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ABSTRACT

The formation of the National Museums policy of 1972 was
a major attempt on the part of the federal government of
Canada to increase physical and intellectual access to the
country's natural and cultural heritage. Prior to 1972 sev-
eral investigations of Canadian culture, most notably the
Massey-Levesgue Royal Commission Report, commented on the
importance of heritage and on the presence of inequalities
of access to it. The creation of the heritage policy of 1972
under the auspices of the National Museums of Canada (NMC)
was intended to promote two main objectives: democratization
and decentralization. The Museum Assistance Programmes {(MAP}
evolved from the 13972 heritage policy and became the major
vehicle for the disbursement of federal funds to large, me-
dium and small museums. Since then, there have been several
reviews and evaluations of the 1972 policy by the federal
government and by independent researchers which have ad-
dressed the relative success of the policy and of MAP. The
evaluations have taken on a heightened degree of urgency in
the period 1984-86 with the change to a Conservative admin-
istration in Ottawa and the policy of cost-cutting 1in the

face of large federal budget deficits.



The thesis briefly traces the history of heritage policy
in Canada as a prelude to the 1972 policy and the formation
of the Museum Assistance Programmes. The discussion concen-
trates on the objectives of the Museum Assistance Programmes
and the impact of this major channel of federal funding on
the small museum. The thesis reviews a variety of evidence
including budget data gathered by federal agencies, the rec-
ommendations of wvarious Commisssions and Task Forces, the
structure of the National Museums of Canada Corporation, the
impact of the 1968 legislation creating the Corporation, and
the effectiveness of the Corporation in promoting the 19872
policy with respect to small heritage institutions. The
bulk of this evidence supports the view that the implementa-
tion of the 1972 policy tended to favor Associate Museums
and National Exhibition Centres. Small museums received a
small percentage of these federal funds. The discussion
also draws on evidence from a questionnaire designed specif-
ically for this study and distributed to a selection of her-
itage institutions in Manitoba and Ontario. The burden of
the evidence strongly suggests that the intent of the policy
to "even out the disparities that exist between one part of
the country and another and between larger and smaller muse-
ums" has not been fully implemented. However, the evidence
also shows that the policy and practices of the Museum As-
sistance Programmes have had the opposite effect of creating

a restricted clientele.
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Chapter 1

INTRODUCTION AND OVERVIEW

This thesis will concentrate on the nature and role of
small museums in the context of Canadian heritage policy. It
is therefore necessary to preface the overall discussion
with a brief treatment of the small museum. The objective
will be to clarify some of the issues which arise from this
choice of focus. In order to discuss the Museum Assistance
Programmes (MAP) and their effects on the small museum in
Canada, it is necessary to include a discussion of the
structure of the small museum--- its resources, needs, and
capabilities relative to the reguirements and funding capac-

ity of MAP.

The National Museums Policy is a direct result of cabi-
net-level decisions by the Liberal governments of the late
1960's and early 1970's. The heritage funding elements of
this policy were largely implemented under the control of
the National Museums of Canada (NMC), as expressed in the

' and were directed to non-fed-

Museum Assistance Programmes,
eral institutions in an attempt to equalize the cultural ex-

perience of all regions of Canada and to demonstrate the

' Judicious use will be made throughout the thesis of the

abbreviations (NMC) and (MAP) for the National Museums of
Canada Corporation and the Museum Assistance Programmes
respectively.



federal commitment outside of the National Capital Region.

It is mainly through MAP that the National Museums of
Canada Corporation has maintained 1its contacts with small
museums and art galleries across Canada. As Dr. Louis Lem-
ieux pointed out at the time:

Based on a policy of democratization and decen-
tralization, the programme will provide up to $41
million over an initial phase of 3 years from fed-
eral government funds. Financial support will be
available to museums and galleries for purposes
related to the objectives of the policy

Although the programme was finalized after length-
ly consultation with Canadian institutions, agen-
cies, and individuals interested in cultural af-
fairs, it results 1in large ©part from Mr.
Pelletier's concern for national unity and identi-
ty. He believes that museum collections and exhib-
its, 1if more readily available to people across
the country, will help Canadians of various ethnic
origins know and understand each other better.
Essentially, the programme should bring about an
increased and vastly extended flow of exhibits and
objects, from large museums to smaller ones.?

By virtue of their geographical distribution, their close
connection to the life of small communities (in particular},
small museums would be contenders for funding in MAP compe-
titions. The policy of 'democratization and decentraliza-
tion' was a commitment by the federal government to 'take
the national heritage seriously', at the same time recogniz-
ing the need for 'detailed collaboration' on a variety of
levels including the international, national, provincial,

regional, and municipal.® The policy acknowledged the feder-

2 Dr. L. Lemieux, "Federal Support North of the Border", Mu-
seum News, February 1973, p. 29, (my emphasis).

3 The Honorable Gerard Pelletier, Secretary of State, '"De-
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al government's desire to expand public awareness of herit-
age matters and to establish a supportive role for museums
and art galleries other than the four national museums in
Ottawa. As the then Secretary of State Gerard Pelletier put
it:

Museums are the repositories of our cultural her-
itage, and have the responsibility of interpreting
this for wus now and of conserving it for future
generations. It is through museums that an impor-
tant part of ourselves, our very roots, is re-
vealed to us. Continued neglect of this sector of
our culture would lead to an impoverishment of our
quality of life.

As a whole the National <Cultural Heritage 1is in
such a state of neglect that if remedial action is
not taken quickly, the value of the collections
will diminish greatly in the next ten years, par-
ticularly in the gmall and medium-sized museums.?’

Ten years later, the Applebaum-Hebert Committee on .Cul-
tural Policy reflected on the lack of funding in the museum
sector and the ineqgualities faced by small museums. Their
recommendations for increased federal funding to small her-
itage institutions was based on the following rationale:

I1f the principle 1is accepted that our heritage
should be available to everyone, it is necessary
to equalize funding to allow smaller institutions
to mount exhibitions and programs that will at-

tract support from the communities where they are
located.?®

mocratization and Decentralization: A New Policy for Muse-
ums"”, Notes for an Address, delivered to the Canadian Club
of Calgary, Tuesday, 28 March, 1972, p. 4.

4 1bid, p. 9. (My emphasis added.)

Federal Cultural Policy Review Committee, Report, (Ottawa:
Ministry of Supply and Services, 1982), p. 123,
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Similarly, in 1986, the Parliamentary Task Force on Na-
tional Museum Policy recommended a major revamping of the
heritage sector and the channelling of heritage funds so as
to ensure assistance for smaller regional museums. Press re-
leases at the time commented on the Task Force recommenda-
tion that the "Government should dismantle its umbrella Na-
tional Museums Corporation and wuse the money to help

hundreds of smaller museums, ™S

The recent expressions of support for small museums are
grounded on a 1long history of such views, as expressed in
such materials as the Massey-Levesque Royal Commission Re-
port (1949-1951) and the more recent Clement-Withrow Report
(1986). In contrast, the Neilsen Task Force Report on Com-
municatioﬁs and Culture suggested that the Museums Assis-
tance programmes be abandoned. The Parliamentary Task Force,
while it disagreed with this particular recommendation of
the Neilsen report, recommended restructuring the National
Museums of Canada Corporation to give autonomy to the four
National museums and to increase line department input in
granting assistance to museums. Both thrusts have serious

implications for the future of the small museum.

Given that the fate of the National Museums Corporation
and the National Museums Policy are currently under evalua-

tion, the issue of the relationship of small museums to na-

6 "Museum revamp advised", Winnipeg Free Press, September
25, 1986, p. 47.
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tional heritage policy in general and the Museum Assistance

Programmes in particular, is timely.

1.1 THESIS PURPQSE:

The purpose of this thesis is to examine the National Mu-
seums of Canada Museum Assistance Programmes and the impli-
cations of these programmes for small museums. The thesis
will include a discussion of the relationships between fed-
eral policy, resources and funding, and the status, needs,
and structure of the small museums. Although greater atten-
tion will ©be devoted to this matter 1later in the thesis,
small museums may be defined for the moment as museums in

the early or pioneering stage of development relative to

larger, established museums.

1.2 THESIS STRUCTURE

Examining museums policy is one essential element in any
assessment of issues related to heritage policy. The impli-
cations of NMC policy for its small museum clientele will be
assessed via two main sources. One approach involves a re-
view of the substantive literature. This approach is neces-
sarily broad in scope, since it includes materials from the
museum community, from Select Committees, from Royal Commis-
sions and Task Forces, and from evaluation studies of the
Museum Assistance Programmes directly. It also includes re-
sources from Canada itself and from other countries whose

experience is relevant for particular arguments. A second
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approach is the survey questionnaire method which <can help
in the assessment of opinions about and experience with var-
ious programme components of MAP, This study will employ a
guestionnaire sent out late in 1985 to a selection of muse-
ums in Manitoba and Ontario. The questionnaire contained a
variety of items designed to elicit data concerning the main
issues affecting small museums today, the ways in which re-
spondents characterize their experience with MAP, and re-—
spondents' descriptions of the main attributes of their mu-
seums. This second body of evidence may be usefully compared

with that generated by the substantive literature.

1.3 HERITAGE: THE CONCEPTUAL BOUNDARIES

Heritage embodies the past, encompasses the present, and
vields a perspective of the future. A nation's self-defini-
tion and identity are expressed partly in its national her-
itage. The discussion in this thesis will take the idea of

heritage as a given.

Heritage is manifested in the land, in botanical, zoolo-
gical, and geological forms. It is expressed in material
culture and includes cultural traditions, oral histories,
works of art, and historical deocuments:

Our heritage is with us in a multitude of forms,
of course, in our natural surroundings and in the
human order. Some of it is still intangible in our
minds and hearts, unrecorded: our customs and tra-
ditions, habits and rituals. But more and more of
it is deposited somewhere as a tangible object - a



photograph, a disc, an image of some sort, a work
of art, an artifact, [or} a specimen__ .7

Heritage as a concept, however, may be viewed outside the
act of custodianship itself. 1In this regard it exists as an
independent entity; its presence and worth can be recognized
but it need not be institutionalized. While this thesis
will emphasize heritage as expressed in material culture and
natural history, the nature of custodianship is such that
other expressions will be pertinent at times. The artist
may be viewed as the custodian of his or her works which are
the physical manifestation of ideas, beliefs and the imagi-
nation. These intangibles can be compared with the tangible
aspects ¢f heritage collections which are the province of
museums.® The act of custodianship 1is motivated by the rec-
egnition of the need to preserve heritage sources by private
organizations, Federal, Provincial, or municipal agencies,
and interested citizens who thus become either custodians or
patrons of these heritage sources. As to who or what 1s the
"true' custodian of cultural objects or artifacts, the point
is moot. When heritage 1is institutionalized, it normally

takes the form and structure of a museum which is the focus

7 V. Tovell and J. Vollmer, "Our Natural and Human Herit-
age", Brief submitted to the Federal Cultural Policy Re-
view Committee, and reprinted in Gazette, Winter, 1982, p.
4.

8 This assumes that questions of ownership have been re-
solved, and that repatriation of artifacts is not an is-
sue. Personal communication, October, 1985, Dr. D. Hemp-
hill; also see B, Ostry's discussion of symbolic
expression in The Cultural Connection, (Toronto: McClel-
land and Stewart, 1977).
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of this study. These points lead logically to considera-

tions of the museum in the context of heritage.

1.3.1 Definitions of the Museum

The museum is a complex institution whose role and raison
d'etre have altered over time. All museums, federal, provin-
cial or municipal, public or private, in theory perform five
basic functions: collection, preservation, research, commu-
nication, and education. It is generally agreed.that the ap-
plication of the principles of research, collection, conser-
vation, exhibition and interpretation assist in defining the
role of the museum in its mission of communicating natural
and cultural heritage to the public. These are the basic el-
ements of the operation of museums which serve to distin-
guish them from other institutions.® According to the Inter-
national Council of Museums (ICOM), and in 1line with this
generally accepted view of the functional activities of a
museum, a museum can be defined as:

a non-profit-making, permanent institution in the
service of society and of its development, and
open to the public which acquires, conserves, re-
searches, communicates and exhibits for purposes

of study, -education and enjoyment, material evi-
dence of man and his environment,'?

9 National Museums of Canada, Consultations 85, (Ottawa: Na-
tional Museums of Canada, 1985), pp. 8 and 13. ©National
Museums of Canada, A National Museums Policy for the 80's:
A Preliminary Statement of Intent and Brief to the Federal
Cultural Policy Review Committee, (Ottawa: Naticnal Muse-
ums of Canada, 1981}, p. 1.

"0 International Council of Museums, Statute adopted at the
10th General Assembly of ICOM in 1974, and cited in K.
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Museums may also be specified by reference to a legal
definition, as contained in an act or statute, by reference
to the functions which a museum performs, as a didactic in-
stitution concerned with the dissemination of knowledge, or
by reference to a combination of legal and functional attri-
butes. The latter method may be illustrated by the National
Museums of Canada Museums Act which designates the purposes
of the National Museums of Canada Corporation and specifies
the general purposes to be served by the Corporation. Purs-
uant to Section 5.(1) of the Act the purpose of the corpora-
tion is, in part, to:

demonstrate the products ¢f nature and works of

man with special but not exclusive reference to

Canada, so as to promote interest therein through-

out Canada and to disseminate knowledge thereof.

[and] (2) 1In furtherance of its purposes the Cor-
poration may

(a) collect, classify, preserve and display ob-
jects relevant to its purposes;

(b) undertake or sponsor research relevant to its
purposes i

Hudson, Museums for the 1880's: A Survey of World
Trends, (Paris: UNESCO, 1977), p. 1.

! National Museums of Canada Act, Consclidated Statutes of
Canada, 16, Elizabeth, Chapter 21, Part 1, (Ottawa:
Queen's Printer, 1967), p. 164,
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1.3.2 The Museum as a Medium of Cultural Expression

Arts and culture can be distinguished by the production
and consumption aspects of cultural products. That is, the
production aspect of culture can be examined in terms of in-
dividual producers (artists for example) and of organiza-
tions or establishments (performing arts companies and in-
stitutions} involved in>production and distribution. Graves
and Kinsley point out that

strictly speaking, cultural institutions (such as
museums___} are not producers of culture, but
rather, reservoirs and suppliers. Most operate as
non-profit organizations but there are commercial
museums and galleries.'?

The various sectors and dimensions of arts and culture
are represented through the museum which 1is a medium for
cultural expression. The ethnic and regional variety of
Canadian society also find expression through museums. The
point is that, when we refer to arts and culture in generic
terms, we must also relate the production aspect - the ob-
ject or artifact and its interpretation - to the distribu-
tional aspect, the museum. Finally, it is important to note
that museums behave interactively as a medium of cultural
expression. As a communication of the Canadian Museums Asso-
ciation recently stated:

I1f museums are defined as being the repository of

a collectivity's history responsible for organiz-
ing that history and presenting it in a represen-

'2 F. L. Graves and Kinsley, Culture in Canada Today: Issues

and Attitudes, (Ottawa: Department of Communications,
1981), p. 7.
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tational form, then museums are not only influ-
enced by political culture, but they exert their
own influence. In effect, they become agents of
history.'?3

A society's political culture is expressed in terms of
values, attitudes , beliefs, and capabilities which form
part of the political system as a whole. In Canada, the
pluralist social structure generated by conguest and immi-
gration, the fact of large geographical size and of regional
diversity, and a history of important challenges to national
unity have helped to generate a political culture which is
fragmented. As Paul Schafer notes, one effect is that lay-
ers of competing interests and identities are created:

Owing to the physical size and diverse character
of the country, regional identity often precedes
national identity, thereby imparting a strong re-
gional flavour to Canada's cultural recipe. Super-
imposed on this network of regions-each with its
unigue set of economic problems and cultural char-
acteristics-is a more intricate latticing of pro-
vinvcial and municipal governments and territorial
councils, each with a different set of political
structures and social circumstances. Sitting
squarely in this assorted collection of regions,
provincial and municipal governments and territo-
rial councils 1is the federal government, always
conscious of one of Canada's most profound ques-
tions: how to provide adeguate national leader-
ship while simultaneously providing for more re-
gional, provincial and local decentralization.,'?

13 Canadian Museums Association, Museogramme, July 1986, p.
1.

4 D. Paul Schafer, Aspects of Canadian Cultural Policy,
(Paris: UNESCO, 1976), p. 24; my emphasis. In addition to
the conflict generated by regions and levels of govern-
ment, Schafer discusses French-English tension; Canada-U-
nited States tension; tension between classes and ideoclo-
gies; and tension between people and their natural
environment.
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This, in turn, creates significant political challenges in-
asmuch as political authorities cannot count on a central
definition of culture or a set of core beliefs with which
most citizens would agree. Museums mediate these demands or
challenges within the parameters of the political system.
In this sense, museums, political culture, and government

are inter-related.

1.3.3 Special Characteristics of Museum Activity

Museum activities have characteristics which set them
apart from other cultural activities. Brice argues that they
may be divided 1into three categories according to the fol-

lowing criteria:

1. The physical characteristics of museum collections:

a) The stock in trade of a museum 1is its collection
of museum objects, and the collection is the prin-
cipal means of communication. Museum collections
tend to be fragile and exclusive and their envi-
ronmental and conservation reguirements tend to
reduce mobility. In contrast, the products of the
performing arts (dance, music, theatre) and broad-
casting tend to be highly mobile over a large geo-
graphical area.

b) The distribution, transportation, and packaging
costs of acquisitions and loan objects are higher

than those of most other cultural products.



c)

d)
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Their exclusiveness requires security measures
which are often specialized according to the na-
ture of a given collection.
The management of museum <collections requires a
specialized set of decisions concerning what por-
tions ¢f the heritage held by a museum should be
accessible {(limited in terms of protection and

care) to the public at any one time.

2. The organization or management of the entire produc-

tion process related to museum collection:

a)

b)

c)

the collection role of museums involves the acqui-
sition of objects in a process which 1involves a
one-to-one relationship between art creators, pro-
ducers, and collectors and the museum as a herit-
age institution.

the medium of conveying meaning in museums is the
collection itself; in concrete terms, one can dis-
tinguish between the interpretive and performing
arts (ballet, theatre, orchestras) and the insti-
tutionalized collection --- as found in museums,
libraries, and archives.

in a museum, the collection of objects is the one
function around which all others cluster. As a
consequence, museum activities as a whole are of-

ten referred to as collections management.

3. The pattern of visitor/public participation in museum

activities:
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a) the exclusive nature of museum collections has ef-

fects on the individual museum. There is normally

at least one object in a given collection which

confers some degree of exclusiveness on an indi-
vidual museum.

b) partly as a consequence of this, the institutions

in the museum sector tend to be decentralized, and

each museum to some extent has a monopoly with re-

gard to its potential audience.'®

The output of a museum, which includes a range of prod-
ucts in the form of exhibits and services for the purposes
of visual satisfaction, education, or research, 1is contin-
gent on the type of output or objective of the museum and
the utilization of museum objects (collections management).
Brice alsoc argues that:

any cultural policy in the museum field with
the objective of maintaining an equilibrium be-
tween conservation and diffusion must take into
consideration the special characteristics of the
museum collection.'®
The museum is the one heritage institution that has the po-
tential to employ both the tangible (ethnographic material

evidence) and intangible items (oral history, translations,

values, and beliefs) in the dissemination of knowledge

15

M. O. Brice, A Profile Of The Museum Sector in Canada,
(Ottawa: Research and Statistics Directorate, Arts and
Culture Branch, Secretary of State, November 1979), pp.
5-7.

16 1bid, p. 4.
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through the production of heritage activities.

The general consensus reflects the belief that the disse-
mination of knowledge, of the cumulative heritage, 1is inte-
gral to the enhancement or maintenance of a cultural con-
sciousness. It is implicit that growth in cultural
consciousness leads to cultural maturity.'?” In a sense, the
collections acquired and deposited in museums are one gener-—
ation's legacy to future generations. In this view, failure
to . recognize the importance of museums' custodial role is
equivalent to contributing to the destruction of one's cul-

tural identity.

In the end, what separates museums from other cultural
institutions? The various definitions of the roles and ac-
tivities of a museum may be reduced to the view that as a
non-profit institution, the purpose of a museum is to act as
a custodian of a society's material heritage. As Wittlin
notes: "Museums are not ends in themselves, they are means
in the service of man and his cultural as well as informa-

tion evolution."18

'7 National Museums of Canada, A National Museums Policy for
the 80's: A Preliminary Statement of Intent and Brief to
the Federal Cultural Policy Review Committee, (Ottawa:
National Museums of Canada, 1981), pp. 1-2.

'8 A, S. Wittlin, Museums: In Search of a Usable Future,
(Cambridge, Mass.: The MIT Press, 1970), p. 2.
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1.3.4 The Museum: A Working Definition

Statistics Canada defines a museum 1in a general manner
and also provides a compact typology. The official defini-
tion for the purposes of data collection, and the one adopt-
ed for this thesis, is:

any public or private institution open to the pub-

lic and administered in the public interest for

the purpose of conserving, studying, interpreting,

assembling and exhibiting to the public objects

and specimens of educational and cultural value,

including artistic, scientific (whether animate or

inanimate), historical and technological materi-

al.'®
The main types of institution include: 1) general museums,
which include more than one type of collection; 2) histori-
cal museums, which include museums of human history, ar-
cheology, and ethnography; 3) community museums, which deal
largely with the history ¢f a local geographical area -
(prior to 1976, these were considered to be general muse-
ums); 4) science and technology museums, which include
planetaria, general science and technology museums, and ob-
servatories; 5) living science museums, which include aqua-

ria, zoos, botanical gardens, arboretums, and conservato-

ries.?9°

19 gtatistics Canada, Culture Statistics: Museums, Art Gall-
eries and Related Institutions, Large Institutions, 1976,
{(Ottawa: Supply and Services Canada, 1976), p. 5.

20 mhese categories appear in the various surveys conducted

by Statistics Canada during the period 1970 to the pres-
ent.
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1.4 THESIS DESIGN

Chapter II of this study will provide a background for
the analysis of contemporary heritage policy. The discussion
will examine the evolution of federal policy in each of four
main phases: pre—-Confederation/Confederation; 1920-World war
II1; late 1940s5-1960; 1960-1972. Chapter III takes up the
discussion with an overview éf the National Museums of Cana-
da Corporation, 1its administrative structure, 1links to the
federal government, and its funding over time. The focus of
the argument is then narrowed tc the development of the Na-
tional Programmes and, within that, the Museum Assistance
Programmes (MAP). The programmes subsumed under the MAP are
described, and the structure under which they are adminis-
trated is outlined; The clientele of the MAP funding are
then described in Chapter 1V, with particular attention to
the dimensions of the small museum. The chapter closes with
a detailed assessment of MAP grants, analysed on a program-—
matic and a province-by-province basis. Chapter V under-
takes a detailed assessment of the Museum Assistance Pro-
grammes. The argument is set out in two parts. First, the
evidence generated by Task Forces, evaluation studies, Par-
liamentary Committees, and the Federal Cultural Policy Re-
view Committee is examined. Second, the evidence gathered by
way of a guestionnaire sent to a selection of museums in On-
tario and Manitoba is analysed. Both bodies of evidence are

employed to address the following research perspectives:
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The small non-profit museum is, by definition a le-
gitimate custodian of heritage and is therefore eli-
gible to make application for assistance under pro-
grams established by the National Museums of Canada
and, in particular under the National Museums Assis-
tance Program.

the availability of funds is not necessarily paral-

leled by the distribution of resources to heritage

institutions. Two alternative perspectives provide
contrasting interpretations:

a} scarcity of resources influences distribution;

b) the priority of institutions (and hence their lev-
el of funding} 1is dependent on conditions other
than scarcity: eg. quality of application {(grants-
manship); stage of development of the heritage in-
stitution.

the operational guidelines and regulations that de-
fine the terms of eligibility, types of projects, and
limitations of funding impose restrictions which can
be mcre severe and unpredictable for the small herit-
age institution, given their organizational struc-
ture, administrative efficiency, and pool of avail-
able pertinent expertise.

the competition for National Museums Assistance

grants is high, and is complicated by the amount of

funds available, and by contradictions which arise as
between the intended thrust of National Museums Poli-

cy (to provide financial assistance and services to
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all heritage 1institutions, be they large or small,
rural or urban, provincial, municipal or federal) and
sustained support for the network of Associate muse-
ums and National Exhibition Centres.?!

5. the competition is 1likely to be biased in favour of
larger, established heritage institutions, particu-
larly when the following conditions obtain for the
small institution:

a) weak infrastructure (management skills, high pro-
portion of staff positions filled by untrained
volunteers, weak oversight and review with respect
to the relationship of projects to policy objec-
tives);

b} high level of competition between demands generat-
ed by the need to stabilize and maintain a collec-
tion and the needs of public access or research;

c) low levels of integration of funding priorities

and overall small institution policy;

21

As we will see in later chapters, the implementation of
the National Museums Policy of 1972 created two special-
ized groupings of heritage institutions which were gener-
ally favored by a significant portion of federal heritage
funds: those established heritage institutions which
were designated as Associate Museums and which were to
assume a lead role in the development of heritage activi-
ties in a particular region; and a set of heritage insti-
tutions (the National Exhibition Centres) which were nor-
mally located 1in remote locations or in smaller urban
centres, and whose main rcle was to receive exhibitions
and display them for the local population.
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d) low levels of knowledge concerning funding cri-

teria and construction of funding requests.

To the extent that these conditions apply particularly to
small heritage institutions, the quality and availability of
expertise is likely to be limited. Financial planning and
program development can become stunted and the handicap of
small institutions 1is likely to be increased. The final
chapter will confront the options available in federal her-
itage policy. Part of the argument will be that any revi-
sions of federal policy in this in this area must take small
museums-their status, resources, and their potential-into

account.



