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The definition of the museum through its social role
KAREN BROWN , AND FRANC�OIS MAIRESSE

Abstract For the seventh time in its history the ICOM1 Definition of a Museum is under discussion, with a

view to possible revision to be agreed at the General Conference in Kyoto in September 2019. As part of this

process, ICOFOM initiated an academic debate on the Definition, welcoming museologists, museum

professionals and policy makers to a suite of symposia held around the world in 2017. In this article, we

consider the results of symposia held in France, Argentina, Brazil, and Scotland in the light of the changing

social role of museums, and reveal how the museum has come to perceive itself differently in relation to

museumvalues, participation and social inclusion in Europe and Latin America.

INTRODUCTION

Everyone thinks they know what a “mu-

seum” is, but the boundaries of that definition

are constantly evolving. The last century has

seen the purpose and values of the museum lar-

gely transformed to the point where, it could be

argued, collections – once so central tomuseums

– are considered of secondary importance today.

Since its inception in 1977, ICOFOM – the

International Committee for Museology of

ICOM – has interrogated a number of key

questions in museology, including the

museum’s economic role, its social function, and

the necessity of carrying out research. Currently,

these questions are resurfacing with force in

debates that have practical implications for the

ICOM Definition. Entering into a process of

re-evaluating that Definition, ICOMhas put in

place a Standing Committee on the Museum

Definition, Prospects and Potentials (MDPP),

presided over by Jette Sandahl, and it will be

informed by thinking generated through ICO-

FOM. In embarking on its international reflec-

tion, it drew on its Regional Alliances,

ICOFOM LAC (Latin America and the Car-

ibbean) and ICOFOM ASPAC (Asia and the

Pacific), to engage in cross-cultural, inter-regio-

nal andmulti-lingual dialogue in order to garner

an understanding of the purposes and values of

“museum” past, present and future. This paper

is written by two museologists who formerly
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worked as amuseum director and curator, rather

than from the position of museum audiences or

users. Similarly, the vast majority of symposia

participants came from the museum profession

or the academy, as it is anticipated that the work

of theMDPPwill solicit a wider range of partic-

ipation from museum audiences/users around

the globe.

One of the major lessons learned from

ICOFOM’s global endeavour was the consider-

able differences in notions of what a museum is

across the world and in different linguistic con-

texts. In today’s world of global migration and

demographic shifts, public expectations of

museums are ever-changing, as many prospec-

tive studies on the future of museums show.2

Moreover, transnational understandings of the

museum have been largely erased by the hege-

mony of Anglophone literature on the subject,

indicative of the growing imposition of English

as the lingua franca of the academic world at

large. By contrast, ICOFOM’s methodology

creates a counterbalancing multi-lingual

approach, taking account of emerging scholar-

ship in the French, Brazilian Portuguese, Latin

American Spanish, and English-speaking

worlds. Considered through this prism, the

overarching rationale for the current article is to

analyse the outcomes of four symposia from

2017 held at the Universit�e Sorbonne, Paris (9–

11 June), the Universidad Nacional de Avel-

laneda, Buenos Aires (9–10 November), the

Universidade Federal do Estado do Rio de

Janeiro (16–17 November), and the University

of St Andrews, Scotland (25 November).3 The

dialogue, debate and subsequent publications

generated through these networked endeavours

have highlighted ways in which we are working

in a fractured, unequal world where the concept

of “museum” differs significantly, sometimes

completely, from one institution to another,

from one country to another, one culture to

another, and one language to another. This

immediately raises the question: how can

ICOM conceive of a hegemonic Definition fit

that will serve an imagined international

museum community and which balances local

politics with “the will of the global commu-

nity”? (see Fraser 2016).

According to the ICOM Statutes, Article 3,

Section 1: “A museum is a non-profit, perma-

nent institution in the service of society and its

development, open to the public, which

acquires, conserves, researches, communicates

and exhibits the tangible and intangible heritage

of humanity and its environment for the pur-

poses of education, study and enjoyment”

(ICOM Definition of a museum 2007). When

in November 2015 UNESCO adopted

ICOM’s Definition in its “Recommendation on

the Protection and Promotion of Museums and

Collections” (the first since 1960), it was subse-

quently adopted by all 195 of its member states

(UNESCO 2015), thereby conferring an even

more significant role to ICOM’s Definition.

Such apparently positive recognition raises

many related questions: what is the purpose of

such a Definition?; who is it for?; where else

does it appear in legislation? (Rivet 2017);

which museums are included in the Definition,

and which are excluded?; in what ways has the

Definition been adapted by national museum

associations? (Botte et al. 2017). Above all,

what are the underlying values communicated

by this Definition?

