressed by different curators, keeping the ideas presented to the public fresh and changing. 
There are already private companies of organized experts for hire in allied areas (registration, collections care, restoration, exhibition development, design and fabrication) some of which did not exist twenty-five years ago.  It is not inconceivable that curators will also choose to amalgamate and become private advisors for hire.

In another model some museums have “wholly owned income generating subsidiaries” within individual museums that employ specific curators focused on research as needed by others.
  These entities, (mostly in the sciences), generate earned and grant income that cover costs and sometimes produce net revenue for their parent organization.  So keeping a whole group of curators on salary but hiring them out for others to use is not inconceivable either. 
THE TRAINING OF CURATORS TO BECOME DIRECTORS
Curators have long been worried about changes to their job which include non-academic aspects like marketing, fundraising and cost accounting.  
Since museum directors were traditionally chosen from the curatorial ranks there has been a desire to “upskill” curators to keep them competitive.  For example, an art foundation (The Center for Curatorial Leadership) has been set up to train art curators in gaining these needed skills in order to lessen the possibilities that directors would be chosen from business schools rather than academia.  

Speaking at the founding of the Association of Art Museum Curators in 2001, Philippe de Montebello, then Director of the Metropolitan Museum of Art, charged curators to consider as a high priority the crisis of the diminishing pool of future museum directors: 

"If we are to win the battle of the 'curator/director' over the 'administrator/director,' a profile with which increasingly boards of trustees are instinctively more comfortable, and then it is essential to enlarge the pool of curators with the qualifications to be tomorrow's museum directors. It is essential, in order to reassure trustees that hiring curators as directors will not compromise the business-like running of a museum's affairs, in other words, their bottom line.”

The choice of directors in future may require even less knowledge of specific content and include more about methods of content interactivity.  Where will this leave the curator with aspirations to direct museums?

SUMMARY

This paper is about the inevitable change in information availability caused by the net, and ways museums may choose to change their relationship with information access and control.  It is further about the position of curator, because that is the role most closely linked with the museum’s reputation as an authoritative institution.  My fundamental assumption is that museums will soon need to shift from being a singular authority to a participant and encourager of intellectual and social engagement among its visitors.  In doing so museums will have to look at the administrative assignments and responsibilities of staff in order to become this more responsive institution. 

All this goes to the heart of the curator’s job description as creator and producer of the information itself. Some will argue that changing the curator’s position would be not only difficult but foolhardy.  Basically all museums must rely on content specialists whatever they do.  However the current curator position could be transformed from today’s unitary knowledge tsar to the enthusiastic distributor of knowledge gleaned from many sources and many points of view in real time. Curators have the option of becoming knowledge managers, light editors, an expert among experts, and an eager “includer”.  Or they can choose to remain the single-source one-way knowledge provider that many are today.  

Any change will require official new job descriptions, changed internal reporting structures, an altered training regimen and a different sense of self-worth. If curators choose to remain in an unchanged position, their museums will either have decided to ignore the interests of their future public, or given this important new responsibility to others.  
Put another way, to the extent that curators have been an impediment in holding back museums from becoming more candid about contested content, more responsive to their publics and more catholic in their exhibition choice then refocusing the curators’ work to become eager distributors of views from multiple sources would help move museums to become the democratic and inclusive institutions many have long hoped for. 
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� see curator: � HYPERLINK "http://education.yahoo.com/reference/dictionary/entry/curator" �http://education.yahoo.com/reference/dictionary/entry/curator� 


� In the 1970’s the Boston Children’s Museum created the role of Developer to replace Curator.  The Developer job description was to organize exhibitions gathering information from many outside scholars and working with designers and educators.  The role of Developer has become commonplace in many institutions. 


� See Letters to the editor � ADDIN EN.CITE <EndNote><Cite><Author>Blair;</Author><Year>1999</Year><RecNum>1190</RecNum><record><rec-number>1190</rec-number><foreign-keys><key app="EN" db-id="9s52ewf5wrs0znepftppfwsw52xrdd2dpzea">1190</key></foreign-keys><ref-type name="Magazine Article">19</ref-type><contributors><authors><author>Claude Blair; </author><author>Philippa Glanville;</author><author> Francis Haskell;</author><author> C. M. Kauffmann; </author><author>Santina Levey;</author><author> Denis Mahon; </author><author>J. V. G. Mallet; </author><author>Jennifer Montagu;</author><author> Anthony Radcliffe</author></authors></contributors><titles><title>Re-Structuring at the Boston Museum of Fine Arts</title><secondary-title>The Burlington Magazine</secondary-title></titles><pages>624</pages><volume>141</volume><number>1159</number><dates><year>1999</year><pub-dates><date>October 1999</date></pub-dates></dates><orig-pub>The Burlington Magazine Publications, Ltd..</orig-pub><work-type>Letter to the Editor</work-type><urls><related-urls><url>Stable URL:</url><url>http://links.jstor.org/sici?sici=0007-6287%28199910%29141%3A1159%3C624%3ARATBMO%3E2.0.CO%3B2-U</url></related-urls></urls></record></Cite></EndNote>�BLAIR;, C., GLANVILLE;, P., HASKELL;, F., KAUFFMANN;, C. M., LEVEY;, S., MAHON;, D., MALLET;, J. V. G., MONTAGU;, J. & RADCLIFFE, A. (1999) Re-Structuring at the Boston Museum of Fine Arts. The Burlington Magazine.�


� � HYPERLINK "http://mailman.nhm.ku.edu/pipermail/taxacom/1993-October/014412.html" �http://mailman.nhm.ku.edu/pipermail/taxacom/1993-October/014412.html�	see public outcry of curators and other scientists against the then President of the Canadian Museum of Nature which eventually led to his dismissal in 1993. 