Chapter 11
THE HISTORICAL AND CULTURAL ENVIRONMENT OF
FEDERAL HERITAGE POLICY
This chapter will address the early development of Canadian
heritage institutions and the gradual evolution of federal
government policy with respect to the heritage sector. The
discussion will focus on events and patterns which may be
thought to be indicative of the more significant aspects of
early government support of custodial agencies. There are
several ways in which such a discussion could be set out:
the method selected here structures the historical record
into four main phases.' The first phase relates to develop-
ments in the years prior to Confederation and the patterns
which emerge in the immediate aftermath of Confederation.
The argument will be made that government involvement 1in
heritage activities 1in these early years can be best de-
scribed as cautious, gradualist and, 1in terms of the scale
of support, marginal. The second phase is one of national
unity and identity; it includes the formation of the Nation-

al Museum in 1927 and the first major federal incursion into

! While several authors have adopted this perspective in the

heritage literature, the source employed here is: Citizen
Participation in Non-Work Activities, {Ottawa: Secretary
of State, 1974), pp. 9-24. This publication draws on Juri
Zuzanek's article "Democratization of Culture in a Sociol-
ogical Perspective"”, in J. 2uzanek, editor, Social Re-
seargh and Cultural Policy, (Waterloo: Otium Publications,
1979).

- 21 -
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cultural policy with the Canadian Broadcasting Act of 1932,
It begins in the 1920's and overlaps with the third phase.
The latter is a period of cultural excellence, exemplified
by the Massey-Levesque Royal Commission Report and recommen-
dations, and the formation of the Canada Council. Taking up
the period between the end of World War II and the late
1950's, this third phase is marked by a sensitivity to re-
gional inequalities in resources and by a concentrated ef-
fort on the part of the federal government and the arts com-
munity to elevate Canadian cultural achievements to a level
comparable to European standards. The fourth phase, begin-
ning in the 1960's, 1is characterized by a sensitivity to
public awareness of heritage (and cultural) activities, a
heightened sense of cultural pride, and a sense that public
access to heritage resources is a priority for federal her-
itage policy. In this context, the links between culture and
institution-building are strengthened, and the federal gov-
ernment embarks on a programme of heritage support under the
rubric of democratization/decentralization. All of these
factors helped to shape the period of sharp increases in
federal support in the 1970's and provide a context for the
institution-building, programme development, and delivery of
heritage services and resources during that period. The
discussion of the latter developments will be undertaken in

Chapter III.
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2.1 GOVERNMENT INVOLVEMENT IN HERITAGE: THE PRE-
CONFEDERATION/CONFEDERATION PHASE

It is important to outline the distinctive features of early
Canadian concerns with heritage. The pre-Confederation
period underscores the initiative of individuals such as Sir
William Logan, the founder of the Geological Survey and its
museum. Indeed, it can be argued that the early pattern of
reliance on individuals and dedi;ated groups persists in the
form of privately-owned museums and the reliance of many
heritage institutions on the work of volunteers. Both the
pre-Confederation and the early post-Confederation periods
show that senior government heritage policy was fragmented

and that government activity was modest and cautious.

2.1.1 The Pre—Confederation Period

Government involvement in heritage dates to approximately
1833. At about this time, a series of 'Mechanics Institutes’
were founded, resulting in petitions to the Legislature for
funding. The institutes were the precursors of contemporary
associations which promote cultural, heritage, and conserva-
tion interests. Some of these institutes also later became
some of Canada's most notable wuniversities and public li-

braries.? A review of the proceedings of the Legislative As-

? See, for example, G. B. Fergusson, Mechanics Institutes of
Nova Scotia. (Halifax: Provincial Archives, 1960); T.
Kelly, George Burbeck and the Mechanics Institutes, (Liv-
erpool: University of Liverpool, 1957); A. F. Key, Beyond
Four Walls: The Origins and Development of Canadian Muse-
ums, (Toronto: McClelland and Stewart, 1973), p. 101. Key
provides an important, but by no means an exclusive,
source for this review of early museum development in Can-
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sembly for the period 1830-1860, reveals that these peti-
tions generated little by way of debate which would illus-
trate the government's views of culture in general or indeed
of the merits of specific petitions. For example, as early
as 1832 a Dr. Rae presented a petition to the Parliament of
Upper Canada for funding to conduct a natural resources sur-
vey. His petition was turned down by the Committee of Supply
in that year but a second attempt in 1834, sponsored by the

York Literary and Philosophical Society, was successful,?

Among the earliest historical societies which had a bear-
ing on heritage were the Mechanics Institutes of the Mari-
times. These institutes were mandated for the "advancement
of human knowledge__ covering ecconomics, the arts, astrono-
my, mechanics, electronics, chemistry, naval mechanics, ar-
chitecture, magnetism, and agriculture."* In 1841, in the
interests of advancing human knowledge, its Nova Scotia mem-—
bership "petitioned the legislature for assistance in get-
ting philosphical apparatus for promotion of same.”® The

'apparatus' in question was to be used for a lecture series

ada.

3 F. J. Alcock, "A Century of the History of the Geological
Survey of Canada,"” National Museum of Canada, Special Con-
tribution No. 47-1, (Ottawa: Kings Printer, 1947), p. 2.
The Committee noted that such a survey would be the best
"means of prosecuting a geological survey."

A. F. Key, Op. Cit., p. 102. Also see pp. 41-44, p. 53 and
pp. 100-107. B. Ostry's book, The Cultural Connection,
(Toronto: McClelland and Stewart, 1977), pp. 36-40 also
provides a commentary on this aspect.

5 Ibid, p. 102.
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in conjunction with designated museums. As RKey notes, such
petitions yielded funding for the years 1833-1835 for the
Mechanics Institute Museum in Halifax. The museum's curator,
Titus Smith, received fifteen pounds "to assist him in mak-
ing a collection of specimens of geology, botany, and miner-
ology for the museum."® These societies grew in number and
while the volume of resulting petitions for funding in-
creased, the Assembly discontinued support 1in the late
1830's, presumably feeling that the increased demand on the

public purse was unreasonable.

In 1841, the first United Parliament of Canada approved
the expenditure of public funds (in the amount of 1500
pounds Sterling) to carry out a geological survey for which
it had been petitioned by the History Society of Montreal
and the Literary and Historical Society of Quebec.? In 1842,
the Geological Survey of Canada was established to provide
accurate information about the country's natural resources,
its rocks, soils and minerals, to prepare maps and to col-
lect specimens.® This expenditure marks the first major gov-
ernment contribution to museological research, inasmuch as

the Survey's geological specimens were to be labelled, cata-

6 1bid.

7 1bid, p. 122. Also see R. Daniells, "The Cultural History
of Canada's Centennial Project, 1982," The Royal Society
of Canada, Proceedings and Transactions, Volume X, 4th Se-
ries, 1972, Part 2, p. 11.

8 Rovyal Commission on National Development in the Arts, Let-

ters and Sciences 1949-1951 (Ottawa: King's Printer,
1951), p. 87. Also see F. J. Alcock, op. cit., p. 4.
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logued and preserved. Most importantly, the expenditure
marks the beginning of Canadian heritage institutions, inas-
much as the Geological Survey sheltered the development of
the National Museum of Canada, which was founded in 1927, as
well as the evolution of the human history and natural his-
tory branches of the museum some thirty years later (1956).°
It is also interesting that museological research was, in
essence, a spinoff of the Geological Survey, the primary
purpose of which was to assess the extent and economic vi-

ability of Canada's mineral deposits.'?®

In 1845, Parliament approved an annual grant of 2000
pounds, for each of five years, to the Geological Survey of
Canada and its museum. The grant was approved with the pro-
viso that the museum provide, for the public record, identi-
fications and descriptions of the geoclogical specimens in
its collection. The first director of the National Survey
of Canada, William Logan, as provincial geologist and chief
architect of the Geological Survey, set the precident for
heritage funding. Known today as the father of Canadian ge-
ology, he successfully demonstrated to the Parliament of

the day the value of geological science and the role of the

See National Museums of Canada, Museums in Canada: The

Federal Contribution, Response from the Board of Trustees
of the ©National Museums of Canada to the Report of the
Task Force on National Museums Submitted to the Standing
Committee on Communications and Culture of the House of
Commons, (Ottawa: Information Services Directorate, Na-
tional Museums of Canada, December, 1986), Appendix IV, p.
1.

10 F, J. Alcock, op. cit.
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Survey in geological exploration. This applied particularly
to "exploration embracing areas and subjects of economic im-
portance to Canada's developing role in commerce and indus-
try."'! In 1851, Logan entered a mineral collection deemed
to be of considerable economic value in the Great Exhibition
in London. Logan received the praise of his peers for a su-
perior collection. His success also encouraged the govern-
ment to continue promoting Canada's natural resources
through participation in Worlds Fairs and to give at least
token encouragement to Logan's plans for a permanent geclog-

ical museum. '?

One result was that, in 1855, a Select Committee was es-
tablished to review Logan's proposals for expanded museum
services and larger facilities. In its report, the select
Committee was not only impressed with the quality of the
Survey with regard to commercial considerations, but also
with the fact that quality was to be had at bargain-basement
prices. The Committee reported that "in no part of the world
had there been a more valuable contribution to geological
science for such a small outlay."'® In agreement with the
Committee's recommendation for a ‘'greatly increased ser-
vice', Parliament enlarged the grant from 2000 to 20,000

pounds annually (for five years), plus the sum of 8,000

LI W Key, Op. Cit., p. 125,

F
"2 1bid.

13 1bid, p. 35.
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pounds towards the publication of a report on the country's
geological resources.'® The decision to increase the grant
indicates at least some commitment by the government to in-

vest more substantially in the area of heritage.

Given these early developments, it is clear that the Geo-
logical Survey was seen to be important particularly for its
potential contribution to the the commercial exploitation of
mineral resources and to the advancement of scientific
knowledge. .It is also true that the curatorial implications
of the geological fieldwork were recognized and seen to be
part of the mandate of the Survey. Museum-related activities
had also begun to attract wider public attention so that,
"by mid-century curious entrepreneurs had begun to gravitate
to the neophyte museum___ to discuss and eventually launch

their own exploration and development programs.,"!'S

In summary, the pre-Confederation period is characterized
by the enthusiasm and accomplishments of individuals, prod-
ding government at first and then convincing legislators to
provide modest support for projects which had economic as
well as museological merit. The leading role taken by indi-
viduals and literary or philosophical societies - rather
than government - in the development of museums appears to
be a North American phenomenon. In the case of the United

States,

14 See F. G. Alcock, op. cit., p. 16.

5 A. Key, Op. Cit., p. 32.
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Private collectors became the benefactors of the
public, devoting themselves to the establishment
of institutions to further the cultural education
of the masses. from the beginning, the American
museum depended primarily on private patronage.'®
While the philanthropic aspects were more muted in the Cana-
dian context, the activity and dedication of individuals
were still important to the development of heritage institu-
tions. The early emphasis on natural history and science
grew in part from the British museclogical tradition and in
part from the experience of settling a new land, with novel
flora, fossils, and fauna.'’” In this respect, the Canadian

experience is similar to that of the United States where a

'rational' treatment of heritage was also emphasized.

2.1.2 Confederation and its Immediate Aftermath

Shortly after Confederation, in 1880, the Public Archives
and the National Gallery of Canada were established. The
Geological Survey and its Museum expanded their activities
into other fields of natural history and science. The feder-
al government enlarged the Survey budget accordingly and set
out policy guidelines regarding the accessibility of the mu-
seum's collection. The guidelines were explicit and speci-

fied that the geoclogical collection was to be made available

6 G. Barzin, The Museum Age, (New York: Universe Books
Inc., Translated from the French by Jane van Nuils Cahill,
1967), p. 243.

7 1bid, p. 171. Barzin takes note of the British concern
for archeology and contrasts the 'artistic pedagogy' of
French museology with the 'more scientific character' of
its British counterpart.
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"for the whole of the Dominion and ___ _be open to the public
at all reasonable hours."'® However, these aspects and Lo-
gan's success in obtaining increased funding for the Survey
must be seen against the refusal of Parliament to seriously
consider suitable accomodation for the Survey and the Geo-
logical Museum. Such consideration was not given until 1905,
and a museum structure was not completed until 1911, &t a
minimum, it is clear that the public display of mineral sam-
ples and artifacts did not have a high priority (aside from

participation at World Fairs.)'®

The cautious and gradual involvement of the federal gov-
ernment can be partly attributed to the fact that heritage
and culture {(apart from education) are not specifically des-
ignated as an area of respénsibility of either the federal
or the provincial governments under the terms of the British
North America Act. As George Woodcock points out, one reason
for this was the lack of widespread interest in the arts
among members of the Canadian political elite.

Apart from Thomas D'Arcy McGee and possibly Alex-
ander Tilloch Galt, none of the Fathers of Confed-
eration was interested in the arts, and as far as
they thought of them it was probably __ like Lord
Melbourne__ _as a political danger zone; the near-
est they came to showing a cultural concern was to
grant to the provinces the responsibility for edu-
cation. A little later, by letting itself be per-
suaded by Governor General Lorne into founding the
National Gallery 1in 1880, Alexander Mackenzie's

'8 1bid, p. 125. Also see: FCPRC, Discussion Guide, p. 6;
and the Massey-Levesgue Report on the Arts, Letters and
Sciences in Canada, p. 77 and p. 111.

% 1bid, pp. 124-128.
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Liberal government established a precident of fed-

eral involvement in the arts that nobody chal-

lenged because the commitment seemed so slight.

But it did not attempt to create a precedent for

exclusiveness, and during the following decades

public galleries and museums were being founded

indiscriminately by provincial governments and mu-

nicipalities, by voluntary associations and even

by private individuals. 2°

Woodcock's discussion also pocints to the political risks
attendant on the division between Anglophone and Francophone
cultures in Canada. Bernard Ostry supports this view when
he writes that "consciously or unconsciously cabinet members
tended to perceive culture as a disruptive force in the com-
munity."2' The political risks make it less likely that any
one level of government will try to make culture its exclu-
sive preserve and they are, of course, a reflection of the
social divisions which made federal political arrangements
necessary in the first instance. By extension, the combina-
tion of cultural divisions and a federal political system
makes it difficult to create a general' policy for heritage

and culture, One early Canadian experience which illus-

trates these risks occured in 1880 when Sir John A. MacDo-

20 G, Woodcock, Strange Bedfellows: The State and the Arts
in Canada, (Vancouver/Toronto: Douglas and MciIntyre,
1985), pp. 83-84. By way of contrast, prominent Ameri-
cans nurtured the success of museums in that country. For
example, Barzin favorably cites Walter Pach's observation
that "[1]t is notable how, from the first, the men who
represent the country at its best 1in every field are the
ones who aid in the movement for art." See G, Barzin,
Op. Cit., p. 245. Bernard Ostry argues that the practice
of advancing culture through education was virtually ab-
sent in the intellectual framework of Canadian policy-
makers. See B. Ostry, op. cit., pp. 25 ff.

21 1bid, p. 71.
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nald was Prime Minister. Sean Murphy describes events as
follows:

Enter Sir John A. MacDonald eager to flex central-
izing muscles. The museum, the prime minister de-
clared, must come to Ottawa. Over the protests of
outraged Montrealers, 2000 crates carrying 140
tons of artifacts and specimens were carted off to
Ottawa to their new venue, the Claredon Hotel on
Sussex and George streets,?2?

2.2 THE SECOND PHASE: 1920'S TO WORLD WAR II

Federal government activity during this period is marked by
the same caution that characterized the preceeding decades.
With some important exceptions, the role of government tend-
ed to be that of patron, with some undertones of attention
to economic advantage. The latter is illustrated in the cre-
ation of the national Historic Sites and Monuments Board in
1922 and the National Museum in 1927, as an extension of its
earlier association with the Geological Survey. The period
is also marked, however, by a growth in cultural conscious-
ness and, as Brooke Jeffrey cogently points out, by a techo-
logical challenge which necessitated a response in the do-

main of cultural policy.?23

22 gean Murphy, "Downs and Ups at the Museum," Heritage, De-
cember 1980, p. 17. The collection remained at the hotel
until the Victoria Memorial Museum building was con-
structed.

23 B, Jeffrey, Cultural Policy in Canada: From Massey-Lev-
esque to Applebaum-Hebert, (Ottawa: Library of Parlia-
ment, Political and Social Affairs Division, Research
Branch, 1982), pp. 8-11. The following discussion relies
on Jeffrey's treatment.
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The challege was broadcasting and the role of government

in it. The Aird Report, generated by the Royal Commission on
Radio Broadcasting, opened the debate in 1929. The report
recommended that radio broadcasting be 'placed on the basis
of a public service' with 'a network of major stations
across the country functioning as part of a public utility.'
Most importantly perhaps, the Aird Report recommended that
its 'primary purpose should be to produce programs of a high
standard from Canadian sources.' Following the 1930 election
and the tabling of a House Committee report on the Aird rec-
ommendations, the Bennett government introduced legislation
to create a public corporation in the area of broadcasting.
Bennett argued at the time (1932) that such a step was nec-

essary to:

1. control broadcasting, securing Canadian sources;

2. ensure eqgual benefits from broadcasting for all Cana-
dians, regardless of class or place:;

3. to reserve the air-waves as a public natural re-
source, over which the federal government had "com-

plete jurisdiction.™?2?

As a result, federal involvement in cultural policy and fed-
eral involvement in heritage as an adjunct of cultural poli-

cy in general were carried 1into the more contemporary envi-

24 Prime Minister R. B. Bennett, in the House of Commons De-
bates, Volume III, 1932 Session, May 18, pp. 3035-3036.
The discussion of the new public corporation continues to
p. 3044,
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ronment as a reaction to technological change which
challenged the general posture of marginal federal involve-
ment. We should note in closing out this period that the
federal government could still be characterized as hesitant
in the cultural field. We should also note that the chal-
lenge had technological and economic implications in addi-
tion to those of sovereignty. Finally, the cultural policy
response ——— the Radio Broadcasting Act of 1932 and the cre-
ation of the Canadian Broadcasting Corporation in 1936 ---
followed 1lines which "federal politicians___had already
found most successful in the promotion of a national trans-

portation system."?25

2.3 THE THIRD PHASE: WORLD WAR II TO 1960

There is general agreement in the cultural literature that
the period from roughly 1945 to 1960 was characterized by a
surge of cultural consciousness, a resurgent nationalism,
and a quest for cultural excellence. As Bernard Ostry ob-
serves, since 1867, the federal government has been pre-oc-
cupied with meeting two objectives: national unity and eco-
nomic success. In time, the goal of fostering "national
identity was added though cautiously and with little effort
and small resources."?® Post-War nationalism, however,

helped to sustain a "growing awareness of cultural needs"”

25 B, Jeffrey, op. cit., p. 11.

26 B. Ostry, The Cultural Connection, op. cit., p. 6.
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and an "astounding growth in Canadain cultural 1life."27 It
was therefore a period ripe for political lobbying on the
part of arts groups, motivated by a multi-faceted cause cen-
tered on museums, the cultural enrichment of the public and
encouragement and assistance to Canadian artists.?® An exam-
ple of the activism of the 1940's is shown in the March on
Ottawa in June of 1944, The March was made by a group of
artists, art organizations and societies who presented the
Turgeon Committee on Re-Construction and Re-Establishment
with a brief. The brief arqued for the establishment of an
autonomous non-government body in support of the arts in
Canada. The March was an important event in our cultural
history, and it stimulated the government to increase its
involvement in the cultural sector. Jeffrey describes the
pclitical environment during this period and the govern-
ment's response as follows:

not only did this [the March] represent the first
time that Canada's cultural community had actively
campaigned in support of federal intervention and
the use of the public corporation instrument, but
the fact that there was little or no public out-
rage at this suggestion, and indeed a good deal of
support, strongly reinforced the government's com-
mitment to wade further into cultural waters. One
direct result of the Turgeon Committee's recommen-—
dation was therefore the government's decision to

appoint a Royal Commission on National Development
in the Arts, Letters and Science.??

27 1bid, p. 53.

28 Canada, Parliament, House of Commons Special Committee on
Reconstruction and Re-establishment, Minutes of Proceed-
ings and Evidence, (Ottawa: King's Printers, 1945). Also
see Jeffrey, pp. 11-12 and Ostry, pp. 54-57.

2% B, Jeffrey, op. cit., p. 12.



36

2.3.1 Massev-Levesque Roval Commission

On April 8, 1949 the Rt. Hon. Louis St. Laurent appointed a
Royal Commission on the National Development of the Arts,
Letters and Sciences. The government outlined the Commis-

sion's initial mandate as follows:

1. it is desirable that (the) Canadian people should
know as much as possible about tﬁeir country, its
history, its traditions; and about their national
life and common achievements; and that

2. it is in the national interest to give encouragement
to institutions which express national feeling, pro-
mote common understanding and add to the variety and

richness of Canadian life, rural as well as urban.?3°

In their report on Canadian cultural life, the Commis-
sioners addressed the issue of a "common lack of nourish-
ment" among heritage institutions and cited it as one of the
primary difficulties inhibiting the development of a compre-
hensive cultural policy in this country. They go on to argue
that the reasons for this neglect include: '"vast distances,
a scattered population, our youth as a nation, easy depen-
dence on a huge and generous neighbour"” and "the tidal wave
of technology ___ the more damaging __ {(of) contemporary per-

ilg. "3t

30 Canada. Royal Commission on Arts, Letters and the Scienc-
es, Report, (Ottawa: Kings Printers, 1951), pp. xi, xvi.

31 1bid, p. 272.
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They further suggested that these weaknesses could be
countered by a public recognition of the importance of cul-
ture, by the 'will' of Canadians to develop the cultural di-
mension, and by an ingredient which they thought to be es-
sential: money.?®? With regard to the first two factors, the
Commission stated that "our inguiry has made clear that this
will is earnest and widespread among our fellow citizens."33
With regard to funding, the Commission expressed dismay at
the general lack of concern among politicians and adminis-
trators with respect to the support of culture and cultural
activities. For them, the mainstay of a Canadian identity
was culture and it was clear that the funding priorities of
government lay elsewhere:
The most striking items 1in governmental budgets

today are related to defense. This is a subject
rightly high in the thoughts and responsibilities

of statesmen. If we as a nation are concerned
with the problem of defense, what may we ask our-
selves are we defending? The things with which

our inquiry deals are the elements which give civ-
ilization its character and meaning. It would be
paradoxical to defend something which we are un-
willing to strengthen and enrich, and which we
even allow to decline.?3?
Given the purposes of this thesis, which focuses on the
treatment of the small museum, it is important to note the

considerable attention given to them by the Massey-Levesque

Commission. The Commission described the impoverished state
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of local (community) museums in Canada and stressed that
lack of funds and attention was debilitating these institu-
tions. These museums "maintain a courageous but precarious
existence, giving to their communities such services as
their unsuitable guarters, inadequate budgets and the volun-
teer help of a few enthusiasts can maintain."35 Based on the
formal evidence presented by volunteer support groups such
as the neophyte National Museums Association (which primari-
ly represented local museum interests), the Commission re-
ported that there was "no evidence of any close co-operation
or relationship between the National Museum and local (com-
munity) museums."36 It was felt that the services of the Na-
tional Museum might bé "rendered more 'useful,"3?®7 by permit-
ting and encouraging local museums to consult with the
National Museum so as to obtain technical and curatorial ad-
vice in museological areas such as conservation and regis-
tration. The perception of local museums was thought to be
important in this regard since the Commission noted that:

most local museums working under discouraging con-
ditions would like to think of the National Museum

as a centre of information and guidance and as a
training centre for museum workers.38

3% 1bid, p. 92. The Commission noted that an earlier study,
the Miers-Markham Report on Canadian Museums and Art
Galleries in 1932, had also detailed the inadequacy of
Canadian museums and that there had been "little sign of
improvement" since that time.

36 1bid, p. 96.
37 1bid, p. 96.

38 1bid, p. 97.
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It is well worth noting that the state of local museums
and their relationship (or rather the lack of a relation-
ship} with the National Museum stood at the time in marked
contrast with the comparable relationship between local art
galleries and the National Gallery. The Massey Report stat-
ed that
local galleries have been fortunate in maintaining
a connection with and securing services from the
national institute as well as in cooperative ef-
forts among themselves,.?3°
The effects of this cooperative alliance between the nation-
al institute and its local counterparts were also passed on
to smaller local art galleries. Remarking on this coopera-
tive circuit among the members of the art gallery community,
the Commission noted that '"some larger galleries although
they may depend exclusively on local support, devote much
time and effort to organizing regular series of exhibitions
in smaller galleries in their areas."?® Further, the Commis-
sion observed that "it is in the arrangement of travelling
exhibitions that the local gallery and the National Gallery
have the __ most fruitful co-operation."*' One of the main
functions of the National Gallery at this time was to make
available to local galleries exhibitions for display not
just in the immediate locality but also in smaller communi-

ties and rural areas. One other important point made by the

39 1bid, p. 81.
40 1bid, p. 83.

4% 1bid, p. 83.
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Commission was that:

without the premises of the local art gallery and

the services of those responsible for them the Na-

ticnal Gallery would be unable to perform one

of its chief functions, the sending out of travel-

ing exhibits throughout the country for the ben-

efit of the Canadian people as a whole.%?
Even so, the problems of insufficient space, insufficient
staff and underfunding were chronic, and slow progress in
resclving them impeded the implementation of expanded exhi-

bition services and educational and training programmes to

local galleries and small rural exhibition halls.