It goes without saying that the museum

described in the 2007Definition was still largely

European in origin and from a time of colonial

expansion; yet today, there are multiple entities

in Europe and beyond identifying themselves as

museums that may not fulfil all of the require-

ments in the Definition. Moreover, throughout

the world the social role of museums is gaining

agency, and recent years have seen – in Latin
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America especially – the development of new,

experimental museums that challenge the canon

and prompt us to ask whether we can still insist

on the museum being a permanent “institution”

rather than a more inclusive kind of organisa-

tion, and whether the phrase “in the service of

society and its development” is sufficient to

evoke the role played by the museums of the

new millennium? In the wake of political

upheaval museums can witness pedagogical

reformation, and – as we shall elucidate – espe-

cially in Latin America, a museum can be

understood as a form of resistance.

Numerous authors have worked on the

museum definition in the past, including Henry

Cole who wrote about the educational role of

the South Kensington Museum, and George

BrownGoode who theorised about the “Mutual

Responsibilities of the Community and the

Museum” towards each other as early as 1895

(see Desvall�ees and Mairesse 2011). In recent

decades, options for museum definitions inside

and outside ICOM continue to be discussed by

scholars, including Weil’s rethinking of the

museum (1990), Ginsburgh and Mairesse’s

quantitative analysis of museum missions in

Belgium (1997), andHeumannGurian’s propo-

sition for different museum types or categories

(2002).2 However, as predicted by Fleming, the

past decade has seen increased democratisation

of museums and blurred boundaries between

concepts such as “professional” and “public”,

bringing about fundamental change in museum

values (Fleming 2005). As a result of ICOFOM

research, these changes seem to us to be domi-

nant, and are equally present in various forecast

reports and documents produced in museum

fora (see note 2). One could remark, of course,

that other considerable changes have taken place

in the world of museums, sparked by the spec-

tacular development of Chinese museums

(Jacobson 2014; Lu 2014; Schiele 2016). If

certain transformations appear at the core of

several Asian countries such as Japan, notably

concerning the link to collections (seeMorishita

2010), the reflection on the museum itself

appears still relatively limited with regard to the

Occidental vision of themuseum.

Transnational multi-lingual ICOFOM

research into the Definition is highlighting the

relationship between museums and society (in

Europe and in Latin America), but this rela-

tionship differs from one continent to the next.

For example, in Anglophone scholarship today,

“social role” brings to mind the work of recent

scholars such as Sandell (2002, 2016) or Crooke

(2007), and is a contemporary critical issue

linked to governmental agendas concerning

social inclusion. At the same time, contempo-

rary Latin American scholarship in Spanish and

Brazilian Portuguese, foregrounded by ICO-

FOM-LAM, traces a way of seeing where the

needs of people (rather than policy makers or

funders) are taken as a starting point. For exam-

ple, the 200-plus network ofmuseos comunitarios

(community museums) developed through

Latin America since the 1990s or theMuseu das

Remoc�~oes (museum of removals) in Rio de

Janeiro, established since the 2016 Olympics,

are salient cases in point of museums that have

found local solutions to their problems, outside

established state structures. Community muse-

ums in Latin America are tackling a variety of

problems pending their socio-cultural and

political contexts, but it should be noted that

the insights gained through such Latin Ameri-

can museum movements can offer insights that

speak to global phenomena. Points of contact

and divergence concerning the values and pur-

pose of museums in the twenty-first century are

therefore evolving in each continent, with our

network’s research feeding into a deeper under-

standing of the ICOMDefinition and its rami-

fications in an unbalanced world.
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In what follows, having first outlined the

origins of the social role of the museum and

referred to some of that history’s most impor-

tant protagonists, we shall revisit the turning

point of the 1970s when a new approach to

museology began, a moment that set in motion,

at once, the creation of a new type of museum

(ecomuseums, neighbourhood museums, etc.)

and a new focus on museums for the collective

good. Significantly, both of these moments

occurred at the same as a reflection on the evolv-

ing ICOM Definition and its relationship to

society. We shall then analyse the current state

of these reflections in the light of contributions

and discussions from the first symposia organ-

ised by ICOFOMaround the world.

MILESTONES IN A SOCIAL HISTORY OF

THE MUSEUM

Museummodels such as the French revolu-

tionary model of the Louvre, or the Museum of

French Monuments aimed to associate the

museum with the nation and the constitution of

a unified collective, if not of a universal memory.