� For example, the title of the AAM’s statement on responsibility to its many publics – Excellence and Equity – reflected the tension of the participants who argued either for the primacy of scholarship (excellence) or inclusion (equity) and sometimes felt that there was no possible synthesis between the two. � ADDIN EN.CITE <EndNote><Cite><Author>AAM</Author><Year>1991</Year><RecNum>463</RecNum><record><rec-number>463</rec-number><foreign-keys><key app="EN" db-id="9s52ewf5wrs0znepftppfwsw52xrdd2dpzea">463</key></foreign-keys><ref-type name="Generic">13</ref-type><contributors><authors><author>AAM</author></authors><secondary-authors><author>Hirzy, Ellen</author></secondary-authors></contributors><titles><title>Excellence and Equity : Education and the Public Dimension of Museums : a report</title></titles><pages>27</pages><keywords><keyword>American Association of Museums.</keyword><keyword>Museum education</keyword></keywords><dates><year>1991</year></dates><pub-location>Washington, D.C.</pub-location><publisher>American Association of Museums, Task Force on Museum Education</publisher><isbn>0931201144</isbn><urls></urls></record></Cite><Cite><Author>Gurian</Author><Year>1992</Year><RecNum>801</RecNum><record><rec-number>801</rec-number><foreign-keys><key app="EN" db-id="9s52ewf5wrs0znepftppfwsw52xrdd2dpzea">801</key></foreign-keys><ref-type name="Book Section">5</ref-type><contributors><authors><author>Gurian, Elaine Heumann</author></authors></contributors><titles><title>The Importance of &apos;And&apos;</title><secondary-title>Patterns in Practice: Selections from the Journal of Museum Education</secondary-title></titles><pages>88-89</pages><dates><year>1992</year></dates><pub-location>Washington D.C.</pub-location><publisher>Museum Education Roundtable,</publisher><orig-pub>Journal of Museum Education, 16:3, Fall 1991, 3-17.</orig-pub><urls></urls></record></Cite></EndNote>�AAM (1991) Excellence and Equity : Education and the Public Dimension of Museums : a report. IN HIRZY, E. (Ed.). Washington, D.C., American Association of Museums, Task Force on Museum Education, GURIAN, E. H. (1992) The Importance of 'And'. Patterns in Practice: Selections from the Journal of Museum Education. Washington D.C., Museum Education Roundtable,.�


� The current curator’s job retains some variant of this original concept.  An example is to be seen in the first sentence of the mission statement of the Association of Art Museum Curators written in 2001. “Curators have a primary responsibility for the acquisition, care, display, and interpretation of works of art for the benefit of the public” �  A similar version written for a different specialty and a decade earlier (in 1980) at the Smithsonian reads “The Federal Civil Service standards for a museum curator, as interpreted and applied by the Smithsonian Institution's National Museum of History and Technology, include four primary functions: collection of historical objects, exhibition, public service, and research.” � ADDIN EN.CITE <EndNote><Cite><Author>Davis</Author><Year>1980</Year><RecNum>1189</RecNum><record><rec-number>1189</rec-number><foreign-keys><key app="EN" db-id="9s52ewf5wrs0znepftppfwsw52xrdd2dpzea">1189</key></foreign-keys><ref-type name="Journal Article">17</ref-type><contributors><authors><author>Davis, Audrey B.</author></authors></contributors><titles><title>A Museum Curator</title><secondary-title>The Public Historian,</secondary-title></titles><periodical><full-title>The Public Historian,</full-title></periodical><pages>97-99</pages><volume>2</volume><number>4 summer 1980</number><keywords><keyword>curator</keyword></keywords><dates><year>1980</year></dates><publisher>University of California Press.</publisher><urls><related-urls><url>Stable URL:</url><url>http://links.jstor.org/sici?sici=0272-3433%28198022%292%3A4%3C97%3AAMC%3E2.0.CO%3B2-V</url></related-urls></urls></record></Cite></EndNote>�DAVIS, A. B. (1980) A Museum Curator. The Public Historian,, 2, 97-99.�  


� There are some directors and writers who are imagining new levels of activity.  Geoffrey Lewis in “Memory and Universality: A UNESCO debate” attributes a description of “digital repatriation “to Bernice Murphy:





 “Web 2.0 presents opportunities of interactive and co-creation of meaning which the museum world has only begun to explore.  Digital repatriation is a powerful means of stimulating recuperative knowledge in source community.  A reflexive museology should be developed through which new relationships can be established embracing all the communities involved.  New projects and research should be commissioned.”





�  � HYPERLINK "http://www.artcurators.org/members/aamc_professional_standards_practices.pdf" �http://www.artcurators.org/members/aamc_professional_standards_practices.pdf�	p.9.





� (See Museum of London Archeological Service for example


� � HYPERLINK "http://www.curatorialleadership.org" �www.curatorialleadership.org�.	
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