The Massey-Levesgue report made it clear that, in the
Commission's view, 1local institutions were important. This
view, expanded and articulated in the culturally-sensitive
political environment of the early 1970's, provided a basis
for democratization and decentralization as policy princi-
ples. The need for Canadians in small communities to be
'enriched and enlightened' along with residents of larger
communities, was foremost in the Commission's philosophy. As
a conseqguence, we find the importance given to a National
institute and local gallery/museum co-operative network. In
order to create the proper environment for a cooperative re-
lationship between local museums and the National Museum,
the Massey Commission strongly recommended that, in addition
to provisions for increased space and funding, the national

centres be equipped with the staff necessary to handle the

42 1bid, p. 83.
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added responsibilities of expanded [outreach] services.?3

Several briefs presented to the Commissioners on the
needs of small 1local institutions had a positive impact on
the Commission's recommendations for a 'coherent' policy on
culture.®? In this regard, and based on their understanding
of the needs of small institutions, the commissioners recom-
mended that there should be:

[an] increased emphasis on educational and infor-
mation services through loans, travelling exhibits
and travelling lectures; and that special atten-

tion be given to information services and advice
to small museums throughout the country.?*®

The emphasis on cooperation is strong in this recommendation
for aid to local museums and it is clear that the national
institutions were to provide a leadership role. The discus-
sion in the next chapter will 1indicate that the National
Programmes established by the National Museums of Canada in

the early 1870's took the recommendation seriously.

2.3.2 Implications of Massey-Levesgue Report

The Massey-Levesque Royal Commission of 1949 was an historic
turning point in Canadian cultural policy, 1in terms of the
breadth of its mandate and the scope of its recommenda-

tions.*® The work of the Commission has been referred to as

43 1bid, pp. 319-326.

44 1bid, p. 319.

4% 1bid, p. 322; emphasis mine.

46 1bid, p. 3. The scope of the Commission's mandate was in-

fluenced by the brief presented to the Turgeon Committee



42
a national inventory of cultural resources and, in scale, it
remains one of the largest cultural policy review efforts

ever mounted in Canada's political history.

The Commission has attained considerable status in the
domain of cultural policy not only for its scope and thor-
oughness. Most importantly, it provided the foundations on
which to build a national cultural policy. As Ostry observes
in his evaluation of the Report as a whole:

This highly effective document was to become a
watershed in Canadian cultural policy. Almost all
its recommendations were eventually implemented in
some fashion or other. Before it everything was
tenative, incoherent, a patchwork of band-aid rem-
edies - though a patchwork in which the historical
eye could perceive a distinctively Canadian pat-
tern. After the Massey Report Canadian govern-
ments, provincial as well as federal, began to be
drawn reluctantly toward the need to develop cul-
tural policy more consciously and to try and avoid
the patchwork of the past.?*?

Ostry also notes that the Commission was instrumental in the
development of cultural policy in that it provided a focus
or arena in which different latent perspectives could be ac-
tivated. He states that
____The seeds of policy were there, the habits and
style of movement well-rooted and the directions,

however dimly perceived. But consciousness of the
need to connect government and cultural policy to

asking for "promotion of a national cultural program of
support for music, drama, film, and the visual and liter-
ary arts, to provide community centres for artistic ac-
tivities; to promote Canadian art abroad; to improve in-
dustrial design; housing and town planning; aid to
establish an orchestral training centre and a national
library." The source of the gquotation above is B. Ostry,
op. ¢cit., p. 55.

47 Ostry, op. cit, pp. 63-64. Also see Jeffrey, p. 12.
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the emerging cultures with one another was still
absent. The Massey Commission was the first big
chance.*®

A much more recent commission, that of Applebaum and Hebert,
also acknowledges the broad impact of the Massey Commission
and the realization of the importance of Canadian culture by
the Canadian population. Applebaum and Hebert state that
[But] the Commission's importance went far beyond
that of mere institutional change. What it suc-
ceeded in doing was to draw attention to the im-
portance of arts in our national life. It under-
lined the extent to which Canadians continued to
be passive consumers of, rather than active con-
tributors to, their own cultural life.?49
The cultural policy which evolved focused on developing the
concept of a national unity and set out the rationale for a
national cultural infra-structure, known today as the Canada
Council, The objectives were to nullify, or at the very
least to counteract, the influence of American cultural val-

ues and ideas and to promote and encourage Canadian cultural

development through governmental and private sponsorship.

By 1956, government, motivated by the need for a national
identity and fearing an 1increase in exposure to American
mass culture, acted on the agenda set out by the Massey-Lev-
esque recommendations. Prime Minister Louis St. Laurent
stated that the aim of the government would focus on

"strengthening and developing Canada's main cultures."5°

48 1bid, p. 48.

4% Federal Cultural Policy Review Committee (FCPRC), Discus-
sion Guide to Speaking of Qur Culture, (Ottawa: Depart-
ment of Communications, 1982), p. 7.
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Steven Globerman points out that the linkage between cultur-
al activity and social identity established by the Massey-
Levesgue Report provided a rationale for cultural interven-
tion. The approach taken by the government took the form of
the Canada Council, which was created in 1957, This ap-
proach closely followed the raticnale which had already been
employed for transportation and, more recently, for the cre-
ation of the CBC. In order to connect Canada's regional
units geographically---and this was linked to trade, com-
merce, development strategy, and federalism --- the govern-
ment had developed and improved its national transportation
and communications support. Such support was just as much
in pursuit of national unity as it was for economic success.
Ostry argues that much of government's attitude to culture
was based on "fostering” the development of culture just as

it had fostered the economic growth of the country.S5!

In addition to its importance as a federal initiative in
the cultural domain, the Canada Council was also important
in that it came to symbolize the 'arms-length' principle in
government's relations to cultural agencies. The elements
of the ‘'arms-length' relationship included several by-now

well-known features:

50 Speech by the Rt. Hon. Louis St. Laurent, March 28, 1956.
Cited in Jeffrey, op. cit., p. 13.

5t §s. Globerman, Cultural Regulation in Canada, (Montreal:
Institute for Research on Public Policy, 1983).
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a Board of Trustees with authority to pursue assigned
corporate objectives, without the intervention of
public officials;
Government appointment of the Board, in a manner
which ensures competence and recognition of the gual-
ities of the persons appointed (i.e. professional and
community competence);
appointment of the Chief Executive Officer by, and
responsible to, the Board for the work of the Corpo-
ration;
government to have authority to adjust the financial
support for the corporation;
Parliament to have the power to revise the constitu-
tive legislation, alter corporate objectives, or ter-
minate the corporation;
the Auditor General to be responsible for annual re-
port to Parliament concerning the operations, re-
source use, and financial transactions of the corpo-
ration;
the Board to be responsible for an annual report, for
policy, and for responsibility to Parliament through

the Minister or through Committee.5?

52

National Arts Centre, A Climate for Creativity: Includ-
ing Supplementary Financial Analyses, Brief to the Feder-
al Cultural Policy Review Committee, (Ottawa: National
Arts Centre Corporation, 1981), pp. 3-4.
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The elements of the arms-length principle had evolved gradu-
ally, partly in response to the perceived risks of depart-
ment~-based control over cultural matters, partly in response
to the perception that a public corporation was best suited
to handle such risks and, at the same time, cater to the
"public goods' character of the policy area, and partly in
response to the potential for conflict in a sensitive area
of federal-provincial relations. In the latter regard, it
is worth noting the dual character of public opinion in Can-
ada. Frank MacKinnon argues that

There was no great public awakening when change

did come. The Massey Commission hearings and re-

port started valuable discussions. But it took the

estate taxes of Sir James Dunn and Issac Killam

just before the election of 1957 to persuade a re-

luctant Parliament to establish the Canada Coun-

cil. A few Canadians applauded, but the general

reaction was a collective snort at such goings

on.>%3
On the other hand, Quebec's response to this new approach by
the federal government was divided: one group was enthusias-
tic about a national council of the arts, while a second
group opposed it on the grounds that it was "unconstitution-
al interference" in Quebec's cultural concerns.®* One direct
result of this was the creation of the Department of Cultur-

al Affairs in Quebec, set up under the Bourassa government

and strongly influenced by the spirit of the Massey Report.

Timlin Lecture, (Saskatoon: University of Saskatchewan)

53 F. MacKinnon, "The Politics of Culture in Canada", The
r
February 27, 1986. (p. 5)

54 B, Ostry, op. cit., pp. 94-95,




47

All of these considerations influenced the formation of
the National Museums of Canada Corporation in 1968: the
arms-length principle, the wuse of a public corporation to
establish a federal presence in an area with undertones of
jurisdictional conflict, and the divided nature of public
opinion with respect to federal activity in the cultural
sector. As we will see in the next section, these consider-
ations were also made more complex and, to some extent, more
urgent by the growing importance of questions of national

unity.

2.4 THE FOURTH PHASE: 1860 TO 1972

The final period leading up to and including the establish-
ment of the National Museums of Canada Corporation and the
1972 National Museums Policy is characterized by a growth in
the importance of public access to heritage resources. This
trend is often referred to as the democratization and decen-
tralization of culture, and it concentrates on the regional
and national aspects of the distribution of national (herit-
age) resources. The trend 1involves the belief that all
classes should have suitable access to cultural and heritage
institutions and sufficient opportunities to develop them to

the fullest possible extent.®3

%% p, P. Schafer, op. cit., pp. 19-24 in particular.
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The Nineteen Sixties also nurtured an activist genera-
tion, one determined to participate in a variety of activi-
ties including public policy decision-making. Some authors
have suggested that political and cultural radicalism arose
from a desire to reform and humanize large-scale political
and social institutions, to make government more relevant to
people in their local setting.%® Still others, including
Bernard Ostry, argue that the main motive amounted to a
search for self-realization:
The cities were breeding a new generation; more
than jobs and handouts they wanted self-realiza-
tion and community Instead of a stake 1in the
economy, and abundance of consumer goods, many of
them demanded recognition and meaning in their
lives. %7
This trend also parallelled the greater attention paid by

the public to leisure time and leisure activities - activi-

ties which included cultural and heritage events.

The term 'culture' was itself taking on new connotations:
jazz, popular music, contemporary dance, and modern art were
increasingly accepted as legitimate manifestations of Cana-
dian culture. Museums, historic sites, and natural science
parks, for example, were figuring more prominantly as new
ways to interpret the world and view reality. The preserva-

tion of heritage resources had become a political issue, at-

56 See, for example, E. Schumacher, Small is Beautiful: Ec-
onomics as if People Mattered, (New York: Harper and Row,
1973); and P. Goodman and P. Goodman, Communities, (New
York: Vintage Books, 1960)}.

57 Ostry, op. cit., pp. 119-120.
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tracting the attention and resocurces of pressure groups. It
is fair to say that the museum as an entity, through its
special functions, evolved (along with other infra-struc-
tures in the nation) as a vehicle of nationalism and an in-
strument of cultural policy.%® That is, it strengthened the
symbolic bonds of nationhocod and national unity and, at the
same time, provided Canadians with new learning experiences
through its ability to communicate the cultural diversity

within Canada and ocutside it.

2.4.1 Nationalism

A broad assortment of justifications for federal interven-
tion in cultural matters has been suggested in the academic
literature. For example, John Meisel notes that government
is motivated to become more deeply involved 1in culture be-
cause the latter is closely related to nationalism.%® Gov-
ernment assistance for cultural activities is justified in-
sofar as it contributes to national identity and survival.
The support for cultural events, programs and delivery sys-
tems, based on a sense of belonging and pride may be consid-
ered to be socially (and politically) desirable. The cultur-
al nationalism argument, as expressed in government policy

affecting telecommunications, the print media, television,

58 U.N.E.S5.C.0., Aspects of Cultural Policy, (Paris: UNESCO,
1976), p. 33.

58 J. Meisel, "Political Culture and the Politics of Cul-
ture," Canadian Journal of Political Science, Volume II,
#4, December 1974, p. 606.
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films, and the publishing industry, has also been used as a
defence against the influence of foreign mass culture, as we
have seen.®? Canada's National Museums Policy, established
in 1968 and elaborated in 1972, was designed for the devel-
opment and expansion of services which would strengthen and
disseminate Canadian cultural heritage at home and abroad.
The goals o¢f national unity and identity were consciously

part of this policy.S5!

Prior to the Centennial Celebrations of 1967 though, most
Canadians had little desire or incentive to visit museums as
part of their leisure activity. The general public attitude
toward museums had not altered very much since the pre-Con-
federation period. The museum was basically regarded as an
"unsympathetic fortress-like 'place,"®2? a mausoleum, replete
with dusty old bones and curiosities --—- a place patronized
by collectors of antigquities, the erudite, and social elite

of the society.

This was a period of experimentation in which communica-
tion was the operative word. It was to be maximized by im-

proved orientation to and interpretation of resources; the

680 5, Globerman, Op. Cit., (Montreal: Institute for Research
on Public Policy, 1983}, pp. 37-43.

81 Government of Quebec, A Cultural Development Policy for
Quebec. A General View: The Culture Under Consideration,
(Quebec: Department of Culture and Immigration, 1978},
Volume 1, p. 21.

52 B, Dixon, A. Courtney and R. Bailey, The Museum and the
Canadian Public, (Ottawa: Arts and Culture Branch, De-
partment of the Secretary of State, 1974), pp. 1 and 94.
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perjorative connotations of the word 'museum' would be mini-
mized as a result. In this context the image of the museum
took on a new complexion in response to the spendid in-house
productions of EXPO 67. Technically sophisticated and aesth-
etic exhibits, exposed Canadians to new standards of excel-
lence. This had a positive impact on the public's perception
of public exhibits in general and, more narrowly, of museum
exhibits and the content which they communicated. Through
EXPO, Canadians were made aware of the versatility of museo-
logical techniques wused in demonstrating and interpreting
natural and human history, over space and time, through the
tools of exhibit design and preparation. A generation of
young people, influenced by teievision, was receptive to the
multidimensional experience of dioramas, exhibits and 'mood'

galleries found both at EXPO and in the contemporary museum.

Merridy Cox writes on the concept of nationalism and its
political impact on museums:

Whether a museum is run by the government or a
group, or by a single curator, the bias of nation-
alism is difficult to avoid. It may be the driv-
ing force in the rescue of knowledge of a past way
of life, or it may be expressed by a traditional
way of doing things. Nationalism is behind every
expression of group loyalty and cultural identity
-—- Nationalism can become the driving force be-
hind cultural growth. In Canada the present inter-
est and enthusiasm in culture and museums emerged
from the nationalistic force of the cultural cele-
brations.®3

63 M. Cox, "Nationalism and Museums," Gazette, Volume 11,
#1, 1978, pp. 7-8.
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Bernard Ostry illustrates this period of cultural history in
terms of the factors of governmental response to public de-
mands and the special attention given to cultural affairs.
By the inception of the Centennial celebrations, a substan-
tial amount of public money was disbursed to the Secretary
of State. Funds were then allocated to various federal cul-
tural agencies with mandates which
touched on some of the most fundamental aspects of
Canadian life. Behind this growing importance of
the Ministry was an explosion of information about
Canada demanded by the public and paid for by the
Federal Treasury.®%4
We have already seen, however, that not all Canadians
were taken with this new spirit of nationalism or taken with
it in the same way. For some residents of Quebec especially,
the preservation of their cultural heritage --- with its at-
tendant sense of pride and dignity --- had always been a
significant motive behind a regional identity. As QOstry
puts it:
The French have long understood the importance of
their culture and French Canadians have probably
understood its function in nation-building better
than most English-speaking Canadians.®%
For French-Canadians, the cultural celebrations only served
to reinforce what was already firmly entrenched. It is fair
to speculate that the federal policy which was well under

way by 1968 would be considered intrusive by some Franco-

phones who were determined to protect (or return to) their

64 B, Ostry, op. cit., p. 114.

65 B, Ostry, op. cit., p. 7.
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rights of education, language and culture. As Steven Glober-
man argues

On casual observation, it seems possible to argue

that increased government intrusion into cultural

activities has ~ on some occasions at least - been

a divisive force in Canadian society. For example,

the government of Quebec views the cultural initi-

atives of the federal government as part of an ef-

fort to eliminate the Quebecois culture, while the

federal government suspects the [Quebec] govern-

ment of attempting to subvert the federalist state

by promoting a sense of cultural isolation among

Quebecois.®®
By 1964, the Quebec Department of Cultural Affairs institut-
ed a policy of democratization and decentralization in an
effort to make Quebec culture more accessible to the people
of the province. 1In conjunction with this philosophy, funds
were made available for the expansion of museums throughout
the province, since museums were seen to be essential to the
spread of Quebec culture.®’ The high priority which the Que-
bec government placed on culture 1is also illustrated by the
incorporation of the Immigration Branch into the line struc-
ture of the Department of Cultural Affairs after 1965. By
organizing the bureaucracy in this manner, the provincial

government was better equipped to integrate immigrants into

the French-speaking community.58

66 5, Globerman, op. c¢it., p. 4. Also see, Government of
Quebec, op. cit., pp. 1-101.

67 B. Ostry, op. ¢it., p. 92; also see p. 88.

68 1pid, pp. 94-95, and p. 2, footnote.
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2.4.,2 Rationalization

In 1963, Maurice Lamontagne, Liberal parliamentarian and
Secretary of State, pledged a campaign to rectify support
ftor the arts and other cultural activities which, from Con-
federation onward, had troubled various administrations. Un-
der Lamontagne's influence, the Secretary of State portfolio
was broadened to include responsibility for a wide range of
cultural agencies including: the Canada Council, National
Gallery, National Museum, National Library, Public Archives,
the Board of Broadcast Governors, the Canadian Broadcasting
Corporation, the National Film Board, the Queen's Printer,
the Centennial Commission, and the Citizenship and Citizen-

ship Registration branches.®®

The decision to locate overall responsibility for nation-
al cultural agencies to one federal ministry should be con-
sidered part the increasing "tendency toward rationalization
of management" and the implementation of long-term fiscal
planning techniques introduced by the Trudeau administration
in later years.’® This transformation created a major drain
on cultural funding. The budgetary demands were too great to
be satisfied by existing resource allocations which could
not meet the growing demands of the cultural institutions.
As well, many of the statutes governing cultural institu-

tions were dated and this hindered the scope of operations

69 See B. Ostry, 1bid, p. 101,

70 1bid, p. 102; also see Jeffrey, op. cit., p. 14.
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even more.

The period from 1963 to 1968 saw the newly transformed
Department of the Secretary of State experience major chang-
es in funding allotments. This was due to the initiatives
of three successive ministers {(Pickerskill, Lamontagne, and
LaMarsh) who set out to alleviate some of the more pressing
problems confronting cultural activity. Three major accom-

plishments can be credited to them:

1. increased funding;
2. the enactment of new and/or improved legislation:
3. the establishement of major cultural policy review

committees.

The major investigations 1into core cultural issues --- the
Royal Commission on Bilingualism and Biculturalism in 1963
and the Special Senate Committee Review of Science Policy in
1967 -—— were instrumental in providing the government with
added motivation to expand the federal role in culture. Os-
try states that

Such investigations highlighted the need to devel-

op a comprehensive policy in cultural matters and

showed that the wurge to rationalize was at least

beginning to permeate the leadership cadres.’!

In 1968, the National Museums Act was passed. The Act

provided for the incorporation of the National Gallery into

the new National Museums of Canada and for the creation of a

71 B, Ostry, Ibid, p. 109.
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National Museum of Man , a National Museum of Natural Sci-
ences, and a National Museum of Science and Technology. The
NMC, listed as a Crown corporation in Schedule B of the Fi-
nancial Administration Act, was to assume administrative re-
sponsibility and provide services, particularly in the areas
of security, library, and personnel, for the four national
museums, according to Chapter 21 of the National Museums
Act.”? Prior to April 1, 1968, when the Act came into force,
the National Museum had been under the jurisdiction of a
number of agencies and departments, including the Geological
Survey of Canada (from 1842-1950), the Resources and Devel-
opment Department (1950-1964), and the Department of the
Secretary of State (beginning in 1964). Aside from the Na-
tional Gallery, which was a separate entity, the new Nation-
al Museums had formerly been (as of 1956} the natural histo-
ry and human history branches of the National Museum. They
were consituted as three separate National Museums under the
provisions of the 1968 Act, with the National Gallery making

the fourth National Museum.

72 p. 4 ff. of the Act, given Royal Assent on December 21,
1967 and effective April 1, 1968. Alsc see Crown Corpora-
tions and other Canadian Government Corporate Interests,
March 1984, p. 12 and 21. The National Museum of Science
and Technology now includes the National Aeronautical Mu-
seum and the Canadian Agricultural Museum. The National
Gallery at present 1includes the Canadian Museum of Con-
temporary Photography, and the Canadian War Museum was
subsumed under the National Museum of Man, which is now
titled the National Museum of Civilization.
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We have already seen that the National Museums of Canada
was to 'demonstrate the products of nature and the works of
man'. In addition, the 1968 Act stated that the Corporation
could conserve, display, and collect objects, and conduct or
sponsor research relevant to these general purposes.
The NMC could also:
(c} arrange or sponsor travelling exhibitions of
materials in, or related to, its collections;
(d) arrange for the acquisition or publication and
the sale to the public of books, pamphlets, repli-
cas and other materials related to its purposes;
(e) undertake or sponsor programs for the training
of persons in the professions and skills involved
in the operation of museums;
(f) establish adeguate liason with other museums
and universities with a view to securing maximum
collaboration of all activities in this field and,
for such purposes, establish a committee or com-
mittees pursuant to section 13;
(g) arrange for or provide professional and tech-
nical services to other organizations whose pur-
poses are similar to any of those of the Corpora-
tion, on such terms and conditions as may be
approved by the Minister 73
The amalgamation of these major federal heritage institu-
tions and heritage-related functions under a single Corpora-
tion reflected the push to "rationalize the administration

of cultural institutions which were to have enhanced re-

sources to respond to the new consciousness of heritage."?%

73 Canada, National Museums of Canada Act, Consolidated
Statutes of Canada, 16, Elizabeth, Chapter 21, Part 1,
(Ottawa: Queen's Printer, 1967), p. 164.

74 B. Ostry, lbid, p. 102.
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It is also significant that, at about the same time, Prime
Minister Trudeau established a Cabinet Committee on Culture
and Information. This not only marked a greater concentra-
tion in cabinet decision-making as a whole, but also a high-
er priority which had been assigned to the cultural/heritage
sector. These events may also be seen to result from the
cumulative effort of successive Liberal ministers who acted
to give increased significance to heritage and cultural ac-
tivities. One of the most influential figures was Gerard
Pelletier, who was determined to apply his party's philoso-
phy of participation and democratization to the cultural mi-
lieux. As a liberal democrat, he believed in the notion of
the 'just society' and he wished to extend to all Canadians
the right to experience their cultural heritage. He was
also influenced by the cultural ferment in his native Quebec
and by the example of his friend the French Minister of Cul-
ture, Andre Malraux.’® Ostry also notes that, even as a jun-
ior minister, Pelletier had considerable resources to press

claims within cabinet.

2.4.3 NMC Mandate and Programme Obijectives

The legislative apparatus that set the foundation for a co-
ordinated federal assistance programme for museums across
Canada began with the NMC Act following a cabinet decision

in March, 1972 to examine federal government activities in

75 B. Ostry, 1bid, p. 115. It is also possible that Pelleti-
er drew some ideas for the establishment of a network of
museums across the country from his experience in Quebec.
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the area of museums and national heritage.’® The policy
which is distinguished for its two main objectives, "being
to facilitate public access" and to preserve the national
heritage,’” actually had its first public presentation in
February 1972 during the Throne Speech and later Commons De-
bates. It was a complement to the proposed Bill to Estab-
lish a corporation to be known as Heritage Canada with re-
sponsibility for the preservation of Canada's historic
architectural and natural heritage.”’® The Honorable Jean
Chretien, Minister of Indian Affairs and Northern Develop-
ment, spoke to the issue of Canada's cultural heritage in
response to Opposition questions. He stressed the impor-
tance of cultural heritage for the preservation of a Canadi-
an identity. His address on this aspect of government poli-
cy foreshadowed the enlarged mandate of the NMC which was to
include a network of Naticnal Exhibition Centres and an As-
sociate Museums Programme.’® Chretien stated that:

Our cultural heritage, Mr. Speaker, makes up an

essential part of the quality of our 1life. Not
only must we preserve 1it, but we must make it

76 J. Trew and P. Montminy, Inventory of Heritage Activities
in the Federal Government, (Ottawa: Secretary of State,
Research and Statistics Directorate, Arts and Culture
Branch, 1979), p. 4.

77T G, Pelletier, "Democratization and Decentralization: A
New Policy for Museums", Notes for an Address, by the
Secretary of State to the Canadian Club, Calgary Alberta,
Tuesday, March 28, 1972, p. 5.

78 House of Commons, Debates, Fourth Session, Twenty-Eighth
Parliament, February 17, 1972, p. 3.

7% House of Commons, Debates, Fourth Session, Twenty-Eighth
Legislature, February 22, 1972, p. 127,
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available to all Canadians.

The government, through the Secretary of State De-
partment, intends to increase the responsibility
of the National Museums of Canada. A system of
associated museums will be set wup in order to al-
low the Canadian people across the country to en-
joy the National Museums collections.

At the same time, the Canada Council will be given
more funds and its responsibilities will be ex-
tended in order to insure the protection and use
of museum collections that do not belong to the
national system. This will lead to the establish-
ment of the first elements in a network of nation-
al exhibition centres and to the management of a
collection of art objects which will be lcaned in
order to attract the public to the museums.

Ignorance about the culture and history of the
various groups that make up our population has had
much more to do with dividing us than any other
single factor. National parks, historic sites and
museums enrich the quality of Canadian 1life and
strengthen visibly the fibre of national  unity.
They tell us much about the world around us, our-
selves and each other.