In parallel with this construction, small local

museums were established by local intellectuals

(private cabinets, academies and history or

archaeology societies), or by philanthropists

working alongside ordinary citizens. The small

local museum of Wimbledon conceived by

Joseph Toynbee is one remarkable example of

where, in order to develop a local initiative, a

community without significant heritage was

able to simultaneously locate itself in collections

coming from the land and be enriched intellec-

tually (Toynbee 1863). Similarly, the Scottish

polymath and urbanist Patrick Geddes sought

to implement the Outlook Tower in Edin-

burgh, and conceived the museum by integrat-

ing it in town planning. “Every active-minded

citizen would thus find the museum to be the

most accessible and convenient place in the

town for getting up all he wants to know about

his city’s life and affairs; he would also be

aroused to new interests, and learn things he

never thought of before”, he wrote (Geddes

1908; Jarron 2006). During the nineteenth cen-

tury, a number of museums with a community

focus also developed in a more or less sponta-

neous manner, for example, in France with the

initiative of Edmond Groult and cantonal

museums (Mairesse 2000), or in Germany

through the heimatmuseum or country houses

(Charl�ety 2005). The idea also emerged in the

USA, where it was masterfully deployed by John

CottonDana at NewarkMuseum, “amuseum it

will profit a city tomaintain” (Dana 1920).

Since the inter-war period, the idea of the

community museum has become closely associ-

ated with the small local museum, especially in

the USA where a specific literature on the topic

emerged (Payne 1893). It was also around this

time that the social role of museums in Europe

began to be written about, notably by the

Belgian Jean Capart (1936). However, interest

progressively declined during the SecondWorld

War (despite Th�eodore Low’s 1942 essay on the

social role of the museum) and in the years that

followed. Only towards the end of the 1960s

was there a significant turning point, brought

about by the Canadian Duncan Cameron, in

particular, and by a growing awareness of the

Latin New Museology in the English-speaking

world. Of particular note are two articles pub-

lished by Cameron inCurator. Firstly, in “View-

point: the museum as a communication system”

(1968), Cameron invites the reader to think of

museums not as a collection of objects but as a

place aiming to diffuse knowledge, thereby

bringing about a shift in focus towards museum

publics, particularly through visitor surveys,

which were developing at the time. Secondly, in

“The museum, a temple or a forum”, Cameron

4 Article: The definition of the museum through its social role
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(1971) calls for the museum to open itself to

society and become a place of debate between

citizens. It is in this context that the first major

social histories of museums appeared (see Burt

1977; Hudson 1975). Such propositions also

influenced officials of ICOM at that time, most

notably its director, Hugues de Varine, and its

former director and permanent advisor,

GeorgesHenri Rivi�ere.

SANTIAGO DE CHILE AND THE BIRTH OF

THE LATIN NEW MUSEOLOGY

From the late 1960s onwards, ICOM,

through its director and the review Museum

International, became aware of the develop-

ment of several new museums, such as the

National Museum of Niger at Niamey, or the

Anacostia Neighborhood Museum in Wash-

ington DC, the latter managed by John Kinard

(see Hudson 1977). These new initiatives,

based more closely on the needs of the popula-

tion than traditional museums, formed an ideo-

logical backdrop to the historic “Round

Table on the role of museums in relation to the

social and economic needs of modern day Latin

America”, held in Santiago de Chile in 1972

and which brought together museologists from

Central and South America, rural development

specialists, and representatives from UNESCO

and ICOM. Discussions were conducted in

Spanish, and the resulting “Declaration of San-

tiago de Chile” (1972), published by UNESCO

in Museum in 1973, puts forward the concept

that museums have a primary responsibility to

meet the needs of their communities. The idea

that a museum should be “at the service of soci-

ety and its development”, a phrase found in the

UNESCO Declaration of 1972, was also

reproduced in the 1974 ICOM Definition of a

Museum; it has continued to be included right

up to the present day.

These changes in the 1970s marked a shift

from a museum focused on traditional values of

custodianship, preservation and interpretation

to one where the needs of the community are

located at its core. The so-called Latin New

Museology4 was born at this time, affecting the

working practices of museums that were often

functioning in contexts outside the confines of

the ICOMDefinition in countries such as Bra-

zil, Mexico, Canada, China and Japan (de Var-

ine 2017a). Ultimately, these anti-elitist ideas

and practices challenged existing structures in

society, and worked towards cultural decoloni-

sation. As described by De Varine, a signatory

of the 1972 Declaration, such a nexus of politi-

cal, social and cultural forces both inside and

outside Europe led to the conception of what

we now know as the ecomuseum during an

ICOM conference held in France in the early

1970s – a kind of integral museum that would

become, first and foremost, an “agent of local

development” (de Varine 2017b; 11).5 Such a

fluid and open concept is far removed from the

ICOM Definition, and even further from the

Oxford English Dictionary Online’s museum

definition as “a building in which objects of his-

torical, scientific, artistic, or cultural interest are

stored and exhibited”.