Communication and understanding are essential in a
diverse society. We must seek to deepen our under-
standing, to enlarge our appreciation of all oth-
ers. This is the foundation of government policy
on bilingualism and the raison d'etre of its mul-
ticultural programs, the basis of a better Canadi-
anism. There is no threat in this. There is a
promise, a promise of a land in which the dignity
of everyone, the heritage of everyone of us will
be respected and understood by all.?®®

Chretien's speech 1is integral to an understanding of the
present level of federal responsibility and involvement in
museums - in our cultural heritage. This prelude to the
public announcement of a new NMC policy expresses the ra-

tionale which forms "the larger more complex reality: the

80 The Honorable J. Chretien, Minister of Indian Affairs and
Northern Development, Debates, House of Commons, Fourth
Session, Twenty-Eighth Parliament, February 22, 1972, p.
127.
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Canadian government's cultural policy".8!

2.4.4 NMC Policy: Expansion of Mandate

The 1972 policy was intended to supplement the basic man-
date by providing specific programmes to assist non-federal
museums in general, so that they could better perform the
important functions of demonstrating and conserving heritage
materials. The National Museums Policy was further defined
to facilitate access to Canada's national heritage as a ma-
jor priority.®? This came in direct response to the public
demand for increased access to Canadian heritage. In an im-
portant way, it explains why the policy was aimed at extend-
ing the impact of museums in the delivery of cultural pro-
grammes and heritage activities.®3® When Pelletier, as
Secretary of State, enunciated the 1972 National Museums
Policy: he stated that the government's objectives were es-
sentially an extension of the philosophy of federal cultural
policy and of his department: democratization and decentral-
ization. The government had set the two overall objectives
of democratization and decentralization in 1968, to "define
certain general guidelines in relation to the different

forms of cultural activity."®? These two fundamental activi-

81 pelletier, op. cit., March 28, 1972, p. 2.

82 Gerard Pelletier defined the national heritage as the
"collective memory of the country." op. cit., p. 4.

83 1pid, p. 1 ff.

84 1bid, p. 4.
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ties became the basis for future policy directives and poli-

cies in the cultural sector.

The policy stresses the historical significance of Cana-
da's cultural heritage, the value of self-expression and the
need to share knowledge and skills. The first objective was
to increase the physical and intellectual access to cultural
objects, art works and collections which represent the Cana-
dian national heritage - for all Canadians, regardless of
the urban or rural character of their community or their ge-
ographical remoteness.®% In Pelletier's terms, democratiza-
tion meant increased access to the products of cultural ac-
tivity for all taxpayers (citizens), not only for a select
group as has been the case in the past. Moreover, since this
concerns the use of public funds, it would be unfair to pro-
mote cultural activities that are '"reserved for the happy
few."8® With respect to decentralization, Pelletier stated
that "in a country such as Canada decentralization signifies
an active battle against vast distances in order to make our
cultural symbols available to all Canadians, no matter where
they live."®7 Finally, in articulating the policy, Pelletier
envisaged the Canadian museum of the future to be

a modern and dynamic instrument of initiation to

culture: museums, as much as theatre, music or
film fulfill an essential function in the cultural

85 1bid, pp. 2-4, and 4 ff.
86 1bid, p. 4.

87 1bid.



63

sectors.88

The 1972 Museums policy is important because: 1) it ac-
knowledged the federal government's concern in expanding the
awareness of the Canadian public with respect to heritage
matters; and 2) it set a precedent for federal responsibili-
ty for supporting the activities of museums and art galler-

ies outside the four national institutions in Ottawa.?®9

88 1bid, p. 5.

8% Sharrilyn Ingram, "Looking Ahead", Saskatchewan Museums
Quarterly, Volume 5, #4, pp. 44-45. The article was orig-
inally presented as an address to the Eleventh Annual
Meeting of the Saskatchewan Museum Association, Saska-
toon, Saskatchewan, April 19-21, 1979.




Chapter III
NATIONAL MUSEUMS OF CANADA: CORPORATE STRUCTURE
AND PROGRAMME EVOLUTION

This chapter deals with the substance and evolution of
the fourth phase of cultural development introduced 1in the
1as£’chapter: the institutions and programmes of the Nation-
al Museums of Canada. The 1initial section will address the
objectives and structure of the Corporation as a whole.
While the discussion will emphasize the present (1986) model
of the Corporation, attention will be.paid to the earlier
work of the Consultative Committee which, as an instrument
of the NMC's Board of Trustees, constructed the Corpora-
tion's organizational and policy response to the 1972 Muse-—
ums Policy. This section will conclude with a brief overview
of federal funding of heritage activities. The second sec-
tion will discuss the programmatic response of the Corpora-
tion: the National Programmes. 1In that context, a detailed
description of the Museum Assistance Programmes will be set
out. The third section of this chapter will address the
grant funding assessment process and outline the criteria
employed by MAP. The final section will provide a brief in-
troduction to the types of evidence to be used in Chapter IV

and Chapter V.,
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3.1 STRUCTURE OF THE NATIONAL MUSEUMS OF CANADA

The NMC was conceived as a cost-effective service-oriented
umbrella organization. The amalgamation (and creation) of
the four nationals under the single corporation was consid-
ered important not only as a way to cut administrative costs
by pooling scarce resources, but also as a way to increase
the influence of the heritage institutions in dealingrwith
the centralized agencies of government.' The corporation is
presided over by a Board of Trustees consisting of the
Chairman, Vice-Chairman, and ten trustees who, with the Di-
rector of the Canada Council and the President of the Na-
tional Research Council (ex-officio) constitute the corpora-
tion.? The Chairman, the Trustees, the Secretary General,
and the museum directors of the four National Museums are
all appointed by the Governor 1in Council. The Secretary
General is the chief executive officer (CEQ) of the corpora-
tion and 1is delegated the authority of a deputy minister.
The person holding the Secretary General's position is also
the Vice Chairman of the Board of Trustees. The responsibil-
ities of the Secretary General include: direction and man-
agement of the corporation's finances and personnel, and the
coordination and implementation of the policy objectives set

out by government and the Board. The parameters of respon-

Federal Cultural Policy Review Committee, Report, (Ottawa:
Information Services, Department of Communications, 1982},
p. 126,

2 NMC, Research Report, April 1968-69, Part 1, General, p.
1.
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sibility basically cover three general functional areas:
Planning, National Programmes, and Communications. All com-
mon services flow from the office of the Secretary General.
In short, the responsibilities of the CEO reflect the phi-
losophy that <centralized agencies reduce administrative

costs and avoid duplication for the four national museums.

The Board's role is to establish policies to guide the
development and operations of the corporation and to ensure
that policies and directives are carried out, in keeping
with the specific regulations set out by Parliament and the
government of the day. Table 1 gives a detailed view of the
Operating Planning Framework which currently applies to the
accountability/reporting lines at the National Museums of
Canada. The Board formulates its own procedures and can ap-
point sub-committees to assist in its mission.?® The fourteen
member Board represents various backgrounds and most of the
regions of Canada. The Board meets quarterly; one meeting is
always held in Ottawa, and at least two meetings are held in

the different geographical regions of Canada.?

3 NMC, Annual Report, 1968-69, pp. 1-2. The Board appointed
an important sub-committee of this sort in order to ex-
plore the implications and implementation of the new muse-
ums policy in 1972.

% Horizons, Volume 2, #2, 1976, [the Caraguet Conference,
October 1-3], p. 26, New Brunswick Museum Association.
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3.1.1 Consultative Committee

As a result of the Secretary of State's policy statement, a
Consultative Committee was established through a by-law of
the National Museums of Canada Corporation. A precident for
the new committee lay in the mandate for an earlier Commit-
tee on Museum Policy which had been formed in July 1968.
The earlier committee had had responsibility for

the establishment of policies which should guide

the development of the National Museums of Canada

and govern the relationships of the corporation

with other museums or museum-type activities being

carried on by the Government of Canada, as well as

with provincial, municipal and private museums

throughout Canada.?®

The new committee was composed of the Vice-Chairman of

the Board of Trustees {(as committee chairman), two nominees
of the Secretary of State, one nominee of the President of
the Canada Council, two members appointed by the Chairman of
the Board of Trustees chosen from a panel of nomminees sub-
mitted by the Canadian Museums Association, and two members
similarly appointed from a panel proposed by the Canadian
National Committee for the 1International Council of Muse-

ums.® The main purpose of the new committee on National Mu-

seums Policy was to assist the Board of Trustees in the im-

® National Museums of Canada, Annual Report, 1968-196%, p.
2,

® National Museums of Canada, Annual Report, 1972-1973, p.
2, The committee was supported by a Secretariat estab-
lished in Corporation headquarters to provide research,
project evaluation, and secretarial services.
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plementation of the new policy. Its main responsibilities

were to:

1. establish broad policy objectives for each component
of the National Programmes: Canadian Heritage Infor-
mation Network (CHIN), the National Inventory (NI},
the Canadian Conservation Institute (CCI), MuseumMo-
biles, and the Museums Assistance Programmes (MAP);

2. establish criteria and definitions for applications,
as they related to the financial Museums Assistance
Programmes portion of the National Programmes;

3. advise and make recommendations concerning submis-
sions for assistance by museums. These items would

then be submitted to the Board of Trustees.?

Dr. Louis Lemieux was appointed Secretary, and he promptly
organized a staff of project officers to study applications
submitted by museums and related institutions from across
Canada and to compile briefing information for the Consulta-

tive Committee.?8

The consultations which the Committee conducted with mu-
seum officials across the country led to the creation of the

National Programmes Branch within the NMC. The new branch

7 National Museums of Canada, Preliminary Statement of In-
tent and Brief to the Federal Cultural Policy Review Com-
mission, (Ottawa: 1981), p. 3. Also see B. Broadland, CMA
Gazette, Volume 6, #4, October 1972, p. 12; L. Lemieux,
"National Museums Policy", Dawson and Hind, Volume 4, Sep-
tember 1972, p. 7.

8 1bid, p. 3.
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subsumed eleven of the twelve elements developed within the
1972 policy, namely: associate museums, extension and educa-
tion projects, museum-mobiles, the National Inventory, cata-
logue assistance, the Canadian Conservation Institute, spe-
cial grants, national exhibition centres, the national loan
collection, training assistance and the emergency purchase
fund. A twelveth element - a National Popularization Pro-
gramme - was never formalized as a separate programme, al-
though a research fund was established with such an objec-
tive in mind. The specific programmes which were created to

reflect these concerns are shown in Fiqure 1 below.?

® Democratization and Decentralization, A new Policy for Mu-
seums, ©op. cit., p. 12, Also see NMC Annual Report,
1972-1973, section entitled "National Museums Policy", p.
2. Extracts from Part II of the Estimates, 1984-1985, p.
8. Plans to establish a 'National Popularization Program'
were to entail research in the area of museology as well
as accommodate the "needs, reactions, and attitudes of the
public vis a vis museums and the national cultural herit-
age." Although the 'Popularization' initiative may have
been thought of as a separate programme in its early phas-
es, the collection of data of this nature has in practice
been subsumed by different branches of the Secretary of
State and the Department of Communications, including the
Arts and Culture Branch and the Research and Statistical
Directorate.
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NATIONAL PROGRAMMES

MAP-——————m s e |
1)INSTITUTIONAL 2)PROJECT
ASSISTANCE ASSISTANCE —_ CANADIAN
CONSERVATION
INSTITUTE
Asscciate Conservation
Museums Assistance —-——> CANADIAN
HERITAGE
Naticonal Exhibition INFORMATION
Exhibiticon Assistance NETWORK
Centres
Registration -2 INTERNATIONAL
Assistance PROGRAMME
Special -—> MOBILE
Activities EXHIBITS
Assistance PROGRAMME
Training

Assistance

3)HERITAGE Upgrading and
SURPLUS Egquipment
ASSETS Assistance

Figure 1: GENERAL SCHEMA OF PROGRAMMES OFFERED BY NATIONAL
MUSEUMS OF CANADA




72

In summary, the Museum Assistance Programmes were created
to serve the expansion and involvement of museums "large and
small" across the country and they were to "tap the full
cultural resources of Canada."'® The Programmes were, in
their various aspects, to provide financial and technical
assistance to qualifying institutions which apply and which
wish, by implication, to participate in the realization of
the 1972 policy objectives, By increasing the physical and
intellectual access to heritage resources, participating mu-
seums have an impact on the visiting public through the ex-
pansion of knowledge and through an increased awareness of
the collections which reflect our heritage. The funds avail-
able through MAP support also help to ensure the preserva-
tion and maintenance of Canada's natural and cultural herit-

age.

These innovations did not come without an administrative
price. The formation of the four nationals within the NMC
corporate structure created difficulties 1in reporting rela-
tionships and in the status of the Secretary General as the
Chief Executive Officer. 1In 1977, the then-Secretary-Gener-
al of the National Museums of Canada, Bernard Ostry, com-
mented in detail on the initial growing pains of the corpo-
ration. The growing concentration of authority,

responsibility and accountability for the four national mu-

'0 National Museums of Canada, Annual Report, 1973-1974, p.
4.
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seums in the Board of Trustees had generated problems. Ac-
cording to Ostry, the NMC Act of 1968 did not automatically
promote the goals of the federal government in its heritage
policy. In the unflattering terms employed by Ostry:

There were no goals for the board or for the Sec-

retary General; no appreciation of the bureaucrat-

ic system that surrounded them; no clear under-

standing of the needs, demands, tastes of the

cultures outside the national capital region.'!?
The Corporation's response was therefore one of ad hoc con-
sultations with members of the museum community, particular-
ly with the larger institutions outside the Capital Region.
In addition, the Corporation lacked some of the basic corpo-
rate skills needed to operate in the new environment. For
example, there was no conception of how to submit a budget
to the Minister for Treasury Board approval. Given this in-
eptness, the "museums [the four Nationals] got 1little or
nothing."'? We can also infer that the corporate problems of
the NMC could be traced to the less than full-hearted accep-
tance of the NMC's terms of reference by the directors of
the four national museums, combined with the ambiguity of
those terms of reference. Several high museum officials re-
signed in disagreement with the principles of the new policy

and two museum directors "felt very jealous --- about the

new directions."'?® The fact that the directors of the four

'1 Canadian Council of the Arts, "Behind the Scenes at the
National Museums: an exclusive interview with Bernard Os-
try", Arts, September/October, 1977, p. 8.

12 1bid.

'3 1bigd, p. 9.
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Nationals misinterpreted the Museums Act in terms advanta-
geous to themselves also reveals the tension underlying the
new corporate arrangements. These misinterpretations of the
legislation included: 1) the interpretation that no Board
meeting could be called without the permission of the direc-
tors; 2) that the agenda of the meetings had to be approved
by them; 3) that they had to be included in the decision-
making process before the enactment of any Board decision
could be legal. As Ostry points out

If one had accepted their interpretation of the

legislation then one would have believed that

nothing had been changed by Parliament in '68,.

But, the point is that something had happened, and

the government was expecting results which were

not forthcoming.'?
Moreover, the creation of the National Programmes as a re-
sult of the 1972 Policy generated a greater administrative
burden for the Corporation as a whole. As we will see in the
next section, policy had to be formulated on a detailed lev-
el in order to match the general objectives of democratiza-
tion and decentralization. In addition, as the earlier table
indicated, the national programmes yielded their own admin-
istrative division, headed by an Assistant Secretary General
and reporting to the Secretary General. The same can be said
for the status of the Corporate Services division, since it
is headed-up and reports in an identical way. It is there-

fore not difficult to anticipate the findings of the Federal

Cultural Policy Review Committee to the effect that the
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"subtle balance" between the role of the four National muse-
um directors and the Secretary General was modified by the
implementation of the National Programmes in 1974.'% As well
as functioning as an administrative service umbrella for the
four national museums, the NMC's role was augmented by the
activities of National Programmes development, inasmuch as
major funding as well as National Services were to be pro-
vided for museums across the country. Some of these ambigu-

ities are shown in Figure 2 below.

'3 The Federal Cultural Policy Review Committee (Applebaum-
Hebert), Op. Cit., p. 126.
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Board of Trustees

reporting

relationship
4 Secretary
National Museum General
Directors
fambiguity in lines [chief executive officer]
of authority and ———— in By-Laws, by virtue of
responsibility] responsibility and
authority under FAA
increased
ambi?uity
\'
1972 Policy ——==——=—==- >Expansion of NMC Mandate
Expansion of--—--————--- >National Programmes

Central Operations

Public Service<---->Assistant Secretary General
Appointment Secretary responsible for
General National Prog-
Head of N.P. grammes [by
[MAP etc.] Order-in-Council]

Figure 2: LINES OF AUTHORITY AND RESULTANT AMBIGUITY
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3.1.2 Links to Government

The National Museums of Canada Corporation, as a vehicle of
federal cultural policy, reflected the political and econom-
ic environment at the time of its formation. First, we have
seen that it was created as a non-profit Crown corporation
operating under Schedule B of the Financial Administration
Act. Second, the discussion in Chapter II showed that the
Corporation was created in the image of the 'arms-length'
principle which had gradually evolved from federal experi-
ence in the cultural domain. The Massey-Levesque Commission
had not viewed the departmental-control option with favour,
proposing the Canada Council variant as an alternative. The
Council had benefited from a private endowment in its early
years and thus escaped from the kind of close scrutiny which
direct federal funding would have implied. It was not until
the mid-1960s that the Council received appropriations from
Parliament on a regular basis and, by that point, the Coun-
cil had managed to generate at least some measure of self-

protection.!®

Third, the NMC was framed 1in a spirit of administrative
centralization and rationalization. The Trudeau government
tended to favor large scale ministries early on, stricter
control by Cabinet and, 1in later years, a higher degree of

fiscal control and evaluation. Part of this tendency was re-

'S On this point, see G. Woodcock, Strange Bedfellows: The
State and the Arts in Canada, (Vancouver/Toronto: Douglas
and McIntyre, 1985}, pp. 100 ff.
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flected in the initial use of the Secretary of State to
group together several different cultural bodies and agen-
cies; part of it was reflected in the creation of the De-
partment of Communications; and part of it was to be seen in
the formation of the Cabinet-level committee responsible for
culture.'” Fourth, the NMC took shape during a time in which
provincial governments and heritage associations at the lo-
cal and provincial levels had become increasingly active in
the heritage sector. We have already noted the activity of
the Quebec government in this respect, and it has been ar-
gued that provincial efforts were evident (albeit unevenly
so} across the country.'® The potential for provincial-fed-
eral tensions would become greater as the federal government
enhanced the scale of its heritage support in the form of
the National Programmes (and MAP), and as the various play-
ers in the heritage sector became exposed to both the cri-
teria and impact of federal support. Finally, the NMC and
the Museum Assistance Programmes were created at a time of
expanding federal expenditures. Given this expansion and a
coupling of heritage activities with the theme of 'democra-
tization and decentralization', we see a rapid growth in

federal expenditures in this sector.

'7 The form and effects of these cabinet-level changes are
discussed in R. Van Loon and M. S. Whittington, The Cana-
dian Political System: Environment. Structure and Pro-
cess, {Toronto: McGraw-Hill Ryerson, Third Edition,
1981), pp. 488-497 and pp. 571 ff.

'8 See G. Woodcock, op. cit., Chapters 8-10,



79

The material in Table 2 below illustrates some of the ef-
fects noted in the preceeding discussion. In the early
years, at the time of the formation of the Canada Council,
the National Museum budget is less than $0.5 million. More-
over, the museum budget constitutes a small fraction of the
total budget for the Department of Northern Affairs and Na-
tional Resources. When the museum is transferred to the De-
partment of the Secretary of State for the 1964-65 budget
year, the museum budget size 1is roughly $1.5 million, but
that sum constitutes one-fifth of the departmental budget.
Then, beginning in 1969-70, the museum budget size expands
rapidly at a rate of roughly 80% per annum up to 1980-81.
Overall departmental budgets grew at a rate of 48% during
the same period. The material in this table also show, how-
ever, that the museum budget is a very small fraction of the
total departmental budget which also contains allocations
for other instruments of federal policy-most notably the
CBC. These budget figures also indicate that the noticable
growth in the museum budget occurs during the period
1971-76. This applies both to the size of the museum budget
itself and to the proportion of total departmental alloca-
tions. taken up by all museum funding. It is no coincidence
that this is the period during which the Museum Assistance
Programmes are implemented, and the period in which the fed-
eral government is most concerned with national unity. Fi-
nally, the table shows that there is an administrative down-

sizing with the transfer to the Department of
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Communications. The museum budget increases at some 7.1% per
annum over the period 1981-85; the departmental budget aver-
ages 20% growth per annum over the same period; and museums
funding constitutes some 25% of the total departmental budg-
et. The reader should also bear in mind that the material in
this table is unadjusted for inflation, which had particu-
larly marked effects on real spending over the period 1976
to the present. As F, S. Skelton has observed recently:
During the past decade, the national museums' ap-
propriation increased only 80.7 per cent while in-
flation ran at 121.8 per cent. Allowing for infla-
tion, this year's budget for the national museums

is only two thirds of the size of its budget in
1975-76 and yet it has more responsibilities.'®

' F. S, Skelton, "Swann's Way Inspires a New Plea for Great

Museums", Canadian Museums Association, Muse, Spring,
1986, p. 17.
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TABLE 2

BUDGET DATA FOR THE NATIONAL MUSEUM AND THE NATICONAL

MUSEUMS OF CANADA,

1956-57 TO 1986-87 BUDGET ESTIMATES

% of
Department

Budget Museum Department Budget for
Year Budget Budget Museum(s)
18956-57 359,858 38,003,363 0.94
1957-58 393,336 46,403,344 0.84
1958-59 618,292 77,932,478 0.79
1959-60 675,776 85,787,577 0.78
1960-61 769,904 80,892,669 0.95
1961-62 855,972 83,801,974 1.02
1962-63 1,240,540 86,073,210 1.44
1963-64 1,489,600 89,602,300 1.66
1964-65 1,489,000 7,128,200 21.02
1965-66 1,707,400 8,036,400 21.24
1966-67 2,456,000 83,544,100 2.93
1967-68 3,722,500 133,372,900 2.79
1968-69 5,154,500 297,465,700 1.73
1969-70 5,313,182 340,068,000 1.56
1970-71 8,217,000 452,708,000 1.81
1971-72 10,334,000 603,091,000 1.71
1972-73 17,734,000 677,960,000 2.61
1973-74 29,330,000 647,450,000 4,53
1974-75 33,117,000 675,388,000 4.90
1975-76 41,439,000 728,321,000 5.68
1976-77 42,023,000 772,760,000 5.43
1977-78 45,044,000 1,446,598,000 3.11
1978-79 49,471,000 1,878,968,000 2.63
1979-80 47,415,000 2,038,779,000 2.32
1980-81 52,461,000 2,137,227,000 2.45
1981-82 57,369,000 163,556,000 35.07
1982-83 61,793,000 364,966,000 16.93
1983-84 66,220,000 266,143,000 24,88
1984-85 69,517,000 266,909,000 26.04

Source: Annual Estimates, Department of Finance.

The Department of Northern Affairs had responsibility

for the National Museum between 1956-64; the Department

of the Secretary of State was responsible for the period
1964-81; the Department of Communications for 1981-present.
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An additional perspective 1is offered by comparing the
growth rates for the NMC as a whole against other related
federal agencies. Figures for the period beginning with fis-
cal year 1979-1980 and ending with fiscal year 1983-1984 il-
lustrate the point. During this period, funding for the NMC
increased by 39.7%. Funding for the National Library in-
creased 99.7% during the same period; funding for the Public
Archives increased 74.6%, while Social Sciences and Humani-
ties Research Council (S.S.H.R.C.) funding grew by 67.1%.
Finally, funding for the Canada Council and Parks Canada in-

creased by 59.5% and 53.8% respectively. 29

The method of federal budgeting has also changed over re-
cent years, partly as a method of effecting stricter budget-
ary control and partly as a method of grouping the funding
for 'packages' of government objectives. The current prac-
tice, known as the 'envelope system', groups expenditures
under broad headings such as: social development, defense,
economic and regional development and so on. The envelope
system, originally devised by senior civil servants in the
Trudeau Liberal administration 1in late 1978 and 1979, was
further developed during the brief Conservative government
under Prime Minister Joe Clark. It was implemented in full
with the return of the Trudeau Liberals. In the early

1980's, the system divided expenditures into 10 envelopes

2% National Museums of Canada, After Applebaum-Hebert, (Ot-
tawa: National Museums of Canada, February 1984), p. 3.
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grouped by five Cabinet committees: for example, the Social
Development Committee of Cabinet would be responsible for
the Social Affairs envelope and Justice and Legal envelope.
Within the Social Affairs envelope were grouped several de-
partments, in this example the Departments of Communications
(and the NMC), Employment and Immigration, the Environment,
Indian Affairs and Northern Development, Labour, National
Health and Welfare, Public Works, the Secretary of State,
Treasury Board, Veterans Affairs, and the Ministry of State
for Social Development. The system was simplified to seven

envelopes by the fiscal year 1984-85,21

This brief discussion suggests some areas of difficulty
for the National Museums of Canada Corporation and the Muse-
um Assistance Programmes which it subsumes. First, the rapid
increase in the size of the heritage budget suggests a posi-
tive commitment by the federal government to support such
activities. With a rapid increase in resources, however,
there are the additional problems of management and of for-
mulating objectives. Our later discussion will indicate that
the Corporation experienced difficulties on both counts.
Second, the discussion suggests that accountability and ad-

ministrative rationalization are major themes at the time of

2! A brief history of the envelope system is provided in J.
Gray, "Envelope system is a bid to make sense of federal
spending"”, The Globe and Mail, September 21, 1982, pp.
78-79. Also see Department of Finance, 1986-87 Estimates,
Part 1, The Government Expenditure Plan, {(Ottawa: Minis-
try of Supply and Services, 1986), pp. 10 ff.; and R. Van
Loon and M. Whittington, op. cit., p. 493 and pp.
515-523.
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expansion into the Museum Assistance Programmes and that the
emphasis on these themes increases as we near the present.
The effect of these themes is mirrored to begin with in the
small proportion of the departmental budget which 1is given
over to the NMC. It is later reflected in the fact that the
allocation for the National Museums 1is in effect dwarfed by
its inclusion as part of the massive Social Development en-
velope. This envelope, as Table 3 shows, accounted for 43.8%
of total federal expenditure in fiscal 1984-85. The NMC ac-
counted for $69.5 Millions of the $41.7 Billions in this en-
velope; on an even smaller scale, the Museum Assistance Pro-
grammes accounted for roughly 11.8% of the total NMC budget.
Thifd, the nature of the new envelopes 1is such that the
needs of heritage institutions and programmes compete, with-
in the same envelope, with federal transfer payments for
health, welfare and income security. As the National aArts
Centre observed not long ago in their presentation to the
Applebaum-Hebert Committee:

As things stand, Cultural Affairs are enveloped,
for the purposes of fundamental policy/financial
decisions, in "Social Welfare". The legitimate de-
mands of the playwright and the painter are placed

in direct competition for support with the equally
legitimate demands of the poor and the palsied.??

22 National Arts Centre Corporation, op. cit., p. 11.
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TABLE 3

FEDERAL EXPENDITURES BY ENVELOPE: 1986-87 ESTIMATES

EXPENDITURE BY ENVELOPE

ENVELOPE EXPENDITURE
($ Billions, 1984-85)

SOCIAL DEVELOPMENT 41,7
PUBLIC DEBT 20.4
ECONOMIC AND REGIONAL DEVELOPMENT 15.3
DEFENCE 8.8
FISCAL ARRANGEMENTS 5.9
EXTERNAL AFFAIRS AND INTERNAT'L AID 2.7
PARLIAMENT 0.2

Department of Finance. 1986-87 Estimates, Part I,
The Government Expenditure Plan, p. 13.
Ottawa. Ministry of Supply and Services, 1986.
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3.2 THE NATIONAL PROGRAMMES AND THE MUSEUM ASSISTANCE
PROGRAMMES

We have already touched on the formation of the National
Programmes and administrative difficulties which they im-
plied for the NMC. The National museums were to act as fed-
eral institutions in the sense that they were to be collec-
tively responsible for professional standards, the custody,
preservation, conservation and management of nationally sig-
nificant collections, research, as well as interpretive and
educational programs. In addition, they were to extend mu-
seological standards and funding support to large and small
museums outside the National Capital region. The expansion
of basic policy was also to include the provision of infor-
mation, services and travelling exhibits to heritage insti-
tutions other than the four nationals. These programmes are

outlined in the following discussion.

3.2.1 The Early Museum Assistance Programmes

Initially, the general structure of the Museum Assistance
Programmes consisted of two components: 1) institutional:
educational, and extension assistance under the Associate
Museums programme and the National Exhibition Centre pro-
gramme; 2} project-based assistance for non-federal museums
including: special grants, training assistance, catalogue
assistance and emergency purchase assistance. The initial
structure of each of these segments and the programmes which

they generate will be discussed briefly below.
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3.2,1.1 Associate Museums Programme
The Associate Museums Programme and the National Exhibition
Centre Programme were created to provide a network of herit-
age institutions which would be able to promote public ac-
cess and provide for public programming and extension servi-
ces. The first qualification for Associate status was a
museum's compliance with the Committee's definition of a mu-
seum:

a non-profit permanent establishment exempt from

federal and provincial taxes; open to the public

and administered in the public interest, exhibit-

ing to the public for its instruction and enjoy-

ment, objects and specimens of educational and

cultural value, including artistic, scientific,
historical and technological value.?3

Initially, an Associate Museum was thought to be one which:

1. displays and maintains collections of special inter-
est to the people of Canada;

2. demonstrates a positive attitude toward extension ac-
tivities in the area of producing travelling exhibits
for museums outside their locale, as well as receiv-
ing collections and exhibits from other museums;

3. has a demonstrated ability to 'radiate' outside its
immediate locale. This would involve the provision of
quality assistance, consultation, and advice as well

as support for travelling exhibits.

23 L, Lemieux, op. cit., p. 8.
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4, can competitively apply grant funds for out-reach

programmes and extension services. Today, this aspect

reflects professional ability and the maintenance of
certain standards.

5. has the ability to meet the needs of the Associate

Programme by qualifying under <c¢riteria which may

change, under the purposes of the Programme, at any

time, 24

3.2.1.2 National Exhibition Centres

The National Exhibition Centres were to be established in
"smaller communities [which were] not served by a non-spe-
cialized museum."2?® They were to be capable of receiving
travelling collections from the Associate, National, provin-
cial or regional museums. According to Treasury Board docu-
mentation from 1972, the Centres were to be 'locally con-
trolled and operated' and 'function in close collaboration'

with Associate museums. 28

3.2.1.3 Special Grants
Under this programme, grants were to be made available so
that "smaller museums [could] upgrade their staff and facil-

ities to the point where they might apply for associate sta-

24 1bid.

25 National Museums of Canada, Evaluation of the Museum As-

sistance Programmes: Findings, op. cit., p. 37.

26 Cited in Ibid, p. 38.




89
tus."2” The initial allocation for this programme was $1.5

million,

3.2.1.4 Catalogue Assistance

This type of assistance was applied to the National Invento-
ry of Collections. It was aimed at museums able to cooperate
with the National Inventory (NI) programme requirements for
cataloguing objects and registering them in an automated re-
treivable data base. This assistance was made available to
museums in an effort to determine the content of Canadian
collections so that the best utilization and distribution of
collections could be achieved. Funds were made available for
cataloguing only; the records were then to be fed into the

Inventory for future access.?®

3.2.1.5 Training Assistance

This programme was intended to increase the absolute number
of professional workers in heritage institutions and to up-
grade the skills of those already employed in heritage occu-
pations. Museological research, an expanded museological
curriculum in appropriate institutions, and 1in-service
training programmes formed aspects of this part of the new
policy. $0.5 million was set aside for this programme in

1972,

27 L. Lemieux, op. cit., p. 9.

28 I, Lemieux, Ibid, p. 9. Also see NMC, Annual Report,
1973-1974, p. 6.
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3.2.1.6 Emergency Purchase Fund
The object of this programme was to prevent the loss of her-
itage treasures to foreign countries. Objects or collections
purchased in this manner "would then be presented, given on
permanent loan or resold to the National Museums or others

providing the requisite guarantees."?2®

3.2.1.7 The Canadian.Conservation Institute

Given that the preservation of heritage had been identified
as a problem area by several observers, part of the new pol-
icy was designed to form a regional network of conservation
facilities. $1.65 million was allocated initially, and some
funds were to be made available for immediate restoration

projects.

3.2.2 Evolution of MAP Funding

Grants and programmes are the policy instruments through
wvhich corporations such as NMC put abstract policy into ac-
tion. As we have seen, the initial commitment of the federal
government to the National Programmes, including MAP, was
$8.1 million for the period ending March 31, 1973. However,
the high point in terms of funding for MAP was reached just
one year later, in 1874, when the proportion of NMC funds
devoted to MAP approached 30%. Since that time, as Figure 3
shows, this measure of MAP funding has declined steadily.

The sources of the erosion can be identified as follows.
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First, the initial construction of MAP programmes con-
tained several ambiguities. The National Museums were ini-
tially designated as Associate Museums, even though their
role was thought to be one which was 'greater than the sum
of the parts': 1in other words one of federal leadership.
Given the lack of clarity in objectives, given the lack of a
coordinated plan for regional <consultation (especially with
the provinces), and given the lack of a review procedure,
the Associate Museums programme was down-graded in impor-
tance in 1975.3% During the budget year 1977-1978, MAP
grants totalled $8.2 million; reguests, on the other hand,
had been made for $20 Million.3'! In 1981-1982, the Capital
Assistance Programme was renamed the Up-Grading and Equip-
ment Assistance Programme, as part of the Special Programme
of Cultural Initiatives which had been announced by the Min-
ister of Communications in December, 1980. The Conservation
Assistance Programme was also established in 1981; it sub-
sumed capital assistance projects valued at more than
$200,000 from the mandate of the Capital Assistance Pro-
gramme . Core funding was brought under the new Public Pro-
gramming Assistance Programme, and remained tied primarily
to the institutional programmes: Associate Museums and Na-
tional Exhibition Centres. At the same time, funding for MAP

as a percentage of the NMC budget declined a further 2-2.5%.

30 NMC, Associate Museum Programme: Preliminary Programme
Plan, (Ottawa: MAP, unpublished, 1978), pp. 4-6.

31 NMC, Annual Report, 1977-1978.
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In 1985, MAP allocated $8.56 Million in project grants
and institutional support programmes. Assistance was provid-
ed to 114 institutions in the form of 203 grants. Public
Programming and Up-grading and Equipment Assistance account-
ed for 70% of all MAP funds by this point. The Associate mu-
seums and the larger museums and art galleries alsoc account-
ed for the bulk of the funds in the remaining programmes as
well. For example, in the 1984-1985 fiscal year, 100% of MAP
funds given in Manitoba went to Associate museums and Na-

tional Exhibition centres.

In the 1985-1986 budget year, a freeze on federal expen-
ditures reduced MAP funding by roughly $1 Million. According
to the Canadian Museums Association:

The Special Activities Assistance Programme with a
budget of $200,000 was the hardest hit. Two of its
three grant runs in 1986 have been cancelled and,
according to MAP Director Ronal Bourgecis, major
and medium-sized museums will suffer the most from
the action.?3?
During the 1986-87 fiscal year, the Upgrading and Equipment
Assistance, the Conservation Assistance, and the Registra-
tion Assistance programmes will lose some funding, although
the grant competitions scheduled for these programmes will
not be interrupted. The CMA notes that there will be no ret-

roactive reductions and previous commitments under these

programmes will be honoured.®?® This trend was predicted ear-

32 Canadian Museums Association, Museoqramme, August 1986,
p. 1.

33 1bid, p. 2.
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lier in 1986 in an analysis of the 1986-87 Estimates which
indicated that the MAP grants could suffer a cut-back of

$425,000 during the period to which the Estimates apply.3?

It is useful to bear in mind that the size of Museum As-
sistance Programme funding 1is a very small fraction of the
total amount spent on heritage and it 1is an even smaller
fraction of the total amount spent on culture. Statistics
Canada estimates that roughly $420 Million was spent in 1985
by all levels of government. O0f this total, the federal
government spent $235.6 Million (56.2%); the provincial gov-
ernments spent $158.6 Million (37.8%); and the municipal
governments spent roughly $26 Million (6.0%). Statistics
Canada also estimates that the bill for all culture-related
expenditures in Canada 1in 1985 was $2.5 Billion, of which
the provincial governments contributed $991 Million, munici-
pal governments $580 Million, and the Federal government the
remainder (roughly $1 Billion).3% From this perspective, the
total funding for Museum Assistance Programmes of roughly
$8-8.5 Million per annum over the period 1972-1986 is clear-

ly modest.

34 See J. McAvity, "Federal Budget Analysis", Museogramme,
March 1986, p. 4.

3% Statistics Canada, Arts and Culture: A Statistical Pro-

file, (Ottawa: Education, Culture and Tourism Division,
Projections and Analyses Section, Ministry of Supply and
Services, August 1985), pp. 33-35.
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3.3 MAP ASSESSMENT CRITERIA AND ASSESSMENT PROCESS

The initial announcement of government objectives eventually
is expressed in criteria applicable to a prospective clien-
tele: in this instance, the heritage institutions which want
to take advantage of federal support. For convenience, we
can separate the criteria for MAP funding into two groups:
1) the general criteria which apply to all MAP programmes;

2) specific criteria which apply to a given programme.

3.3.1 Assessment Criteria

In general, heritage institutions applying for MAP funding
must satisfy four basic criteria, which are set out in com-
pact form in Table 4 below. First, they must fit the gener-
al definition of a museum. That is, they must be a non-
profit organization or institution which 1is open to the
public on an annual basis. Normally, this criterion re-
guires an applicant to provide details of incorporation, or-
ganizational structure, and an outline of organizational ob-

jectives.
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Second, museums must fulfill the basic mandate of NMC
policy, which requires participation in the preservation of
the national heritage and facilitation of access to that
heritage. Normally, this criterion requires conformity to
museological standards set by MAP - for example, conformity
to standards of collection registration and provision of in-
formation records to the Heritage Information Network - as
well as some demonstration that the applicant's collection

is of "national significance."36

Third, museums must maintain collections and have full-
time staff with museum training. This applies to all grants
except those which relate to planning. By implication, the
applicant is required to have a collections policy in place
and a professional staff to conserve, display, and document
the collection. For example, the Conservation Assistance

Programme Programme Description states that an applicant

"must be able to provide an up-to-date collections policy
which includes conservation or care of collections."3??
Fourth, MAP funding 1is largely devoted to project-based

rather than operational funding. This implies that an appli-

36 Personal interviews and communications with: (MAP) Direc-
tor R. Bourgecis, and Assistant Director, G. Zilinski;
and N, Carleton, Regional Coordinator (MAP), Ottawa, June
1984, An example application form for MAP is included in
Appendix A. This criterion is also expressed in some of
the programme documents issued by MAP. The substance of
the interviews lead me to conclude that the criterion has
general applicability.

#7 NMC, Museum Assistance Programmes, Conservation Assis-
tance Programme, Programme Description, {Ottawa: MAP,
1981), p. 5.
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cant must be self-sustaining, without on-going support from
MAP. It also implies that MAP requires evidence of outside
support for a given project, and that MAP does not normally
fund 100% of the costs of a project. 1In general, this cri-
terion reflects the argument that federal funding should not
account for all of the support to a project, and the argu-
ment that museums must be able to provide for the mainte-
nance of benefits beyond the specific term of the federal
grant. This criterion alsc serves as a warning that pro-
gramme funding for MAP as a whole is unpredictable and that
programme priorities may change. An example of the applica-
tion of this criterion is easily found in the Exhibitions
Assistance Programme which requires that, in the case of
Permanent Exhibition grants, an exhibit which wins federal
support must remain on continuous display for five years.3®
There is an important exception to the general applicability
of this criterion: the programmes for Associate museums and
National Exhibition Centres. Both programmes, which are
grouped under the title 'Public Programming Assistance' pro-
vide institutional support on a renewable basis. While fed-
eral support is on-going, it remains true that such support
is not to exceed 25% of the overall funding available to

such museums.®® Applicants which qualify on these four cri-

88 NMC, Museum Assistance Programmes, Exhibition Assistance
Programme, Programme Description, (Ottawa: MAP, 1983), p.
4‘

2% NMC, Associate Museum Programme: Preliminary Programme
Plan, (Ottawa: MAP, unpublished, 1978), pp. 20 ff. It is
an open question whether the 25% figure is a guideline or
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teria essentially pass the first phase of the grant process:
they are now eligibile to apply for specific programmes (and

for specific grants within a given programme).

The specific criteria vary to some extent across the pro-
grammes offered by MAP. First, grants which assist publica-
tion, documentation of travelling exhibits, and materials to
be made available to the Heritage Information Network, re-
guire that documentation be in both official languages. Sec-
ond, programmes which do not specifically mention the term
'nationally significant' normally include the phrase 'of
significance to the museum community'. We might infer that
a project must be of importance at the regional level at
least. Third, some grants require that the applicant insti-
tution possess some specific skills: the presence of a full-
time curator for example. Fourth, Exhibitions Assistance and
Registration Assistance grants normally require that the ap-
plicant own the collection for which funding is to be given.
Grants for permanent exhibitions wunder the former programme
also reqguire that no special admissions fee be charged to
the public for the duration of the exhibit (five years).
Finally, all programmes require consultations with the ap-
propriate provincial bodies as a part of the evaluation pro-
cess. Some grants, however, require such consultation prior

to submission of a proposal. As the earlier table indicated,

a firm ceiling. The document indicates that negotiations
between interested parties - the museum(s), the federal
government and the provincial government - will determine
the final percentage shares.
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the Conservation Assistance Programme contains such a re-

guirement.

3.3.2 Assessment Process

The structure which provides administrative support for the
evaluation of MAP applications 1is comprised of two basic
parts: the programme coordinators and the regional coordina-
tors. The objectives of MAP programmes, criteria of eligi-
bility, programme priorities, and the conduct of the review
process are within the province of the programme coordina-
tors. The general terms of the relationship of the federal
government as patron and the applicant institution as client
are therefore developed through the programme coordinator.
Bach programme has a coordinator in charge who devises poli-
cy , coordinates evaluation results, makes decisions on the
disbursement of funds and, most importantly, decides "where

emphasis should be placed.™*°

The six regional coordinators are the MAP field officers
who provide information to heritage institutions in specific
regions: British Columbia/Yukon; Prairies/Northwest Territo-
ries; Ontario; Quebec; Atlantic Canada. Regional Coordina-
tors also provide assistance during the grant formulation
phase and conduct liason activities with provincial agencies
and Associate Museums in their region. Most programme de-

scriptions indicate that consultation with the regional co-

40 Sharrilynn Ingramm, "Looking Ahead", Saskatchewan Museums
Quarterly, Volume 5 #4, April 1979, p. 45.
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ordinator is not permissive: consultation must occur since
the regional coordinator will provide up-to-date information
concerning programme priorities. Finally, these MAP person-
nel are responsible for the 1initial evaluation of an appli-
cation to ensure that it meets the criteria of eligibility

and is complete,

The evaluation process is completed with the addition of

three additional sources of evaluation and decision-making:

1. review by professionals drawn from Associate museums,
provincial departments, cultural agencies, and so on.
These assessors are often panelled by discipline
-Science, History, or Art- and they are required to
assess the quality, feasibility, and suitability of
proposals relative to current priorities;

2. review by provincial agencies with respect to provin-
cial priorities and funding; review by Associate mu-
seum(s) with respect to regional priorities and
needs; review by the Director of the appropriate Na-
tional Museum with respect to national standards and
needs;

3. review by a Grants Committee, drawn from members of
the public with museum experience. This body recom-
mends grants for the consideration of the Visiting
Committee {(Consultative Committee earlier), which re-

commends proposals to the full Board.
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It should be noted that the MAP evaluation structure shown
in Figure 4 is the contemporary result of alterations which
have been taken place since 1972. In 1975, the MAP pro-
grammes were reviewed and a new structure and grant process
was instituted "to clear up existing ambiguities and make
the programme more efficient in supporting the work of pro-
fessionals [and]l defining and explaining the objectives of
the National Museums___ ."#*' In the same year [1975] a mora-
torium was placed on the designation of Associate Museums,
the last being the Royal Ontario Museum which was designated
in 1976. A similar moratorium was instituted for the Nation-
al Exhibition Centres. 1In 1977, the Consultative Committee
was disbanded. It had acquired an excessive workload gener-
ated by its dual mandate of reviewing National Museum policy
and recommending grants to the Board of Trustees. The de-
tailed examination of applications for financial assistance
had, by this point in time, heavily out-weighed the resourc-
es and the time available to the committee. The Consulta-
tive Committee was replaced by a National Programmes Visit-
ing Committee and the Grants Committee discussed above.?%?2
The Visiting Committee is made up of three members of the
Board of Trustees and includes the Secretary General. In re-

porting to the Board, it reviews policy and programmes of

41 NMC, Annual Report 1974-1975, p. 3. It has been noted
subsequently that the review was conducted with little
consultation between the NMC and the museum community at
large.

42 National Museums of Canada, Annual Report, 1977-1978, p.
2,
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the National Programmes Branch, which includes the Museum
Assistance Programmes component. The Grants Committee was
initially composed of seven [now nine] members which are re-
sponsible for grant recommendations to the Advisory Commit-
tee and the Board. Finally, we should note that the approv-
al of Treasury Board was necessary once the NMC Board of
Trustees made its decision. In addition, Ministerial approv-
al is necessary for grants above a certain ceiling which is

$200,000 in the most recent documentation.
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To Treasury Board/Minister
A

final decision

Board of Trustees(NMC)
A

recommend
review
assess
Visiting Committee
A
recommend
National Museum
Director Grants Committee
A A
————————— >
Provincial Agencies Expert Consultants
A A
| quality
Associate Museum(s) feasibility
in region priorities
K e Programme Ccordinators
A

information complete application

advice
priorities basic eligibility

NI/ I

____________________ > Applicant

consultation

Figure 4: ASSESSMENT PROCESS FOR MUSEUM ASSISTANCE GRANTS
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3.4 THE MUSEUM ASSISTANCE PROGRAMME: ASSESSMENT AND
EVIDENCE

The next two chapters will take up an extended discussion of
the Museum Assistance Programmes. Chapter IV will undertake
a discussion of the clientele of MAP, with specific refer-
ence to the small museum. This chapter will employ the gen-
eral literature which helps to identify the main dimensions
of small museums. In addition, this chapter will employ some
of the results of the guestionnaire designed for this study,
the relevant sections of which will be identified below.
Chapter V will employ the £findings and recommendations of
the main Task Forces and Committees which have reported on
museums policy in general and the situation of small museums
in particular in recent years. This chapter will also make

use of data generated by the guestionnaire.

3.4.1 Overview of Questionnaire Data and Administration

The questionnaire wused in this study was designed 1in the
Fall of 1985 and mailed out 1in December of that year. The
guestionnaire contains some 50 open- and closed-ended items.
The substantive content of the questionnaire, which is to be
found in its original form in Appendix B, can be classified
into three categories of information. The first category
includes descriptive information concerning the responding
heritage institutions. While a considerable amount of in-

formation 1is available 1in aggregate form from Statistics
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Canada, and while brief capsule descriptions can be found in
the Canadian Museums Association Directory, the information
gathered by this gquestionnaire was necessary to provide an
updated check against that which 1is already in the public
domain. The gquestionnaire was also constructed so as to
provide a basis on which the main characteristics of a se-
lection of heritage institutions could be linked to issue
evaluations and experiences with the Museums Assistance Pro-
grammes. Accordingly, the present guestionnaire requested
information concerning the location of the responding insti-
tution, the type of museum, the sponsoring or governing au-
thority, the size of the annual operating budget for the
years 1981-1985, sources of funding, division of the current
(1985) operating budget, the size of the museum, classified
according to criteria identified by the respondents, the
number of people served by different aspects of the museum's
overall programme, hours of operation, and the number of
staff (full-time, part-time, and volunteer). Finally, the
guestionnaire elicited responses concerning activities of
museum staff. These activities included participation in
management skills seminars, legal and accounting courses/
seminars, fund-raising workshops, and workshops in conserva-
tion and collections management. Selected aspects of this

first type of information will be employed in Chapter IV.

The second category of information includes several items
in the guestionnaire which were designed to assess the im-

pact of various issues on the small museum in particular.
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Respondents were asked to indicate the extent to which they
agreed or disagreed with a series of statements such as:
'small museums generally have the skills necessary to con-
struct effective funding proposals’'; 'the heritage materials
and exhibits presently located in small museums should be
centralized in larger museums'; and 'under conditions of ec-
onomic restraint, the distribution of federal funds favors
large or medium-sized museums'. The respondents were also
given an opportunity to contribute their ideas on the main
issues and problems which concern small museums, and on the
types of programmes which should, 1in their view, be devel-
oped specifically for the small museum community. Finally,
some of the items addressed the general question of competi-
tion for funding between small and large museums while some
items asked respondents for their views concerning the na-
ture of the grant application process. In the latter case,
it was expected that several aspects could be considered
relevant by the respondents: tailoring grant proposals to
the criteria employed by federal agencies; the degree to
which an understanding of grant rules and application proce-
dures is a requirement for success; and the extent to which
communication skills (neatness; typed reports; articulate-
ness; awareness of the applied knowledge in which the appli-

cation is cast) are considered necessary.

The last area of concern in the gquestionnaire had to do
with the experience (if any) of the responding institutions

with the Museums Assistance Programmes, Respondents were



109
asked to indicate if they were aware of each programme, and
whether they had ever applied to a programme. They were also
asked to indicate what degree of difficulty, 1if any, they
had experienced with the application procedures. Finally,
respondents were asked what sources of advice they had re-
ceived in the process of applying for MAP assistance. Each
of the last two categories of information will be wused in

Chapter V,

3.4.2 Questicnnaire Administration

The mail questionnaire was sent to a selection of heritage
institutions in Manitoba and Ontario. A list of such insti-
tutions was initially drawn up wusing the Canadian Museums

Association Directory: 1984:85, and the address list for mu-

seums in Manitoba published in Who's Where in Manitoba

1985.%3% With respect to both sources, every effort was made
to restrict the selection of heritage institutions to muse-
ums rather than art galleries, and to community museums
rather than other types of museums. This was facilitated by
the descriptions provided by the Canadian Museums Associa-
tion in the capsule description provided for each entry in
the Directory. This selection process yielded 392 museums,
complete with addresses and, 1in most cases, the name of a
specific person to whom the guestionnaire could be directed.

The mailing included a cover letter, a copy of the question-

43 The Directory is published by the Canadian Museums Asso-
ciation, Ottawa, while the latter is published by the So-
cial Planning Council of Winnipeg, Manitoba, 1985.
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naire, a response form for the purpose of returning an exe-

cutive summary on request, and a stamped return envelope.