Of particular interest to current ICOFOM

scholarship is that ideas behind the integral

museum and the ecomuseum have a long his-

tory of Europe-Latin America relations. In

1980, Desvall�ees inserted an encyclopedia entry

on “Nouvelle Mus�eologie” into the Encyclopedia

Universalis to formalise the notion and concep-

tualise this community development agenda for

museums. The movement was subsequently

taken up in Latin America – for example, in

1984 the Declaration of Oaxtepec in Mexico –

and promoted by organisations such as

MINOM-ICOM (International Movement

for New Museology), established in 1985 (see

Karen Brown and Franc�ois Mairesse 5



Davis 2008). The 1984 Declaration restated

the importance of the new museology and

emphasised the role community museums

could play in recovering the natural and cultural

identities of regional spaces (De Carli 2006).

Then, in 1993, the National Programme for

Community Museums in Mexico defined a

community museum as one that was born in,

created, run and managed by the community,

thereby marking a shift from the ICOM con-

ception of a museum located at the centre and

being “at the service” of a given society to one

where the local community is an active agent

throughout all stages of the museum develop-

ment. A community museum founded in this

manner is one that can be socially sustainable,

and it draws its strength from support networks

(Camarena Ocampo and Morales Lerch 2016).

The benefits of such community-generated ini-

tiatives are manifold, as people are given the

chance to take control of their own history and

tell their own story, a story with which they can

identify outside the national museum model

with all of its attendant problems of colonial-

ism, imperialism, nationalism and elitism

affecting identity formation (Brown et al.

2018a; Macdonald 2003).

While the aspirations of such museums can

be very meaningful for inclusive and reflective

societies, they have been interrogated in the past

for their utopian side (Hudson 1975), and the

challenge for the ICOMDefinition in incorpo-

rating these types of museums can be under-

stood as a reduction of emphasis on “core”

functions such as collecting, conservation and

research. An exaggerated focus on societal bene-

fit can effectively tip the balance of semantic

emphasis within the ICOMDefinition. Indeed,

Jean Chatelain, Director of the Mus�ees de

France during the 1970s, even rejected the idea

of ecomuseums, stating that “a museumwithout

collections is not a museum” (Debary 2002, 40),

while De Varine argues that the museum in the

ICOM sense of the word is simply not compati-

ble with the ecomuseum: “The museum is an

institution. An ecomuseum is an invention. It is

something that is invented by people, by usually

several people, to answer local questions”

(2017a). According to him, as soon as an eco- or

community museum gets a real collection, it is

no longer an ecomuseum; it is a museum busy

with conserving the collection, exhibiting the

collection and acquiring more objects to com-

plete the collections (a trajectory he traces in

L’Ecomus�ee du Creusot).

DISCUSSIONS ON THE MUSEUM

DEFINITIONS AND ITS SOCIAL ROLE IN

THE TWENTY-FIRST CENTURY

Therefore, when discussing the ICOM

Definition of a Museum, the push and pull

between traditional purpose and values of muse-

ums, and trends relating to their social role

developed since the 1970s can be reconsidered

through the lens of Europe-Latin America rela-

tions. ICOFOM debate, creating a crucible for

thinking through Latin New Museological dis-

course alongside ingrained Anglophone percep-

tions thereby contributes to an understanding of

the social dimension of the ICOM Definition

in revealing ways. Even though “in the service of

society and its development” was included in

the Definition from 1974, ICOM’s priorities

have arguably remained with traditional muse-

ums andmuseology, rather than its social utility,

and have done to the present day (de Varine

2017b, 30–31). This is not always owing to the

actions of many ICOM members in their pro-

fessional work who subscribe to the ICOM

Code of Ethics (now translated into 38 lan-

guages); it is precisely because of the ways in

which the ICOMDefinition – codified in Eng-

lish and translated into multiple languages – is

6 Article: The definition of the museum through its social role
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implemented by different decision-making

actors (policy makers, lawyers, funders) in the

global community.

In Europe in particular, the world of eco-

museums and that of the Latin NewMuseology

experienced a diminution in popularity in the

1990s, owing in part to the commercial turn

adopted by the museum world at a time when

new, contemporary architectures, blockbuster

shows and museum marketing was embraced

(Mairesse 2002). Thus, an edited guide from

the beginning of the twenty-first century

reported only around 200 ecomuseums in Eur-

ope, compared tomany thousands of othermore

classical museums (Maggi 2002). The inaugura-

tion of very big museums, often of contempo-

rary art and of spectacular architecture designed

by “starchitects”, participated in a new urban

dynamic (Frey 1998). The triumph of certain

economic markets and of superstar museums

like Guggenheim Bilbao, conceived by Frank

Gehry, were born of a logic totally at odds with

that of the integral museum. In this context,

mass tourism and the attraction of what came to

be coined the “creative industries” within

neoliberal markets was privileged over the social

role.