The bulk of the responses had come in by the beginning of
March 1986, although some returns arrived some weeks after
that. A total of 166 usable questionnaires were returned - a
response rate of 42.3% - and have been included in this
study. The following general comments can be made concerning
the quality of this evidence. First, the response rate is
reasonable given that only one mailing was used. Resources
simply would not permit a second mailing which might have
increased the response rate.*? Second, the cases in this
study do not in any way represent a random sample; the orig-
inal list is the product of explicit selection. In addition,
the cases respondents are from heritage institutions in Man-
itoba and Ontario only; similar institutions from the re-
maining provinces did not have an opportunity to respond. As
a consequence, the inferences to be drawn must be severely
constrained. The data analysis will remain on a descriptive
level and hypotheses will not be tested in the statistical
sense. Third, the nature of the responses lead me to think
that the response rate has been affected by the type of in-
stitution which is the focus of this study: the small muse-

um. Several of the respondents indicated that they were

%4 1 want to express my appreciation to Professor Davis Day-
cock and the Political Studies Department for making a
grant available to fund a portion of the mailing costs
involved. I would also like to thank Professor Ken McVi-
car for his assistance in the construction of the gues-
tionnaire and for advice concerning the data analysis.
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over-burdened by their regular duties and had little time to
complete this guestionnaire. Many of them also indicated
that they had been surveyed frequently. Overall, however,
the guestionnaire was greeted with positive comments as to
its subject matter; several respondents commented that it
was high time that the views of small museums were elicited.
it is against this general background that the discussion
can now turn to the more detailed assessment of the clien-

tele of MAP funding.




Chapter 1V
THE CLIENTELE OF THE MUSEUM ASSISTANCE
PROGRAMMES
This chapter will feature a discussion of the patron/client
relationship between small museums and the Museum Assistance
Programmes (MAP). The role of patron involves the direct de-
ployment of resources via the National Museums of Canada
(with the approval of Treasury Board) to museums. The arms
length relationship implies that the transfer of resources
from the federal government is not accompanied by any rights
of ownership or responsibilities for management.'! The role
of client, given the discussion in the last chapter, is tak-
en up by those heritage institutions which wish to partici-
pate in accomplishing the objectives of the National Museums
policy, and its expression in the National Programmes and
MAP. The discussion in the last chapter made clear the mod-
est scale, relative to heritage funding as a whole, on which
this patron/client relationship is developed. The discussion
also made clear the emphasis placed on the institutional
programmes under the MAP and it described the highly-struc-
tured assessment environment in which funding 1is evaluated

and disbursed.

' Federal Cultural Policy Review Committee, Report, (Ottawas:

Department of Communications, 1982), p. 78. This thesis
employs the terms patron and client in the manner dis-
cussed by the Committee.

- 112 -
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The following discussion will evaluate the impact of MAP
funding and MAP review c¢riteria on the distribution of
funds. The argument will be made that the assessment cri-
teria, the MAP review process, and the distribution of funds
distort the competition for funds in favour of the Associate
museums, the larger non-Associate museums and art galleries,
and the National Exhibition Centres. It will be further ar-
gued that small museums often fail even to qualify for com-
petition simply because they possess the attributes of small
heritage institutions; Interviews with MAP personnel in 1984
confirm the thinking that small museums would not greatly
benefit from MAP support. 1In the view of these personnel,
small museums "would not benefit much from Up-Grading Assis-
tance or Conservation Assistance if their infrastructure was
composed of a small number of staff and a small operational
base."? Small museums as clients are also likely to be ad-
versely affected by the fact that MAP programmes were im-
plicitly conceived 'for museums which were sufficiently es-
tablished', such as the larger museums that are now part of
the Associate Museums Programme. If this does not run count-
er to the early expressions of the democratization/decen-
tralization policy, then it is at the least a narrow inter-
pretation of the call for non-federal museums in general.
These interviews also confirmed the argument made in the

last chapter to the effect that MAP programmes "do not and

? Personal Interviews with MAP Assistant Director G. 2ilin-
ski, and MAP Director R. Bourgeois, Ottawa, June 1984,
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cannot cater to the needs of museums which reguire sustain-
ing or operating funds". For example, we saw earlier that
most of the project applications require that the applicant
maintain the benefits generated by federal funding after
such funding ceases. 1In addition, MAP funding is not viewed
as an instrument for servicing a community-based clientele
with 'seed' money to set up a museum, for example. Finally,
the clientele of MAP funding 1is effectively narrowed to
roughly 100 museums and other heritage institutions out of
the 1500 in existence in Canada. This is effected partly by
the stringent application of 'limited granting dollars' -
roughly 1% of the budget. As we will see, the survey evi-
dence supports the argument that it 1is also put into effect

by the operation of the criteria employed by MAP.

4,1 DEFINING THE SMALL MUSEUM: ISSUES AND PROBLEMS

It is difficult to obtain a ready-made definition of a small
museum. Given the instability inherent in the word "small",
relative to objective and subjective measurements of what
constitutes a small museum, there are obvious incongruencies
in the contemporary heritage jargon. It is difficult enough
to determine what constitutes the relative size of museums,
given measures such as the sguare or metric area, the number
of buildings, or collection size, budget in the quantifica-
tion of terms such as small, medium and large. This leaves
aside the question of extrapolating evidence which can be
the basis of a scientific definition. As one author inves-

tigating the issue points out:
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a quantitative definition of the small museum
based on size of staff, buildings and grounds,
budget, endowments, collections, visitorship, and
the like proved --- unworkable.?

In one extended example which 1illustrates many of the prob-
lems of stabilizing a definition, R. F. Meader writes that:
a national park responded to the Committee's ques-—
tionnaire, as it considered itself a small museum,
having a professional staff of three. But it had
an annual budget of $500,000, and a visitor traf-
fic of 1.3 million people. On the other hand, an
historic village had the same size professional
staff, but a budget of $5,000 and a traffic flow

of 6,000 people. Now that's small.?
It is worth noting that the participants in this Small Muse-
ums Committee concluded that it was easier to state what the

small museum is not rather than what it is.

According to some studies the structure of the museum
sector is largely determined by the type of museum activity.
Brice classifies Canadian museums in terms of their physical
size, budget, and their geographical local or regional con-
text.® Using these criteria, Brice generated three museum

size classes: large, small, and dominant. A large museum

8 D. J. Selig, "A Voice for Small Museums", The Small Muse-
ums Committee of the Northeastern Museums Conference
(NEMC), The Museologist, No. 138, September 1976, p. 16.

4 R. F. W. Meader, "The Small Museum and its Problems," The
Museclogist, No. 137, June 1976, p. 19.

® M. O. Brice, A Profile Of The Museum Sector in Canada,
(Ottawa: Research and Statistics Directorate, Arts and
Culture Branch, Secretary of State, November 1979), pp.
3-5. Brice excluded the National Museums in Ottawa on the
basis of their size, financial position, and geographical
location. More importantly, their exclusion was intended
to show the dependency of non-federal museums on federal
assistance.
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was an institution with an annual operating budget of
£100,000 or more; smaller museums were taken to be those
with annual operating budgets of less than $40,000; dominant
museums include 33 larger museums, counting the 25 Associate

Museums [at the timel.

Other definitions employed to classify the small museum
are alsc normally comparative. Trew and Montminy provide a
contrast between large and small museums, associating minor
display collections with small museums and major display
collections with large museums.® Further, a federal museums
study by the National Museums of Canada, employs the term
"status" to classify museums for policy and planning purpos-
es in the Museums Assistance Programmes. Museum status is
broken down into three basic groups: 'Associate Museums',
'National Exhibition Centres', and 'Other', which includes
the remaining museums and art galleries. Small museums are
therefore defined residually, as part of the gfoup of all
museums and galleries other than the National Exhibition
Centres and Associate Museums.’ The MAP evaluation team also

compared the Associates and the larger non-Associates 1in

terms of quality, which was defined in terms of:

6 J. Trew and P. Montminy, Inventory of Heritage Activities
in the Federal Government, (Ottawa: Secretary of State,
Research and Statistics Directorate, Arts and Culture
Branch, 1979), p. 8.

7 National Museums of Canada, Evaluation of the Museum As-

sistance Programmes, (Ottawa: NMC Policy, Planning, and
Evaluation Group, 1982), p. 1f1.




their relative capacity (after 1975) to conduct

extensive public programming. We used gquantitative

measures of physical, financial and human resourc-

es, as indicators of this capacity ---.8
In addition they state that the "status network cluster" of
museums 1is hierarchical and that the Associates are presumed
to have the highest status. In their words:

[H]igher status institutions are presumed to be

the main donors of travelling exhibitions and low-

er status institutions {(in terms of capacity) are

primarily recipients of travelling exhibitions. In

general high status institutions tend not to dis-

play exhibitions from lower status institutions.?®
For this evaluation group, the issue of quality is best un-
derstood in terms of the capacity of institutions to carry
out the objectives of NMC policy, as expressed in the Na-
tional Programmes and the criteria of MAP. Inasmuch as the
network of Associate museums has the task of sending out
travelling exhibitions to smaller museums, the latter are
often considered to be of lower quality and status. In the
guidelines used in this MAP evaluation study, larger insti-

tutions are further defined to be those with an operating

expenditure of over $40,000 per annum.

This brief discussion gives some indication of the ambi-
guities that exist in the gquantification of categories.
Many of the studies rely on the size of a museum's budget to
define the size of the institution. The Canadian studies

rely heavily on the designation of Associate Museum to




118
produce a classification. In this regard, we should note
that there is an element of ambiguity which centers around
terms such as 'status' and 'dominant'. These terms suggest
relationships which are seldom specified empirically or
tested by rigorous procedures. The task becomes more com-
plex when attitudes such as that expressed by the Chairman
of the Small Museum Group of Canada are taken into account:
"[Tlhere is no such thing as a small museum, only small mu-

seum people."!?

4.1.1 Definition of the Small Museum: Descriptive Working
Profile

It is still possible to 1isclate some distinctive character-
istics of small museums - characteristics which set them
apart from other institutions in the museum sector. Basi-
cally, three words are used synomously with small museums:
local, community, and regiocnal, The local institution, ac-
cording to Finlay, 1is generally defined as a small town or
rural museum concerned chiefly with local affairs, concen-
trating on local <collections, and having the potential to
form organic links with the community.'' Based on its ties

to the community, it functions and adapts 1in concert with

¢ ¢, Breede, at the 1986 Canadian Museums Association Con-
ference, Museogramme, July, 1986, p. 6.

'!" Ian Finlay, Our Priceless Heritage, (London: Faber and
Faber, 13977), p. 151. Finlay argues that "the truth is
that the local museum can be so0 many sorts of things de-
pending on where it finds itself and whom it
serves__ [But] the one thing it is not is a major museum
writ small."
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the community it serves. W. Holleman has written in a simi-
lar vein as follows:

I believe that these small museums must be seen
as local museums and must function as local muse-
ums. It would appear that an attempt has been
made to find a term that aptly describes - or per-
haps circumscribes - these small museums which are
neither fish nor fowl.'2
In the final analysis, the local museum can be understood
in a geographical context, with an emphasis on local af-
fairs, to the exclusion of the wider world. Even this
ground may be unstable, 1in that not all local museums en-
deavor to transmit interpretations of the local environment.
To return briefly to Holleman:
The reasons freguently lie with the origins of
these museums. Many of them have grown up around
heterogeneous collections bequeathed or given to
them by local collectors - or not necessarily even
collectors - collections or accumulations of all
sorts of things which have no particular relevance
to the town or district.!'3
The community museum is an organization which has a wide
range of artifacts, the scope of which is limited by being
confined to a particular geographical area and by a short
historical span.'® Mitchell has isolated three characteris-

tics common to all community museums in Canada. He observes

that they are located in rural areas or smaller districts

'2 W, Holleman, "Some Thoughts on Local Museums,"” SAMAB,
Vol. 14, No. 1-2, 1980, p. 25.

W. Holleman, op. cit., p. 26.

Essentially, this 1is the Statistics Canada definition.
Also see M. O. Brice, op. cit., p. 9.
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within larger metropolitan or other urban centres. Second,
they tend to be smaller museums within the museum sector.
Third, they are oriented toward the local community, rather
than toward the provincial or national 1levels.'® Mitchell
emphasizes that "Community museums are at the centre of
their source of heritage resources and they have an unri-
valled social and physical closeness to their |user
groups."'® The community museum may also be regarded as a
small museum which performs activities solely for the ben-
efit of a community of interest, vis a vis a geographical
community.'? A community museum may share any aspect of a
larger metropolitan museum dealing with several fields such
as technology, human history, archaeology, anthropology and
ethnoleogy, natural history related to a limited geographical
area and its recent history but it should nonetheless not be
confused with a general museum. A general museum, although
it may deal with several or all fields instead of just art,
archaeology, ethnology, and so on, extends over a much
broader base in terms of time, space and subject than does a

community museum. The operative words for the small museum

15 J. F. Mitchell, "The Community Museum", in B. Lord and G.
D. Lord, editors, Planning Our Museums, (Ottawa: National
Museums of Canada, Museums Assistance Programmes, 1983),
p. 65.

16 1bid.
'7 History, Museums and Administration Unit, Community Muse-
ums Policy. (Toronto: History, Province of Ontario, Min-
istry of Citizenship and Culture, Heritage Branch, no
date), p. 6.
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are limitations on space, time, and subject matter.'®

The regional aspect of a small museum parallels the local
and community dimensions.'® Cranstoun points out, for exam-
ple, that it is 'generally recognized that the regional mu-
seum devotes itself to the natural resources and to the his-
tory and artistic achievement of those in a limited
geographical locale.?®° He argues that "each is locél in the
sense that it permits a known and more intensive focus. And
in each there is a potential cohesiveness of display and
theme which makes for greater visitor interest and educa-
tional involvement."?! Another author, Dr. Terrance Heath,

observes that the "hallmark of the regional dimension of the

local museum is most usually voluntary co-operation, rather

18 Burcaw, op. cit., p. 7.

1% Regionalism has been defined by the Manitoba Arts Council
in terms of areas which are dissimilar from one another
and that have unique cultural bases. The different cul-
tural experiences of the regions are "not determined by
preset and man-made borders." Regional or local cultures
may then be given expression through a variety of cultur-
al activities and through heritage institutions which in-
clude, most importantly, the local and regional museums.
These museums provide a focus for the distinctive ele-
ments of a particular locale. As the Council notes, "Re-
gions exist even within what may be determined a larger
region such as the prairies. The characteristics of the
cultural experience of Northern Manitoba are different
than those of the cultural experience 1in the South."
Manitoba Arts Council, Brief, Presented to the Federal
Cultural Policy Review Committee, June 1981, pp. 6-7.

20 w. H. Cranstoun, "The Regional Museum Today and Tomor-
row," Museum Round-Up, No. 39, July, 1970, p. 21,

21 1bid. Cranstoun also notes that the regional museum may
communicate the historical significance of an entire dis-
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than a structured relationship."?? Often a regional museum
is classified by its immediate community, using measures
similar to those employed for small rural or local museums.
There is also a tendency to rank the regional museum accord-
ing to characteristics shared with other museums in the dis-
trict, including specific artifacts. This approach may
stereotype such museums as a member of a consortium of in-
stitutions playing out variations of a single historical

theme, 23

The definitions discussed above illustrate the variations
which are possible, as between the geographical dimension of
a regional museum ({which is also likely to be a larger in-
stitution), and the regional dimension of a local museum
(which is likely to be smaller, as a function of status and
the importance of its collections). To an important degree,
the distinctions may verge on a lesson in semantics and, at
a minimum, may be undercut by the problems and stances which
they share. As Harrison observed in the course of his dis-
cussion of regional and local museums:

throughout the world local and regional museums
share many of the same problems, the only differ-
ences being 1local factors such as financial re-

sources, strength and importance of collections,
population density, length of museum tradition,

trict or economic region.

22 T, Heath, "Planning to Serve the Community," in B. Lord
and G. D. Lord, editors, Planning Our Museums, {(Ottawa:
National Museums of Canada, Museums Assistance Programme,
1983), p. 18.

23 J. Mitchell, op. cit., p. 66.
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extent of local co-operation and training facili-
ties, etc. which have a greater or lesser impor-
tance. Within these variables, there are a number
of possible consonants. Museums and museum staff
tend to be isclated from one another; museum col-
lections offer a service to the community and de-
mand a wide variety of expertise; museums are
rarely able to be entirely self-supporting no mat-
ter how large or important they may be and those
supported from public funds are constantly in fi-
nancial competition with other public services.?4

Another author, A. E. Parr, substituted the word 'indige-
nous' for the word 'local' in an attempt to describe this
attribute.?’® The indigenous museum concentrates on the pre-
history and/or history of the local region , or on the geog-
raphy of a locality in close proximity to the community
served. Such a museum is often praised as the medium for
rediscovery and awareness of the pleasures of learning the
secrets of a community's own environment. It is thought to

be better able to address these themes than is a larger mu-

seum with more extensive responsibilities. 26

The ambiguity of these definitions lies not only in the
shifts of terminology but also in the variety of conditions
in which these heritage institutions find themselves: the
locale, the clientele, the ties (or the lack of them) to the
community, and the nature and extent of their collections.

As Selig notes:

24 R. Harrison, "Local and Regional Co-Operation in Muse-
ums,"” ICOM News, Volume 24, #4, December 1971, p. 43.

25 A. E. Parr, Mostly About Museums, (New York: The American
Museum of Natural History, 1959), p. 86.

26 gee Finlay, op. cit., p. 153.
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The small museum is wusually physically or psycho-
logically distant from metropolitian centres. It
is often the only cultural centre in a region, and
it tends to have a more immediate relationship
with its more homogeneous audience. It is usually
founded by a specific person, family or group and
thus does not reflect grass-roots appeal. It is
often funded from few specific sources, and is
staffed by a few professionals and many para-pro-
fessionals or volunteers, 27

Several correlates of size have been advanced in the lit-
erature. For example, Meader argues that

A museum 1is small for any number of reasons ---
size of professional staff, size of cash flow or
of budget, visitor traffic, a Friend's program, or
whatnot. _ it has a minimal professional staff,
even an entirely amateur and/or volunteer staff,
and with few or no facilities for restoring or
preserving articles in its collections. 1Its pro-
grams are 1likely to be minimal or non-existant.
Yet it serves its community or area guite general-
ly as the only cultural institution for miles.
Without it, its area would ultimately be cultural-
ly deprived, even as a great city should not be
without its huge municipal museum.?28

Similarly, the J. Mitchell observes that "small size often
means skimpy budgets; and locations are sometimes isolated
from sources of supplies and advice."?® Finally, Leavitt has
proposed two classes of small museums. The first and more
successful have usually found a place under the umbrella of
a city, county, or college district. These museums could use

more money but they survive by cutting services when an aus-

27 p. Selig, "A Voice for Small Museums", The Museologist,
No. 138, September 1876, p. 16.

28 R, F. W. Meader, "The Small Museum and its Problems", The
Museologist, No. 131, June 1976, pp. 19-20.

28 J. Mitchell, op. cit.,
News, March 1971, p. 17

p. 65. Also see R. E. Leet, Museum
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terity budget is offered. Wages are protected by the Civil
Service, but the programme is always in need. The other
group, supported entirely by a small nucleus of dedicated
members and volunteers, 1s the real "sink or swim" world of
small museums.

Such museums occur typically, but not always,
in communities of 20,000 or less. They are incor-
porated and run by a Board of Trustees. The paid
staff consists of one or two full-time employees
or in combination with a part-time staff. Volun-
teer docents meet the public and dedicated volun-
teers prove to be as valuable as a paid staff.
The main budget artery for this type of museum
is the membership roster and the annual dues re-
quest,3°
In the case of Maniteba, small museums have been defined as
those developed mostly by local people, working in a volun-
teer docent capacity. On average, these museums are in the

very lowest class of operating revenue which is approximate-

ly $5,000 per annum.3'

4,1.2 A Working Definition of the Small Museum

It is evident from the preceeding discussion that there is
no exact definition of the small museum. However, the dis-
cussion also bears out that a relatively small set of cri-

teria are critical to any attempt to circumscribe the mean-

30 T, W. Leavitt, Museum News, March 1971, p. 17.

3" W. L. Wardrop and Associates, et. al., Tourism Develop-
ment Strateqy for Manitoba, (Winnipeg: Department of Cul-
ture and Tourism, 1983), Volume 2, p. 354. These authors
restrict their own evaluation to those museums which are
open on an annual basis, which employ at least one full-
time staff member, and which can expect to form a support
staff of volunteers or docents.
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ing.3*? For the purposes of this study, three variables are
considered to be the most important elements of an opera-

tional definition of the small museum:

1. size of operating budget;
2. Number and size of building(s);

3. size of staff.

Each of these variables will be briefly discussed, with par-
ticular reference to the evidence which bears on the con-
struction of items in the gQuestionnaire to be wused in this

study.

4.1.2.1 Operating Budget

The argument can be made the size of a museum is most highly
correlated with its operating budget. Given the sensitivity
to funding which conditions the experience of heritage in-

stitutions, one might expect that the operating budget also

82 The literature also gives considerable importance to the
size of collection and to attendance. An accurate analy-
sis of the former was beyond the scope of this study. An
attempt was made to assess attendance by including items
which asked respondents to indicate the number of people
served in each of several categories: exhibits, member-
ships, library, publications, consultations, research and
50 on. The data collected in this manner proved to be
disappointing: roughly 81% of the respondents left these
items blank. Many of those who did so, commented that
they did not keep accurate figures on attendance or that
they did '"not know for sure.” On the basis of the data
which could be analysed, annual attendance for exhibits
averaged 3-6,000 people per annum, including visits by
school children (considered to be part of education in
many studies). It should alsc be noted that there was a
large variation in these data, the range being from 'less
than 200" to "more than 250,000',
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reflects the extent to which museums are able to perform the
basic museological functions (conservation, registration and
so on), the costs of exhibition space, staffing, and re-
search and education. To the extent that staff remuneration
is a costly item in an operating budget, it is likely that
small museums reduce the number of paid staff to a minimum,

and substitute volunteers in their stead.?33

If we accept the argument that the size of the operating
budget is an important criterion, the major remaining diffi-
culty is that of establishing reasonable intervals for this
measure. A series of Statistics Canada surveys provide some
guidance in this respect. These surveys, largely conducted
on an annual basis, contain information reported in terms of
'operating revenue or income', 'operating expenditure' and,
in more recent material, 'operating revenue and capital rev-
enue’, In a study published in 1985, Statistics Canada re-
ports that

__over 62% of all heritage institutions operated
on revenues of less than $60,000; and the percent-
ages were even higher among community museums
(85.8%) and archives (72.2%). By contrast, 74.4%

of parks (all of them national or provincial
parks) had revenues in excess of $100,000.34

3 J. P. Plumlee and J. D. Starling conducted a survey of
American art museum directors. They reported that "sala-
ries and benefits make up the greatest proportion of op-
erating expenses, with programme expenses running a dis-
tant second.” See their article, "Report on a Survey of
the American Association of Art Museum Directors,"” Cura-
tor, Volume 26, #1, 1983, p. 69.

34 Statistics Canada, Service Bulletin, Culture, Communigue

de la Culture, Volume 8 #1, March 1985, (Ottawa: Supply

and Services Canada), p. 2.
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We saw earlier that Brice's study of Canadian museums em-
ployed Statistics Canada data to divide museums into two
main categories: small museums, classified as those with an-
nual operating budgets of less than $40,000; large museums
as those with operating budgets of $100,000 and over.3% In
more recent material prepared for a financial profile of the
Canadian museums sector,®% small museums are regarded as
those with an operating budget (operating plus capital rev-
enues) of less than $60,000; medium museums are those with
budgets between $60,000 and $500,000; large museums are

those with budgets greater than $500,000.

Given the available options, it seems prudent to devise
annual operating budget categories as follows: 1) less than
$60,000; 2) $60,000-119,999; 3) $120,000;499,999; 4)
$500,000 or more. The first interval should include the bulk
of the smaller heritage institutions; the last budget cat-
egory should cover those few institutions which have been
classified as 'large' in the literature. The two middle in-
tervals should capture some variation in the middle-sized

heritage institution and, at the same time, cast some light

3% M. O. Brice, op. cit., p. 3. Brice determined that 67% of
all museums with annual budgets under $40,000 were commu-
nity museums. The reader should note the correlation be-
twveen budget size and the labels wused earlier and the
fact that the 'medium' size category is simply implied,
and not addressed directly.

36 National Museums of Canada, Consultations '85, Background

Information from the Statistics Canada Survey of Heritage

Institutions, {(Ottawa: NMC, Corporate Services, Planning

and Management Services, 1985), p. 7.
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on the 'medium' category which is missing in Brice's data.
The questionnaire will also provide an opportunity for re-
spondents to choose among labels which characterize museum
size: very small, small, and so on. The data gathered in
this manner can tﬁen be compared with the budgetary data and
with an open-ended item which will hopefully produce infor-
mation bearing on the reasons why respondents selected one

size label rather than another. .

4.1.2.,2 Number and Size of Buildings

Museums vary considerably in their physical structure - the
building{s} in which their collections are housed, and the
variety of arrangements which may be made within the four
{or more) walls. Some may be housed in one room or one floor
of a single building; some may have 10 or more buildings
complete with exhibits; others may have several buildings
with little use made of most of them. Plumlee and Starling
use the measure of "floor area' as an approximation of muse-
um size. They argue that "the physical size of an institu-
tion is a good guide to predicting how much it will cost to
run that institution."®7 Small museums as a rule do not have
the space to expand their collections or to change their ex-
hibits on a regular basis. 1In the larger museum, the tempo-
rary exhibit is an important aspect of maintaining community

interest. But, as Finlay notes:

37 J. P. Plumlee and J.D. Starling, op. cit., p. 73.
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In the small local museum it (the temporary exhib-
it) 1is a rarity, yet it is even more important
here. The pressing need to maintain the interest
of a small community demands a succession of
events Few local museums can afford to devote a
portion of their premises permanently to a succes-
sion of changing events. But where possible at all
it is worth a sacrifice to have one large room
available.38
The later discussion will address this theme in an at-
tempt to assess the impact which physical size has on the
heritage institution. We might expect to see an interaction
of characteristics, similar to that discussed here. It will
also be of interest to evaluate the relative ranking (in

frequency terms) of different responses to the size gues-

tion.

4.1.2.3 Staff Size

The literature indicates that staff size and composition are
important considerations in determining the status of a mu-
seum. There are also strong indications that large and small
museums differ substantially in this respect. Parkhurst ar-
gues that the staff of a "complete" museum will be hierarch-
ically organized according to the functions performed by the
museum. It will have "at least four major divisions of re-
sponsibility under its director in addition to those areas
covered by his personal or office staff and supporting the

heads of these 4 divisions."3®° Larger museums generally dis-

38 1, Finlay, Priceless Heritage: The Future of Museums,
(London: Faber and Faber, 1977), p. 155.

38 ¢. Parkhurst, Organiztion, Procedures and Financing.
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play three broad personnel groups: 1) those with general
skills, such as accountants, janitors, secretaries; 2) para-
professionals, including editors, 1librarians, exhibit de-
signers; 3) specialists, 1including curators and conserva-
tors. Given budgetary pressures and the like, it is highly
probable that staffing functions will be combined. At the
opposite extreme, "[s]lmall museums may combine them all in
one professional staff member supported only by a janitor

who doubles as a guard."*?®

In terms of rough proportions, this argument appears to
be supported by the Canadian data. The 1979 review of Na-
tional Museums of Canada programmes revealed that 26% of all
museums employed one full-time staff member: 40% employed
1-2 full-time staff. Fully 75% employed between one and ten
full-time staff.®' While these data are not fully appropri-

ate since they contain the responses of NMC staff, they do

(Englewood Cliffs: Prentice-Hall, 1975). p. 81. The di-
visions will be subdivided into 30-50 departments.

40 1bid, p. 81.
41 The data-base consisted of 1800 members of the Canadian
Museums Association and 1000 NMC staff members. National
Museums of Canada, Issues and Options: The National Mu-
seums of Canada Policy and Programme Review, (Ottawa:
NMC, Policy, Planning and Evaluation Group, n.d.), pp.
9-10. It should be noted that federal institutions are
disproportionately represented in these data: 40% of the
respondents were affiliated with an institution governed
by a federal authority. Statistics Canada data for 1982
indicate that 3.4% of museums in their survey claimed the
federal government as their governing authority. See
Statistics Canada, Consultations 85, (Ottawa: Statistics
Canada, Survey of Heritage Insitutions, 1982), Table en-
titled 'Distribution of Museums by Governing Authority
1882°.
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suggest that a significant proportion of Canadian museums
operate with a small number of full-time staff. The cut-off
point of 1-2 full-time staff does not seem unreasonable and

it is likely to capture many of the smaller institutions.

Finally, the role of volunteer staff in small museums
should be addressed briefly. In these institutions, it is
common practice to wutilize volunteers to assist or supple-
ment the paid staff, which may only include the museum di-
rector wvho 1is "likely to be charged with a large range of
responsibilities including curatorial and technical du-
ties."%? Many smaller museums are recognizable by their re-
liance on volunteer staff with para-professional skills (or
with the virtues of enthusiasm and commitment) in areas in
which resources do not permit hiring paid staff. The ques-
tionnaire employed in this study will attempt to assess the
reliance of small museums on volunteer staff. In addition to
the guestion of number of volunteers, there are also gques-—
tions involving the effects of relying on volunteers. The
discussion will address these aspects 1in the context of is-

sues which affect small museums in general.

42 3. Mitchell, op. cit., p. 67.
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4,2 SMALL MUSEUMS: EVIDENCE FROM THE QUESTIONNAIRE

In general, these observations indicate that smaller mu-
seums are affected by several factors including size of
budget, number of staff, operating status, and the like.
They are also affected by the amount of exhibit space avail-
able, their ability to conserve their holdings, and by their
rate of acguisitions.?® It is likely that these characteris-
tics will affect the respondents' self-classification and it
is likely that they will be present in the guestionnaire
items which ask for reasons for choosing a given size cat-
egory. Information is available for 166 heritage institu-
tions from Ontario and Manitoba. The following discussion
will describe these institutions and compare the data from

this study with material drawn from earlier analyses.

4,2.,1 General Descriptive Data

The data shown in Table 5 indicate that most of the re-
sponding institutions are general museums (27.7%), historic
sites (26.5%)}, or history museums (22.9%). Special museums -
including museums of sport, fishing, and tobacco - are usu-
ally one of a kind and they in the aggregate make up slight-
ly more than 10% of the total. These shares are roughly
comparable with evidence available from Brice's study of

heritage institutions during the period 1972-1976 and from

#3 Dr. D. Gallacher, "Planning for Collections Development",
in B. Lord and G. D. Lord, editors, op. cit., p. 77.
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more recent Statistics Canada material. These sources show
that community museums constitute between 34% and 59% of the
national total. Since this study concentrated on smaller
institutions, it is likely that it is biased toward the lo-
cal or community institution. Since it is likely that the
'community museum' label more accurately describes location
rather than type of collection, the distribution of heritage
institutions across categories (types) reflects the break-
down of community museums by type. Statistics Canada data
for 1982 show that roughly 50% of heritage institutions in
Manitoba and Ontario are museums. Brice's earlier data show
that 53.2% of the museums, in Ontario and Manitoba consid-
ered separately, are community museums.*? Brice also points
out that only 10.8% of all community museums in the country
are located in Census Metropolitan Areas. If we reconstruct
Brice's data, we further find that 20% of all community mu-
seums in Ontario and Manitoba are located in the Census Met-

ropolitan Areas - the bulk in the larger Ontario centres.*®

4% See M. 0. Brice, A Profile of the Museum Sector in Cana-
da, (Ottawa: Secretary of State, Research and Statistics
Directorate, Arts and Culture Branch, 1979), Table 3, p.
17. The percentage cited above 1is derived from the data
in this table.

45 1bid, Table 4, p. 18.
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TABLE 5
SELECTED HERITAGE INSTITUTIONS IN ONTARIO AND MANITOBA,

CLASSIFIED BY TYPE
Museum Type %
General 27.7
History : 22.9
Natural Science 2.4
Science and Technology 3.6
Art 1.2
Historic Site 26.5
Military 4.8
Special 10.8
Total (N) 166

Table & shows that most of the responding institutions
had either a municipal government (32.5%) or a non-profit
corporation {(34.9%) as their governing authority. The data
also indicate that, relative to Statistics Canada data for
1979, the municipal type of governing authority is slightly
over-represented in the data collected for this study. The
non-profit corporation category includes conservation socie-
ties or authorities as a sub-type. This category is clearly
over-represented relative to the Statistics Canada materi-

al.?® The provincial government is the governing authority

46 The conflict would be resolved if the federal data were
to distinguish between corporations and non-profit corpo-
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for 6.6% of the responding institutions, while the federal

government is the governing authority for 6.0%.

Most of the heritage institutions which responded to the
guestionnaire are open on a seasonal basis (55.2%), while
the remainder is open all year (44.8%). Of the institutions
which are open seasonally, 56.6% are open May-October or
May-September, 5.5% are open July-August, 7.7% are open
June-end September. When they are open, the days of opera-
tion of these institutions tend to be seven days a week
(52%), six days a week (B.6%), or five days a week (16.5%).
Roughly 10.2% of the institutions report that they are only
open on weekends, and these are exclusively the seasonal mu-
seums. The data show some variation in hours of operation as
well. Most of the institutions are open all day, not includ-
ing evenings (57.2%); 25% of the institutions are open only
during the afternoon, normally 1 PM-4.30 PM. A small per-
centage (8.6%) open all day, 1including evenings, while the

remainder (7.0%) are open only in the morning, or by ap-

pointment. Those heritage institutions which are open by ap-
pointment tend to have un-heated premises during the winter
months and they tend to be privately owned and operated.

The descriptive data are displayed in Table 7

ration. Since this is not the case, we can simply indi-
cate the lack of correspondence.
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TABLE 6

SELECTED HERITAGE INSTITUTIONS FROM ONTARIO AND MANITOBA,
CLASSIFIED BY TYPE OF GOVERNING AUTHORITY

TYPE OF GOVERNING

PRESENT STUDY
0,

1979
STATISTICS CANADA
(ALL CANADA)

AUTHORITY % %

Federal 6.0 3.4
Provincial 6.6 9.5
Municipal 32.5 28.5
University 1.2 8.9
Non-Profit Corporation 34,9 20.9
Private 3.6 6.0
Religious Organization 3.0 2.6
Corporation 3.0 20.5
Combination 9.0 -

Total (N): 166 655
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TABLE 7

SELECTED HERITAGE INSTITUTIONS IN ONTARIC AND MANITOBA,

CLASSIFIED BY DIMENSIONS OF QOPERATING STATUS

A, Operating Status

Open Annually 43,3
Open Seasonally 56.7
Total (N): 159
B. Months of Operation %
May-September 19.0
May-October 13.3
May-December 2.5
Feb.-December 1.3
March-October 1.3
March-December 1.3
June—-October 4.4
July-August 3.2
All Year 36.0
Total (N): 136
C. Days of Operation:

Seven days a week 51,2
Six days a week 8.5
Five days a week 16.3
One to four days a week 9.3
Weekends only 13.2
Total(N}: 129
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D. Hours of Operation:

Morning only 0.8
Afternoon only 19.4
Evening only 2.4
All day, not incld. evenings 57.3
All day, incld. evenings 8.1
By Appointment 6.5
Weekend afternoons . 5.6
Total {(N): 124

An important set of implications can be drawn from these
data. The Museum Assistance Programmes clearly state that
museums must be open on an annual basis. On the basis of the
data available from the guestionnaire, only 43.3% of the re-
spondents would satisfy this basic criterion. The fact that
many of the respondents report that they are open only dur-
ing the May-September period suggests that they represent
museums which are not heated on an annual basis. By implica-
tion, they lack the environmental controls appropriate to a
broad range of artifacts. It also suggests, and this will be
confirmed in the later discussion, that many of these muse-
ums depend on volunteers or make use of their personal time

in order to allow public access.
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4,2,2 Budget Size and Museum Size

Roughly 80% of all responding museums indicated that their
operating budgets for the period 1981-1985 were less than
$120,000. Over the same period, more than two-thirds of the
respondents placed themselves in the lowest budget category
(less than $60,000). Conversely, 5% or less placed them-
selves in the largest budget category (more than $500,000).
It should also be observed that the two middle categories of
operating budget take up approximately 20-25% of the re-
sponding institutions. Table 8 also shows some migration
across the period 1981-1985, That 1is, there is a modest
amount of growth toward the 1larger budget categories, most
particularly toward the category $120-499,000. These data
conform reasonably well with the Statistics Canada data cit-
ed earlier. In the national data, 62% of all heritage insti-
tutions and 85.8% of all community museums were found in the
'less than $60,000" category. Brice's finding that 67% of
all small museums in his study had budgets of $40,000 or

less is also comparable to the present, more limited, data.

Many of the relationships drawn in this study involve the
size of the heritage institution and the effects of size on
other areas of museum activity. Respondents were asked,
first of all, to classify their institution according to a
set of closed-ended categories. They were then asked to in-
dicate the reasons for their choice of size category. Table
9 (part A) provides the data generated by the closed-ended

question; (Part B) provides the consolidated responses from
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TAEBLE 8
ANNUAL OPERATING BUDGETS: 1981-1985
Year
Operating Budget 1981 1982 1983 1984 1985
Category % % % % %
Not Available 3.8 3.2 1.3 0.6 0.6
Less than $60,000 71.3 71.3 71.5 68.8 67.5
$60-119,000 12.1 13.4 12,0 12.5 12.5
$120-499,999 8.9 8.9 11.4 13.1 14.4
More than $500,000 3.2 3.2 3.8 5.0 5.0
Total (N) 166 166 166 166 166

the open-ended section. The reader should note that the per-
centages in the latter are calculated on the basis of the
multiple responses available. 1If missing data are excluded,
roughly 59.7% of the respondents indicated that their museum
was either 'very small' or 'small'; 26.4% selected the 'me-
dium' category, while 13.8% indicated that their museum was
either 'large' or 'very large'. PART B of the table shows
that respondents were pre-occupied with physical size when
they provided the criteria which they employed to classify
the size of their museum. Fully 62% of the responses includ-
ed one or more of the following criteria: physical size in
general, the number of rooms or room area, the number of
buildings, the amount of land, and the display, work or

storage space. The second largest group of responses had to
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do with the size of the <collection, the number of programs
or exhibits, and the hours of operation. 11.9% of the re-

sponses referred to one or more of these criteria.
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TABLE 9

MUSEUM SIZE: OPEN- AND CLOSED-ENDED RESPONSES

Part A: Museum Size:

Size of Museum

%

Very small 10.8
Small 46.4
Medium 25.3
Large 11.4
Very large 1.8
Missing 4,2
Total (N) 166
Part B:

Reasons for Size Category Choice %
Space: 62.03
Programs, Collection,

Hours of Operation: 11.9
Budget Size, Acquisition funds: 8.5
Staff size: 7.1
Comparisons with others, town: 5.6
Number of visitors: 3.6
Other: 1.1
Total (N): 353
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The third largest response category, which received 8.5%
of the responses, included items related to the budget of
museums: budget size, the amount of funds available for ac-

guisitions, and the size of fixed assets. The fourth largest

grouping included criteria related to staff size, and the
number of part-time and full-time staff. This grouping was
mentioned by 7.08% of the responses. The fifth 1largest

grouping contained responses which compared the respondent
institution with other institutions in the area, or which
compared the heritage institution with the size of the local
community. This grouping contained 5.6% of the responses.
It is worth noting that the community aspect 1is not common
in the literature, at least as far as precise measurement is
concerned. Some authors refer to the size of the community
served: the population contained in a catchment area of a
given size. Concerning this point, the NMC evaluation team
which studied the Associate Museums and National Exhibition
Centres supported under the MAP, noted that:

As far as we could ascertain, there was little or

no research done on the socio-economic environment

in the communities in which NEC's were to be lo-

cated, s0 that the success or failure of the NECs

has rested heavily on continued support from MAP,

and o¢n cooperation from the Associate museums
which were to supply them with exhibits.*’

47 NMC, op. cit., p. 39.
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The sixth set of responses all referred to the number of
visitors attracted by the heritage institution. These re-~
sponses made up 3.6% of the total. It is interesting to
compare the relatively 1low proportion of responses which
mention visitations with the importance given to this cri-
terion by Statistics Canada in judging the effectiveness of
heritage institutions. The Statistics Canada study entitled

Survey of Museums, Art Galleries, and Other Related Institu-

tions, 1973, showed that history-related museums with an op-

erating budget of less than $40,000 had an average atten-
dance of less than 7,880 visits per annum. Institutions of
the same type, but with operating budgets of $1 million and
over had an average attendance rate of 448,309 per annum.?®
The 1979 Survey also indicated that attendance varies posi-
tively with the number of full-time staff and, quite as one
would expect, operating status. All three attributes con-
tribute to the general finding that "while local museums and
archives which together represent(ed) almost 45% of all in-
stitutions, [they] received only 6% of all visitors."4® The
scattered data available from the present survey indicate
that the majority of these responding institutions would be
near the lower end of the Statistics Canada attendance cat-

egories. The final category of responses aggregated respon-

“% Statistics Canada, Survey of Museums, Art Galleries, and
Other Related Institutions, 1979, (Ottawa: Statistics
Canada, 1982), p. 24,

4% 1bid, p. 18. It is worth noting in passing that small
museums were more 'economical' in the sense that they
spent less per visit than did the larger institutions.
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ses which were vagque or which, in a few cases, referred to a

unigue criterion such as "good relations with government."

Overall, the predominance of the physical size category
is of interest given the discussion in the last section. The
reader will recall that many of the respondents indicated
that their annual budget was less than $60,000; in addition,
the guestion wording indicated that a small museum could be
considered to be one with an annual operating budget of
$60,000 or less. In spite of this distortion in the question
wording, only 8.5% of the collective responses mentioned
this criterion. The same argument holds for staff size: only
7.1% of the respondents mentioned some aspect of staffing.
The literature indicated the importance of staff size, but
this aspect clearly 1is not a prime criterion for these re-

spondents.

We can check the relationship between size category and
budget size by cross-tabulating the closed-ended item on mu-
seum size with 1information related to the size of the 1985
operating budget. This has been done in Table 10 below. The
table shows that a high percentage of those who classify
themselves as 'very small' or 'small' have a budget of
$60,000 or less. Fully 94.4% of those respondents selecting
the ‘'very small' category have an operating budget of
$60,000 or less; fully 81.3% of those who select the 'small’
size category have the same attribute. If we examine the ta-
ble from the perspective of the column percentages, we see

that 67.5% of all respondents indicated that they have a
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budget of %$60,000 or less. Of these, 15.7% say that they are
'very small', 56.5% are 'small', 17.6% are 'medium', 8.3%
are 'large' and less than 1% are 'very large'. While it is
true that the number of respondents is relatively small, and
while it is true that they were selected on a narrow basis,
these data provide support for budget data as an objective
criterion. The fact that the budget measure relates well to
the size measure is also of interest in that the perceptions
of respondents tend to have a greater spread or dispersion
when the reasons for their size category choice are taken

into account.



148

TABLE 10

MUSEUM SIZE RELATED TO OPERATING BUDGET SIZE (1985)

Operating Budget

Museum Lt $60,000 $60-119,000 $120-499,000 Gt 500,000
Size Row Col Row Col Row Col Row Ceol Row
% % % % % % % % %
Very :
Small 94,4 5.6 - - 11,3
15.7 5.0 - -
Small 81.3 10.6 6.6 1.3 46.9
56.6 40,0 21.7 12.5
Medium 45,2 26,2 26.2 2.3 26.2
17.6 55.0 47.8 12.5
Large 47,3 - 31.6 21.1 11.9
8.3 - 26,1 50.0
Very
Large 33.3 - - 66.6 1.9
6.9 - - 25.0
Column % 67.5 1i2.5 14,4 5.0 (N=160)}
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4,2.3 Staff Size

The earlier discussion in this chapter led us to expect that
the majority of small museums would operate with few full-
or part-time staff. Further, the literature indicates that
small museums rely heavily on volunteers for assistance.
Table 11 below provides evidence which bears out these ex-—
pectations. Fhlly 81.7% of the responding museums have 0-2
full-time staff; 45.6% have no full-time staff at all. The
reader should note that these percentages are much higher
than the NMC study cited earlier which reported that 40% of
its respondents reported 1-2 full-time staff. Clearly, the
responding institutions in the present study are much more
marginal in these terms. The table also shows that 9.4% of
the respondents report 3-5 full-time staff; 5.1% have 6-9
such staff; 2.5% have 10-20 full-time staff, and the remain-
der (1.2%) have more than 20. The concentration is even
higher for part-time staff. Almost 75% of the responding
museums had no part-time staff; fully 90.6% had 0-2 such
staff. The figures for the 3-5, 6-9, 10-19 and 20+ catego-
ries were 4.6%, 2.0%, 1.4% and 1.4% respectively. If we
cross-tabulate the size categories against the number of
full-time staff,®® the data show that roughly 95% of the
'very small' and ‘'small' institutions have 0-2 full-time

staff; 66% of medium-sized museums report 0-2 full-time

30 These tables are not presented here.



150
staff; 52.5% of large museums and 33.3% of very large muse-
ums report this number of full-time staff. Moreover, the
concentration appears to be greatest for the 1 full-time
staff member category: B80% of the institutions with one
full-time person are either small or very small museums,

whereas 64.6% of the 'no full-time staff' category is made

TABLE 11
DESCRIPTIVE STAFFING DATA FOR RESPONDING MUSEUMS
REGULAR VOLUNTEER

Full- Part- Full- Part-

Time Time Time Time
Staff Size Category % % % %
0-2 persons 81.7 380.6 85.5 31.8
3-5 persons 9.4 4.6 5.3 10.2
6-9 persons 5,1 2.0 4.7 8.5
10-19 persons 2.5 1.4 0.7 24,7
20 or more persons 1.2 1.4 3.8 23.8
Total (N): 149 149 149 149

up of the two smallest institutional size categories.

The reader will note that the material in this table also
illustrates the much greater spread of responding institu-
tions with respect to the part-time volunteer category. Less
than one-third of the respondents make do with two or fewer
part-time volunteers; more than 50% have eight or more such

persons. The literature makes a clear case for the small mu-
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seum's dependence on volunteer help. The data in this sec-

tion of the questionnaire supports this view.

4,3 THE MAP CLIENTELE AND THE SMALL MUSEUM

The discussion in the previous chapter pointed out that the
criteria employed by the Museum Assistance Programmes are
restrictive with respect to a specific group of heritage in-
stitutions: the small community museum. The present chapter
has considered evidence from the 1literature and evidence
generated by our gquestionnaire which outlines the kinds of
dimensions on which small museums are likely to be disadvan-
taged. The data show that the mail survey conducted for this
thesis was successful in gathering evidence from institu-
tions (in a restricted region of Canada) which are likely to
be small heritage operations. The data show that many of
these museums (56.7%) would fail to qualify for federal sup-
port under MAP in that they are only open on a seasonal ba-
sis. Nearly half (45.6%) have no full-time staff and 70% on
average for the period 1981-1985 has operating budgets of
$60,000 or less. These criteria are, to be sure, basic cri-
teria. The grant-specific criteria have not been addressed
as yet. We can also see the reliance which small and very
small museums are likely to place on part-time volunteer
staff. It is clear in this partial view of Canadian heritage
institutions that the use of full-time volunteer staff is
just as constrained as is the use of full- or part-time reg-

ular staff. This leads to the tentative conclusion -at this
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point- that smaller museums are indeed likely to be lacking
in the skills necessary to compete effectively for funds.
Most importantly, representatives of the small Canadian mu-—
seum may both feel that the competition for funding is un-
even; that they are not viable clients from the perspective
of MAP support. And their perceptions may well be bourne out
in the results of that competition, as the argument in Chap-
ter III suggested. Two pieces of information bear on this
conclusion. The first is drawn from the questionnaire, while
the second is drawn from data provided annually Aby the Na-
tional Museums of Canada. This material will be addressed

below.

4.3,1 Small Museums and the Grants Competition

Respondents were asked:

In your view, to what extent, if any is a small
museum [for example, one with an annual budget of
$60,000 or less and a management staff of 1-2 per—
sons], advantaged or disadvantaged when competing
with larger museums for federal funding? Please
indicate which of the following responses best
represents your experience.

They were asked to respond to a set of closed-ended options,

and they were asked for comments.

Table 1 below indicates that 46.4% of all respondents

selected the options which stated 'disadvantaged to a large
extent' or 'disadvantaged to a moderate extent'; 2.4% of the
respondents that that small museums were advantaged to a
moderate or large extent; 35% of the respondents had no ex-

perience with which to form a judgement. If those with no
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experience are excluded and the data are recalculated, then
71.2% of the responses indicate that small museums are dis-

advantaged to a moderate or large extent.

The open-ended 'comments' section for the most part con-
tained negative comments. The respondents set out details
concerning four basic variables which contribute to the the
disadvantaged position of the small museum. The four vari-

ables are:

1. a weak infrastructure, defined as a less developed
management structure and fewer professional attri-
butes of staff. These elements of infrastructure are
weakened by oversight at times, by insufficient
funds, by a lack of clerical staff, by administrative
over-load, by fewer opportunities for applying and/or
acquiring management skills, and by a lower level of
expertise.

2. the location of the museum, viewed in terms of wheth-
er it is located in a high- or low-visitation area.

3. museum type, determined by the unigueness of the col-
lection, by its 'national significance'. If the col-
lection is of 'national significance', as compared to
the type of general collection normally managed by a
general community or general history museum, then
there are likely to be substantial advantages in the

competition for funds.
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TABLE 12

SMALL MUSEUMS AND THE COMPETITION FOR FEDERAL FUNDS

[Those with
'no experience'

In competing for federal funds excluded]
with large museums, small museums are: % %
Disadvantaged to a large extent 25.3 38.8
Disadvantaged to a moderate extent 21.1 32.4
Disadvantaged to a small extent 7.2 1.1
Neither advantaged nor disadvantaged 7.8 12.0
Advantaged to a small extent 1.2 1.9
Advantaged to a moderate extent 1.8 2.7
Advantaged to a large extent 0.6 0.9
No experience 34.9 -
Total (N): 166 108

Those with "no experience in grant competitions' can be viewed
as missing and the data recalculated. This has been done in
the second column of the table; the new N=108 cases.
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4. number of competing museums, in that there are gener-
ally more small museums than medium- or large-sized
museums within a given locale. The small museums
therefore tend to perceive the competition as one
which is biased by the number of competitors to start

with.