These changes in how the museum per-

ceived itself were occurring even before the

financial crisis of 2007, which had a significant

impact on museums, and marked a turning

point regarding not only their current role but

also their future mission. These trends can be

seen in studies of museum prospects edited by

museum associations outside ICOM, studies

that predict, notably, a general diminution in

the intervention of public authorities in the

world of museums and the development of

collaborations and work with communities

(Museums Association 2012; Nederlandse

Museumvereniging 2010; Center for the Future

of Museums 2008). Once again, the link

between the museum and its community was in

the spotlight. The most striking example of this

trend is the British report Museums 2020 and

the resulting document,Museums Change Lives,

which envisaged the impact of museums and

positioned them in living connection with the

individual – the community, society and the

environment. More recently, ideas of a “sense of

place” linked to “well-being” have also adopted

increased agency for policymakers and muse-

ums, like the successful UK “Happy Museum”

project led by Tony Butler.6 Internationally,

museum education programmes for social inclu-

sion have also led to growing capacity within

large networks such as ICOM CECA (the

Committee for Museum Education, now the

largest committee within ICOM), or the Inclu-

sive Museum Network and Common Ground,

as well as national bodies such as the Group for

Education in Museums (GEM). Such a grow-

ing output of activities and books on the social

work of the museum, especially questions of

social inclusion, demonstrates a tendency that

certain authors such as Graham Black (2012)

suggest will become increasingly important for

decades to come.7 The trend also nods to the

limitations of this article, with our research

findings viewed through the lens of museology

rather than that of museum audiences or users.8

REFLECTIONS ON A NEW ICOM

DEFINITION OF A MUSEUM

It is in this context, then, that the work on

the Definition of a Museum, initiated by ICO-

FOM in 2017, should be understood. With

ICOM having started a process of revision, it

seemed important for this international com-

mittee interested in philosophical and theoreti-

cal questions to organise a series of symposia

across the world. The ICOFOM conferences,

organised through plenary assemblies and
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workshops on the Definition, have brought

together a large number of interventions, some

of which have already been published while

others are in process (Brown et al. 2018b;Mair-

esse 2017). The volume by Brown, Brulon and

Nazor includes only four written contributions

fromBuenos Aires, but in fact eight invited pro-

fessors presented their positions to the confer-

ence, and then chaired workshops discussing

their subjects and provided their inputs, as

described in the symposium summary (ICO-

FOM website summary). The conferences’

objective has been to enlighten the work of the

Standing Committee MDPP and the decisions

that will be taken at the General Assembly by

presenting the changes which, according to the

participants, should be made to the current

ICOMDefinition.

The analysis of this material, constituting

over 60 written contributions and syntheses of

symposia that engaged over 500 people,9 allows

us to explore some of the main propositions for

changes in the Definition. In what follows we

have sought to classify the proposed changes

through a simple typology. Working from the

corpus of emerging ideas, we have developed five

categories that seem to us to reflect the major

concerns raised by thewritten contributions.

The first category is grounded in a classical

reading of the museum, founded on collections

or on research, and acknowledges challenges

faced by museums, notably the digitization of

collections, and the way in which a new Defi-

nition should reflect them. A second category

adopts the point of view of museums as places

of education and considers the visitor as medi-

ator, learner, someone out for an experience,

someone to communicate with. A third cate-

gory takes a critical or museological reading of

the museum, insisting on its colonial role, for

example, or the values it must defend. The

fourth category focuses more directly on the

social role of the museum, and embraces con-

cepts such as participation, social inclusion and

societal development. Finally, the fifth cate-

gory looks at the administrative or financial

background of the museum and its role at the

level of tourism, international legislation and

so on (Table 1).

It would be presumptuous to draw defini-

tive conclusions from this summary and limited

panel. Nevertheless, if we consider these differ-

ent interventions as indicators of the direction

in which the institution is oriented in Europe

and especially in Latin America, the results are

interesting, to say the least. The first thing to

Table 1.

Suggested propositions for change

Symposium

location

Number of contributions written on the following themes

Digital

collections

research

Education visitor

experience

communication

Crit. thinking,

museology,

ethics (values)

Social role

inclusion

participation

Management

tourism, for profit,

legal aspects Total

Paris 8 6 6 12 7 39

Buenos Aires 1 3 4

Rio de

Janeiro

1 8 1 10

St Andrews 1 2 3 3 9

Total 8 8 9 26 11 62

8 Article: The definition of the museum through its social role

CURATOR THE MUSEUM JOURNAL



remark on is the relatively low interest in the

“classical” vision of the museum and in ques-

tions of digitization. One knows, however, the

importance that digitization measures have

adopted and, in a more general manner, the

principle of the digital museum, through the

internet and social media (Deloche 2001; Parry

2010), and most of the reports on museal

prospectives, like that of Trendswatch or the

Centre of the Future of Museums (see note 2),

evoke digitization as one of the sources of trans-

formation of museums. The same goes for col-

lections, considered as being located at the heart

of themuseum institution for decades. A certain

number of participants continue to insist on the

role of the collection and that of research. But

these contributions represent a minority in rela-

tion to the other changes suggested. Other

authors insist on aspects that have more to do

with the administration or management of

museums, whether through international tools

(the use of the ICOM Code of Ethics, Recom-

mendations and treaties), or via direct manage-

rial decisions (the question of tourism or of the

non-profit profile of the museum). These

administrative or institutional reflections appear

relatively minor compared to those that would

have an impact on the public or on society at

large.

The reflections that lean towards the sec-

ond category of the educational role of the

museum, those which see that as one of its basic

functions, also constitute a fairly classic view of

museums. The number of proposed changes

relating to this theme is roughly the same as

those relating to the first category. The contri-

butions concerning the social role of the

museum or adopting amore critical vision of the

institution in relation to people, stand out from

these reflections, indicating an educational

vision firmly anchored in the societal challenges

facing the institution.

The third approach is related to the differ-

ent critical currents affecting themuseum today,

notably critical museology, postcolonial studies

or museology in a broader sense, focusing in

particular on the underlying values that the

museum highlights (the need to be “competi-

tive” in a creative economy, Western domina-

tion, etc.) or on those that it should rely onmore

directly (humanism, democracy, cultural diver-

sity and the elimination of social barriers). It is

striking to note that in this context the relative

notions of the social role of the museum, efforts

to integrate and socially include, and the partici-

pation of different public audiences dominates

almost half of all proposals. This fact illustrates

in a striking way that, for a majority of the par-

ticipants who contributed to the discussions,

the social dimension of the museum is of para-

mount importance, and that society seems to

expect it from the institution nowadays, notably

in Europe, but even more so in Latin America

where this dimension seems completely domi-

nant, thus confirming the evolution of the con-

cept of museums.

Therefore, the evolution of museum func-

tions seems clear, at least for these authors, but

the question remains as to what is at stake in

revising the Definition.Would a revised ICOM

Definition lead institutions to cater to its visi-

tors and citizens at the expense of collections,

the preservation of which was, until now, con-

sidered to be its main mission? Some people, in

Latin America and in Europe, argue that muse-

ums should no longer have a patrimonial func-

tion but should instead address contemporary

society through exhibitions, events and partici-

patory actions. Such a position could push the

boundaries of the ICOM Definition too far, at

least for the many professionals who would pre-

fer to retain the status quo – but these individu-

als rarely show up in symposia to voice their

preference. This gap in knowledge will be
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redressed through investment in the ICOM

Standing Committee MDPP Round Tables in

multiple countries, the results of which will not

be fully known until 2019.

However, even with ICOFOM’s symposia

and ICOM’s practical exercises highlighting an

undeniable push towards the museum’s social

role, this trend must, in the end, be examined in

the light of museal history. If we have insisted at

length on social history for the purposes of this

article, it is because it casts light on the contem-

porary movement. Yet history teaches us that

museums do not evolve in a uniform and linear

way. Rather, focusing especially on European

and Latin American axiological changes, we

have noted how following the first evocations of

the social role of themuseum in the 1930s, other

dimensions (especially education) seem to have

taken firmer hold. Indeed, while the social func-

tion of museums has been strengthened since

the 1970s through the bias of the Latin New

Museology – in Latin America and continental

Europe alike – it should be noted that the early

museums who took this direction (such as the

Anacostia Neighborhood Museum, the Casa

del Museo and the Ecomuseum of Creusot)

have largely evolved to the point where they dis-

appeared or resemble classical museums. The

Latin NewMuseology, presented as an alterna-

tive to the crisis of the museums of the early

1970s, has thus seen a growth in Latin America

through the distinctive movement of the museos

comunitarios and other grass roots initiatives in

the 1990s, but seen amanifest decline in Europe

as discussed above. Of most interest, in this

regard, is the melding once again of European

and Latin American perspectives through the

inscription of the 1973 Declaration of Santiago

de Chile within the 2015 UNESCO “Recom-

mendation on the Protection and Promotion of

Museums and Collections”, marking an about

turn, in effect, to reinstate the value and

principles of the integral museum concept for

museums of the twenty-first century.

Viewed through this historical perspective,

would it not be better to speak of cycles of

strengthening and weakening of traditional

museum boundaries? It is interesting to note

that the periods during which the social role of

the museum is most discussed correspond to

periods of economic crisis or socio-political

unrest and resistance, be it in Europe or Latin

America. This was the case in the Western

world following the financial crisis of 2007–8,

but it was also the case in the 1970s after the first

oil shock, and earlier, in 1930 when the first

articles on the social role of museums emerged.

To be provocative, we might therefore ask

whether crises and threats to cultural identity

lead museums, in the most difficult moments,

to concentrate on the social role and the com-

munity surrounding them? If one were to adopt

this position and offer a counter-narrative to the

current museological debate, we could view

museal evolution as cyclical, and sooner or later

it would mean that the social function of the

museum, which seems currently so popular, will

in turn be eclipsed by other museum functions,

such as research, creativity, economic develop-

ment or collectionsmanagement.

CONCLUSIONS

At the time of writing, we are considering

whether we should change the ICOM Defini-

tion of aMuseum in 2019.While museum prac-

tice will continue to evolve in coming decades,

we are now grappling with changes that seem to

challenge some of our accepted definitions.

Because we are now questioning our definitions,

it may also be time to revisit ICOM’s triennial

goals to accept the need to regularly debate and

revise definitions in parallel to the evolution of

museum practice.
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In this article, we have focused for the most

part on the social role of the museum, which

appears to be of paramount concern to the

museum world today and somewhat underval-

ued by the present Definition. While ethical

investment in the social role of museums has

witnessed high and low points in modern Eur-

ope, in Latin America the socially oriented

museum has continued to reinvent itself since

the 1970s, with the lives and issues faced by peo-

ple taken as a starting point. ICOFOM research

highlighting emerging decolonial perspectives

in particular makes the ICOM Definition vul-

nerable in a way that could lead to a moment of

crisis, followed by positive change towards

greater balance between local politics and “the

will of the global community”. However, in

order to achieve this maturity the endeavour of

ICOFOM and the MDPP needs to invest –

through a combination of democratic participa-

tion and strategic funding – in reaching as many

diverse voices as possible. Our authorial posi-

tion as academics and museum managers will

inevitably lead to limitations in our research

findings. Nevertheless, our Table of Proposi-

tions above, representing a museum manage-

ment rather than audience/user demographic,

has highlighted some disparities even within

Europe, with the view from Paris signalling a

more or less collective understanding of what a

museum is (built upon its collections), a plat-

form fromwhich pressing concerns such as digi-

tization and research ethics can be debated. On

the other hand, the symposium in Scotland

weighed more heavily towards the socio-politi-

cal role of museums and focused on many levels

on museum principles. The fact is that in 2017–

18, many professionals perceive the museum

differently to the model inscribed in the ICOM

Definition, and participation and social action

matter to museum professionals, academics and

museum audiences alike. An axiological shift

has effectively taken place between 2007 (when

the Definition was last agreed and the financial

crisis began) and 2017, and ICOM must take

notice.

However, answers to questions concerning

the role of museums in today’s world and the

future of museums and their priorities in the

twenty-first century need not echo each other.

By taking a longer view of museum purposes

and values, reaching back to the nineteenth cen-

tury and taking stock of the pivotal museologi-

cal moments not least in the 1970s, the social

trends of today can be more clearly understood.

Moving beyond the ICOFOM symposia remit

to “Define the Museum of the 21st Century”,

there is a longer history to research that enables

us to understand the Definition through reflec-

tion on the past balanced with concerns of the

present and aspirations for possible futures. Pre-

ceding decades have taught us that change in

the museum world is nothing new, but at the

same time, seeing elements of the 1972Declara-

tion cited in the 2015 UNESCO Recommen-

dation marks a significant return to hearing the

Latin Americanmuseological voice and its chal-

lenges to concepts of museum, heritage, com-

munity, territory, and environment.

Therefore, in the run up to Kyoto 2019,

ICOM and interested policy makers will listen

attentively to multiple viewpoints while aiming

for a Definition flexible enough to encompass

future challenges. From what we have demon-

strated through symposia analysis, it could be

argued that collections – once so central to

museums – are considered of secondary impor-

tance today. In this regard, radical change to the

Definition would need to be considered by

ICOM alongside minute change at the level of

individual words and sentence structure. Mean-

while, although ICOFOM symposia are sig-

nalling a sea change in museology with serious

practical implications, the will of a large number
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of professionals anxious to preserve the nature

of the museum from its classic functions – per-

manence, collection, research – will also need to

be evidenced and accounted for. More than

ever, without a doubt, the museum thus appears

as a complex hybrid, torn between its collec-

tions, its public, and its researchers or, in a more

global manner, its users. The categories pre-

sented in this study insist on one of the facets of

museums, referring to different points of view,

whether professional, museological or public

relating to the museum, and it appears that the

museal reality, especially that experienced by

professionals daily on the ground, balances a

mix of categories, rather than one aspect out-

weighing the others.

What that body of professionals, currently

under-represented in ICOFOM and ICO-

FOM-LAM research, might argue for is that

while certain needs evolve, others remain, a fac-

tor revealed throughout the decades with more

or less force. Should the museum’s global Defi-

nition focus on the most current trends and the

institution continue to see itself differently, or

is there an “essence” of an “institution” that

should be protected? This could be the first

question to tackle regarding the role of the

ICOM definition. In origin the definition is

administrative or linked to ICOM’s statutes,

but its use surpasses this frame. The question of

the definition largely exceeds the problems of

membership to an international organisation

and its use authoritative use, as well as national

and international legislations. It enlightens

professionals on their understanding of their

function, but it also affects the public or pivate

authorities that subsidise them, while aiming to

take into account the evolution of the museum

for future years. These are the fundamental

issues that are dealt with here, and which go far

beyond the members of ICOM. Would such

issues not be worthy of writing about much

more precisely, and rather than offering in a

single sentence, what is meant by “museum”, to

continue permanently, after 2019, such a reflec-

tion exercise? This contentious question leads

us inexorably to focus on ways of comprehend-

ing the latter: what are the pillars of the

museum as a “permanent institution”? What is

its fundamental role as such? Can we consider,

moreover, a Definition sufficiently precise to

evoke the multiple dimensions that the entity

has adopted over the years? The original con-

cept of the museum, born in modern Europe

and exported around the world, has become a

cultural hybrid, and clearly one model no

longer offers groups and sub-groups of people

the possibility to narrate their own paths. To

respect the commonalities within our differ-

ences will pose a challenge to any diplomatic

organisation such as ICOM, and the museum

will remain a place of rich reflection on many of

the issues facing the human race beyond its

boundaries.
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NOTES

1. The International Council ofMuseums (ICOM)

was established in 1946. Today, it has over 37,000

members, including experts from 141 countries

and territories.

2. See, for example, the work of the Center for the

Future ofMuseums funded by theAmerican Alli-

ance ofMuseums, and its downloadable reports

Museums and Society 2034 orTrendswatch 2012.

(https://www.aam-us.org/programs/center-for-
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the-future-of-museums/). Similar reports were

also prepared by the BritishMuseumsAssocia-

tion (2012) or theDutchNederlandseMuseumv-

ereniging (2010).

3. The St AndrewsDefining theMuseum of the

21st Century conference was organized under the

auspices of the EU-LAC-MUSEUMSHori-

zon2020 project, bringing together scholars from

Europe, Latin America and the Caribbean to

share their different museum realities (http://

www.eulacmuseums.net. AccessedOctober 18

2018).

4. Mairesse andDesvall�ees (2007) also worked

towards a thesaurus on the evolution of the

museum concept.

5. The principles of the New Museology should

not be confused with those referred to by Peter

Vergo in his book (1989), which derive largely

from the academic milieu and the sector of cul-

tural studies.

6. See alsoDavis (2011) and Raffaella (2017) for

recent long studies on the ecomuseum.

7. https://www.museumsassociation.org/cam-

paigns/museum-funding/museums-in-the-uk.

Accessed 1 February 2018; http://happymu

seumproject.org/what-we-do/cantie-museums/.

Accessed 1 February 2018. Seventy-four per cent

of museums in the UK engage with local commu-

nity groups, 48% engage with “well-being” provi-

ders in 2017–18.

8. The favourable reception given to the participa-

tion theory developed byNina Simon (2010), fur-

ther illustrates the popularity of ideas about the

social role of themuseum and its renewed focus

on the community.

9. Approximately 190 people participated in the

Paris work (of which around 60 participated in

the ateliers), 60 people in Beijing, 137 in Buenos

Aires, 128 in Rio de Janeiro, and 75 in St

Andrews. To join the debate in the run up to

ICOMKyoto 2019, interested readers should

contact the authors, or Jette Sandahl, President of

MDPP (through ICOMSecretary). Readers are

also invited to feed in to the survey “What is a

CommunityMuseum in Your Region?”, available

here: URL: https://goo.gl/H8yVDy
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