Extracts from the completed questionnaires provide some of
the flavour of the responses. The idea that the staffing of
small museums influences the competition for funds is well-
expressed in the following submission:
federal agencies are no doubt cautious as they may
not be certain that funds will be administered
correctly or whether [the] staff operation is per-
manent. Hence there is overall low estimation of
small community museums in terms of money well-
spent and utilized to the fullest possible
[extent].
As another respondent put it: ‘"small museums as a social/
cultural heritage institution are often not given credibili-

ty for being quality institutions or [for] meeting museum

standards.,"

A number of the comments also referred to the level of
competition. Small museums not only compete with large and
medium-sized museums in their region, but they also compete
with a large number of small museums. 1In the view of many,
competition is strongly conditioned by "how many other large

facilities there are in the competing museum's area."
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In the open-ended comments, several respondents made spe-
cific reference to the Museums Assistance Programme and the
funds offered to museums under its schedule of programmes,
The main thrust of the comments was that the larger museums
are looked on more favourably by National Museums of Canada
officials. Larger institutions are thought to have more
'clout' and better access to a higher proportion of the
funds available and to the larger MAP grants. For some re-
spondents, government agencies "regard the user-per-service-
dollar measure" as central; the small museum, often located
in a lower density catchment area, is disadvantaged on this
criterion. If federal assistance went to small museums at
all, it was generally to those with access to a large poten-
tial audience. Such heritage institutions would be better
placed to host travelling exhibits; their ability to partic-
ipate in the decentralization of 'national' <collections in
this manner was thought to figure importantly in the deci-
sion to fund them. As another respondent put it:
government policy dictates funding should be spent
where it will receive the most exposure. Conseg-
uently, the larger museums have received much more
financial assistance.
Perhaps the most revealing assertion about the funding of
small museums has to do with standards:
Federal and provincial bodies demand compliance
with standards which small museums cannot meet us-
ing the support provided by the demanding agencies
(ie. to spend 10K to get a 5K grant is beyond re-
sources capability). Between them, the bureaucrats
and 'professionals' have created a system with no

room other than for themselves. They pursue excel-
lence among the excellent only.
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The ability of small museums to comply with the standards
set by federal heritage funding sources is further hampered
by staffing weaknesses. Small museums are less likely to
have staff who are experienced in dealing with large grant-
ing agencies; fewer staff are available to prepare applica-
tions or to follow through in lobbying for a successful out-
come. In other words, access to trained management personnel
conversant with the language and terms of eligibility 1is
necessary to compete effectively. One respondent summarized
the views of many: "small museums are disadvantaged to the
extent that experienced staff with expertise in grantsman-
ship makes a great deal of difference ..." 1If a small muse-
um is successful in the grants process, it is still disad-
vantaged in the administration of grant monies. A Manitoba
respondent argued that:
A properly-managed small museum will, to funding
agencies, appear to be more deserving of assis-
tance. However, staff time used on training, su-
pervision, administration and reports for grants
reduces the available time for other on-going du-
ties. At times, I question the advantage of apply-
ing for grants.
Inasmusch as small museums are hampered in these respects,
several respondents thought that these institutions are not
encouraged to live up to the standards and to improve their
position. Instead, they are often "intimidated by the powers
that be." Respondents also identified the hours of opera-
tion of a heritage institution as an area in which small mu-
seums are disadvantaged. Since small museums are more likely

to be open on a seasonal basis, they are disadvantaged in

terms of the criteria of eligibility for MAP funding.
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These data have to do with perceptions and it 1is clear
that a high percentage of these respondents perceive that
small museums are at a disadvantage. Moreover, they point to
some factors which contribute to their situation and con-
cerning which they can do very little. Most importantly,
they can do very little about their location - a small com-
munity for example; they can do little with respect to the
population base in their region. Further, they regard the
competition for funds as elitist, and this claim is familiar
given the comments of MAP officials cited earlier. Perhaps
it only remains to say that these respondents are, to some
extent, Justified in their view as the data which concludes

this chapter will show.

4,3.2 MAP Funding to Associates And Non-Associates

The data in the following tables have been gathered from the

Annual Report 1issued each year by the National Museums of

Canada. These reports normally contain information concern-
ing the amount of MAP funds distributed to each institution
annually in each province. The funds themselves are broken
down by category of grant.5'! These data are valid for the
purpoese of showing the proportion of MAP funding which is
allocated to Associate museums and National Exhibition Cen-

tres versus funds allocated to museums which are not in

51

Data for the fiscal year 1979-80 are missing; as a con-
sequence, the tables cannot be used to give an exact
measure of total funds expended federally in these pro-
grammes across the entire period 1972-85.
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these categories. The data are also valid for the purposes
of illustrating differences across programmes within a sin-
gle province or differences across provinces within a single

programme.

The data in Table 13, Parts A-C, show that the percep-

tions of the survey respondents regarding the nature of the
competition for federal funds are essentially correct. Fund-
ing through the MAP grants system has gone mainly to Associ-
ates or National Exhibition Centres in all provinces save
British Columbia, Ontario and, to some extent, Quebec. Even
in these provinces, support for these institutions does not
fall below 50% very often; in the seven remaining provinces,
MAP support to Associates as a percentage of the total, av-
erages 70% or more routinely. Given the available data, the
percentage of MAP funding which has gone to Associates and
National Exhibition Centres over the period 1972-1985 is
66.01% of all MAP funds distributed over that period. Sas-
katchewan is the province with the highest proportion of
funding going to Associates and National Exhibition Centres
(88.02%), followed closely by Alberta (87.03%), Newfoundland
(84.9), Manitoba (83.18%), and PEI (80.11%). The proportion
vhich is allocated to such heritage institutions is close to
the national average 1in New Brunswick (68.3%) and British
Columbia (65.9%). Quebec, Nova Scotia, and Ontario all fall
below the national average on this measure, with (59.79%),

(53.5%), and (44.06%) respectively. Only Ontario shows fund-
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ing for Associates below the 50% mark with any degree of

consistency.

On a programme by programme basis, the Public Programming
Programme (Core Funding in the early years) shows the high-
est proportion of funds going to the Associates and NEC's,
as we might expect. British Columbia constitutes the only
major deviation in this respect. Registration Assistance
funds also go predominantly to these larger museums. The re-
cord for the Up-grading and Equipment Assistance, Exhibition
Assistance, Special Activities, and Training Assistance Pro-
grammes is variable across provinces. Alberta, Manitoba,
Nova Scotia, Prince Edward Island and Newfoundland all tend
to display patterns which indicate a more favourable treat-
ment of the Associate Museums and the National Exhibition
Centres., These museums obtain a smaller proportion of the
funding in Ontario and Quebec, especially for Up-grading,
Exhibitions Assistance, and Training. New Brunswick has the
same pattern for Training and Up-grading, but not for Spe-
cial Activities (or for Exhibitions Assistance). Overall,
however, the non-Associates have obtained a smaller propor-
tion of funds and this tends to hold for the majority of the
MAP programmes. This is not, however, the same thing as say-
ing that funds have not gone to non-federal museums. Al-
though the four National Museums were designated Associate
Museums at the out-set of MAP funding, they received a very

small proportion of such monies. Therefore, it is true to
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say that MAP satisfies the general objective of providing
support for non-federal museums. From the perspective of
small museums, the difficulty is that such museums have been
those larger institutions designated as most capable of

filling a lead role in heritage activities in their respec-

tive regions.
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Chapter V
MAP EVALUATIONS: TASK FORCES AND THE
QUESTIONNAIRE
Over the past five or six years, there has been a growing
disenchantment with the exclusiveness and ineffectiveness of
the National Museums of Canada among members of heritage or-
ganizations, including museums, art galleries, and museum
associations. This fifth phase of heritage policy develop-
ment has been reflected in several reports by Policy Commit-
tees, Task Forces and other public inquiries, some of which
have recommended the dismantling of the Corporation, a re-
organization of the funding structures (MAP, in particular)
and a re-direction of the funding involved. This chapter
will focus on the evaluative content of these various re-
ports, touching on their general tenor, and devoting primary
attention to their observations concerning the Museum Assis-
tance Programmes. The discussion in this chapter will also
draw extensively on the survey of museums from Manitoba and
Ontario to 1illustrate the perceptions of respondents with
respect to MAP funding, the funding process, and the major

issues which confront small museums.
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5.1 PHASE FIVE: TOWARD A MORE HOSTILE ENVIRONMENT FOR THE
NMC

While there have been several different task forces and com-
missions concerned with heritage policy in recent years, it
is possible to put forward a set of themes which they have
in common. First, all of these inquiries comment on the im-
portance of making heritage more accessable to those living
in remote communities and of promoting inter-provincial and
international exchanges. A second, related, theme 1s that
Canada's regional diversity should be reflected in the de-
sign and implementation of cultural and heritage policies.
Third, these 1inquiries agree that the federal government
should continue to play a key (or central) role in the pres-
ervation and dissemination of Canadian heritage. Although
their reports differ as to organizational solutions and the
dollar amounts of federal support, they do not advocate that
the senior level of government opt out of this area of poli-
cy. Fourth, there is agreement that small museums are va-
luable in that they represent 1local and regional communi-
ties, and that increased funding for them should be
considered a priority. Fifth, there is agreement that feder-
al-provincial consultation is necessary to effect any suc-—
cessful translation of federal policy into the local and re-
gional context. In short, there must be a negotiated policy
context. Finally, it is recognized that there are serious
drawbacks in the present system of disbursing heritage re-

sources and support through the National Museums of Canada
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Corporation. At the extreme, the Corporation is thought to
be a 'headless monster'. The tension between the NMC and
the four National Museums, the 'ivory-tower' image of the
Corporation, and the ambiguities in NMC policy noted earler,
all contribute to negative evaluations of the Corporation,
particularly among small museums. Criticism of the MAP sys-
tem for judging proposals and funding heritage activities
has been quite harsh. The programmes are thought to be in-
flexible, excessively complex in their demands for support-
ing information, and insensitive to the needs and contribu-
tion of small museums.' Initially, it was thought that MAP
would be a vehicle for increased access to heritage materi-
als - a vehicle for increased equality. Instead, these pro-
grammes served to exclude a majority of heritage institu-
tions from active participation in the 1972 policy. It is
not so much that money was not spent; it was. It was more a
matter of how the funds were spent: to generate a regional
system in which federal funding largely went to a restricted
set of museums, galleries and exhibition centres. It is
therefore not surprising that these review bodies have re-

commended a restructuring of MAP.

' The federal Task Force which conducted the review of muse-

ums policy provides a brief commentary on these views,
which also arise frequently in other inquiries. See Feder-
al Task Force Review of Federal Museums Policy, Report and
Recommendations of the Task Force Charged with Examining
Federal Policy Concerning Museums, (Ottawa: Minister of
Supply and Services, 1986), pp. 7-8.
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The discussion will turn now to a brief overview of the
main task forces. 1In each case, some basic background must
be provided, but the main emphasis in the following discus-
sion will be on proposals for structural changes in the NMC
and for the re-organization and re-direction of federal

funding through the Museum Assistance Programmes.

5.1.1 The Federal Cultural Policy Review Committee
(Applebaum-Hebert): 1981-1982

In general terms, the Committee proposed the dissolution of
the National Museums of Canada Museum Assistance Programmes
in its present adminstrative form. The Committee proposed
that the grants programme be transferred from the Museum As-
sistance Programmes to a new arms-length agency which would
articulate, through broad national objective, the importance
of heritage as a "distinct and vital component of Canadian
culture.? This proposal was the central recommendation con-
cerning the effective management of, and commitment to, the
preservation of Canada's heritage. There was also an added
emphasis on the need to solve the problems of recognition,

acquisition, conservation and dissemination functions most

? Federal Cultural Policy Review Committee, Speaking of Our
Culture, (Ottawa: Department of Communications, 1982), p.
105. The specific recommendation stated that:

The Government of Canada should establish an arms
length agency known as the Canadian Heritage Council to
be a visible champion of heritage interests in Canada,
recognizing the importance and particular characteris-
tics of those interests, to promote heritage arts and
sciences and to support heritage institutions. (Recom-
mendation 15); p. 107.
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commonly associated with the 'movable heritage' (museums and
archives) and the built environment (historic sites, build-
ings, and houses) which were to be considered apart from the
basic need for additional funding.?® Smaller heritage insti-
tutions which had been inadequately funded in the past would
be given increased federal assistance. The Committee recom-
mended that all sources of support - all levels of govern-—
ment, private citizens and the corporate sector - increase

their funding to small heritage institutions.?

The Committee suggested a significant change in the
structure and scope of the National Museums of Canada. The
Corporation was to retain supervisory responsibility for the
four existing museums and any proposed federal heritage cus-
todial institutions in the National Region or elsewhere.
However, the NMC was to relingquish most of its responsibili-
ties for the National Programmes - funding provided under
the Museums Assistance Programmes, the Canadian Conservation
Institute (CCI) and the National Inventory (NI) - to the
proposed Canadian Heritage Council. In short, the Council
would have three major areas of responsibility, all carved

out of the then-existing mandate of the National Museums of

Canada.®

3 1bid, p. 108.

* Ibid, pp. 107-124, and p. 123 in particular.

5 1bid, p. 108; the reference 1is to Recommendation 16.

These functions would include: 1) advocacy; 2) administra-
tion of the Museum Assistance Programmes grants; and 3)
provision of an administrative framework. A useful refer-
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The Committee's rationale for these recommendations was
two-fold. First, there was agreement that the National Muse-
ums of Canada Corporation was not able to fully realize the
potential for the enlarged mandate which it had taken on in
1972. The capacity of many museums to fully utilize some of
the programmes implemented under the National Programmes
(such as MAP, CCI, and NI) had not materialized and it was
clear that the overly optimistic assessment of the 1972 pol-
icy environment was partly at fault.® Second, the Committee
believed that if the discernible apathetic attitude (on some
levels) toward heritage matters was rectified, heritage
would be supported with the recognition and funding it de-
served:
As ve have said earlier heritage matters are often
simply forgotten. They have no profile. Often they
are not even identified for what they are, nor is
their significance made clear. The National Muse-
ums of Canada within its powers has tried to pro-
mote such recognition but it was abundantly evi-
dent to us that there must be a new initiative to
give wider recognition to the importance of herit-
age.’
In the Committee's view, the existing model, which combines
the operational aspects of management - the four National

Museums and the Mobile Exhibits Programme - with the Nation-

al Programmes, promotes conflicts of interest. On this basis

ence for this discussion is J. Holmes' summary of the var-
ious specific functions scheduled for the Heritage Coun-
cil. J. Holmes, A Little Applebaum-Hebert, (Ottawa: The
Canadian Conference of the Arts, 1983).

§ Ibid, p. 137.

7 1bid.
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the Committee proposed the Heritage Council to be a national
agency with a broad mandate unencumbered with operating
functions. The Council was to be a central focus for herit-
age concerns and to provide a renewed spirit and enthusiasm
in the promotion and encouragement of Canadian heritage in-

stitutions.?®

The most obvious critigue of this federal report is re-
lated to the Committee's justifications of recommendations
in some areas of cultural activity. Jeffrey makes the case
that the thrust of a recommendation does not always follow
from the analysis which precedes it. 1In the area of funding
for example, Jeffrey argues:

Unfortunately, while the analysis and the recogni-
tion of the need to establish priorities in fund-
ing are well presented, the solutions are not al-
ways well thought out and once again do not appear
to be grounded in political and economic reality.
At times certain ones appear in fact to contradict

or be inconsistent with the analysis of 1issues
which preceded them.?

5.1.1.1 Responses to Applebaum-Hebert: the CMA and the NMC
Two of the key members of the Committee's audience -the Na-
tional Museums of Canada and the Canadian Museums Associa-—
tion - guickly responded with conviction, if not unanimity.

The NMC was particularly concerned about the prospect of

& Ibid, pp. 137-138,

® B. Jeffrey, Cultural Policy in Canada: From Massey-Lev—
esque to Applebaum-Hebert, (Ottawa: Library of Parlia-
ment, Political and Social Affairs Division, Research
‘Branch, 1982), p. 217.
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losing some of its jurisdictional territory, while the CMA
was concerned with those recommendations which would further
the advancement of museums without aggravating the internal
conflicts and pressures which affected the organization at
the time. Although several important issues are addressed
by both the NMC and the CMA, their responses to the recom-
mendations for a Heritage Council are especially signifi-
cant, given the implications for the Museums Assistance Pro-

grammes in their present form.

The CMA provided an excellent summary of the areas of re-
sponsibility for the proposed Heritage Council.’® The CMaA
strongly supported the establishment of a Heritage Council
as an arms-length federal agency modelled on the Canada
Council. Such an agency would be amply funded and would have
direct contact with federal departments and with provincial
agencies and departments as well. Similarly, the CMA sup-
ported the separation of the Heritage Council from the ad-
ministrative hierarchy of the National Museums of Canada. In
the Association's view, the funding mandate of the NMC would
be more "appropriately handled by the newly proposed agen-
cy."'" It therefore appears that the CMA agreed with the
Cultural Policy Review Committee's argument that the exist-

ing structure in the NMC creates overlap, conflicts of pur-

'® The Canadian Museums Association brief was entitled Re -
sponse to the Report of the Federal Cultural Policy Re-
view, (Ottawa: Canadian Museums Association, February
1983), Part 1. See pp. 5-7 for the overview.

1 1bid, p. 6.
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pose, and contributes to wasteful competition. It is impor-
tant to note that the CMA's agreement rested on the premise
that the proposed Heritage Council would be mandated prima-
rily as a funding agency. The CMA was opposed to a multi-
functional Council responsible for CCI and CHIN, in addition
to funding activities implied by the MAP. The conflict be-
tween the service elements - CCI and CHIN - and the.funding
elements - MAP - could be avoided only by restricting the
Heritage Council to the funding of heritage. Within the same
context, the CMA did not concur in the recommendation that
the new Council promote linkages between itself and the var-
ious federal and provincial departments or the private sec-
tor. According to the Association, "The practicality of an
'arms length' agency having the resources and direct links
with federal and provincial departments negates the very

principle." 12

The National Museums of Canada responded to the Appleb-
aum-Hebert report with a brief which it considered to be an
important working document aimed at re-defining federal cul-
tural policy in which "heritage should occupy a central po-
sition."'3 The corporation argued for the advancement of
heritage concerns across Canada and for the commitment of
adequate resources and funds so as to increase the effec-

tiveness of the existing policy. It was understood that ex-

12 1bid, p. 7.

'3 NMC, After Applebaum-Hebert (Ottawa: National Museums of
Canada, February 1984), p. 19,
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isting policy was under the direction the the NMC working in
conjunction with the museum community across the country.'?
It is therefore understandable that the NMC would oppose the
creation of a new heritage agency, given that the "Corpora-
tion has filled this role, on behalf of museums and galler-
ies, since the National Museums Policy was announced in
1972,""% The crux of this opposition hinged on the corpora-
tion's view that a "mechanism", not a "new champion of her-
itage",'® is required to correct the existing bureaucratic
problems in the heritage sector. The mechanism suggested by
the NMC would synthesize legislative revisions, a policy co-
ordination body, equitably funded heritage agencies, and
regular representations from the various heritage communi-
ties served into a process of effective consultation.'? The
NMC also argued that a new Heritage Council was not practi-
cal, given that the funds available for grants are miniscule
in relation to the impact they would have if spread over the
entire heritage field. Given that projections of future fed-
eral support were not encouraging for museums overall, ap-
propriations for a new heritage agency would likely be
threatened as well. The NMC proposed "the creation of a Can-
adian Heritage Council as a coordinating body (excluding the

administration of grants), made up of the Chief Executive

'4 1bid, pp. 13-20.
5 1bid, p. 13.
16 1bid, p. 12.

'7 1bid, pp. 13, 14, 19-20.



195
Officers of federal heritage and cultural agencies."!8 In
this respect, the NMC proposal is clearly in favour of an
approach which emphasizes the top layer of heritage person-
nel and administration. Given their stronger and better-
funded position, larger heritage institutions such as the
Associate Museums could be expected to have a stronger voice
in consultations structured in this manner. It is also evi-
dent that the NMC wished to retain the grant component of
the National Programmes, perhaps as a lever to influence the
overall direction of heritage policy, and perhaps as an in-
ducement of support from a clientele which had been rewarded

in the past: the Associate museums.

In summary, the thrust of the NMC's argument is that more
funds and resources are needed to effectively carry out the
requirements of heritage preservation. Enhanced funding is
seen to be the answer to the majority of criticisms raised
by the Federal Cultural Policy Review Committee. With re-
spect to the general lack of policy guidelines and policy
coordination, the NMC proposal that a Heritage Council be
responsible for policy coordination, without the power to
award grants, is also of interest. It reveals the difficulty
which a federal agency in the cultural field has in defining
its mandate, and it reveals the desire of the NMC to protect

its own administrative 'turf'.

'8 1bid, p. 13.
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5.1.2 The Task Force on Program Review {(Neilsen Report):
1984-1985

The Neilsen Task Force as a whole was struck with the inten-
tion of increasing the efficiency of federal programmes and
with enhancing their managerial integrity. Such a broad re-
view, by implication, also included the possibility of exam-
ining ways in which federal spending could be cut back - in
line with the Mulroney Government's announced intention to
reduce the size of the federal budget deficit. The Report
is therefore an inventory and review of public policy pro-
gramming. With respect to culture, the central issue ad-
dressed in the Report is

whether the policy and organizational framework

for the delivery of the cultural programmes of the

federal government are appropriate and whether

the impact and beneficiaries of the programs are

compatible with the cultural objectives of the
government, !9

This review relates strongly to the small museum community
and to the implications of future federal assistance under

the auspices of the National Programmes Branch.

In order to identify the requirements for improved cul-
tural program delivery the study team developed a set of ba-
sic assumptions and working propositions to guide their in-
guiry. The basic assumptions were that:

cultural programs should focus on assisting, di-

rectly or through organizational intermediaries,
individual members of the cultural community;

'% BEconomic Growth, Culture and Comunications: A Study Team
Report to the Task Force on Program Review, {(Ottawa: Min-
ister of Supply and Services, 1986), p. 11.
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programs should focus on the individual and those
institutions that channel support efficiently to a
large number of individuals in the cultural commu-
nity.?2°

Working propositions which helped to give shape to the basic

assumptions included four broad elements:

1. cultural activities growing out of the Can-

adian heritage and experience will
strengthen the sense of community in Cana-
da;

2. it is important that all Canadians be aware
of their heritage and be encouraged to par-
ticipate in cultural activity;

3. cultural policies and programs of the fed-
eral government, in both their design and
implementation must reflect the regional
diversity of the country. Cultural programs
in particular must respond to the basic
characteristics of Canada, or they will
lose their legitimacy:

4. cultural agencies as instruments of public
policy -- have an obligation to reflect and
implement government policies and priori-
ties in the cultural field.?2!

Given that our main concern is with the Museum Assistance
Programmes, three of the Study Team's recommendations are
central to this brief review. First, the Study Team recom-
mended that, in view of declining resources, there be a full
policy review of the National Programmes component of the
National Museums of Canada, of which the Museum Assistance

Programme is an integral part. Second, the Team recommended

that the Museum Assistance Programme be terminated. Third,

20 1bid, p. 12

21 1bid, pp. 13-14,
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the Team recommemded that the federal government formulate a

comprehensive strategy for all museum-related funding.?22

Given the broad mandate of the Neilsen Task Force and the
complexity of cultural issues in this country, one would ex-
pect the Task Force Report to contain several recommenda-
tions and to penetrate to the bare esssentials of the pres-
ent federal stance on such matters. John McAvity suggests
that, while the Neilsen Report is not an official policy pa-
per, nonetheless it has the potential to be influential in
the restructuring of heritage and cultural policy.2? On the
positive side, some members of the museum community would
likely agree with the recommendation that MAP be abandoned
inasmuch as "its impact has become too insignificant", and
that federal funds could then be concentrated on the provi-
sion of services (such as CHIN, CCI and the International
Program) which would be uneconomical for the provinces to
set up on their own.2® The second point that McAvity raises
is that others in the museum community -such as the small
museum section- would likely recommend that federal funds be
re-directed to small museums directly or through service
programmes and grants. Third, McAvity argues that the aban-
donment of MAP would have a negative impact on the regional

museum community: it would have the effect of terminating

22 1bid, pp. 19, 99.

23 J. G. McAvity, Report on the Neilsen Task Force on Cul

ture, (Ottawa: Canadian Museums Association, 1986), p. 1.

24 1bid, pp. 1-3.
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most travelling exhibitions from non-federal museums that
currently cross regional boundaries.2?5 Based on McAvity's
discussion, this Task Force recommendation negates one of
the central objectives of democratization from the 1972 pol-
icy which provided for the extended access to heritage. The
Exhibitions Assistance Programme which had been designed to
assist planning, production and circulation of exhibits re-
lating to art, human history, natural sciences and technolo-
gy would, following the logic of the Neilsen Task Force Re-
port, be eliminated as well. With respect to the Associate
museums and the Public Programming Assistance Programme, the
Task Force recommended the continuation of such funding, but
at a lower level. Such funding would be limited to long-
term core funding or to the support of inter-regional trav-
elling exhibitions.?® This option would preserve some meas-
ure of democratization in that it calls for long-term
support of associate museums. In 1its review, the Neilsen
Task Force gave high marks to the National Programmes for
contributing to the expansion of viable Canadian museums and
enhancing their capability to preserve and demonstrate her-
itage. The effects of early success (in the form of greater
numbers of museums), combined with inflation and pressure on
the federal budget, have however eroded the capacity of

these programmes. As the Task Force points out:
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There is a fairly strong consensus that ___ in the
early 1970's ___ the national programmes addressed
real and pressing problems in an efficient manner.
The millions of dollars that were injected into
the Canadian network of museums produced spectacu-
lar results especially in terms of the number of
institutions and their level of professionalism
--— The demand now exceeds by far the capacity of
the national programs' budget. As a result the
real purchasing value of each grant dollar dimin-
ishes constantly.?7

The National Museums Policy Task Force {(Richard-

Withrow Report) 1985-1986.
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This Task Force was created primarily to examine the role,

responsibilities and operations of the four National Museums

and of the National Museums of Canada Corporation.

terms of reference included:

1.

Its

to review the mandate of the NMC Corporation, its op-

erations and sevices to the Canadian museum communi-

ty:

to analyse the appropriateness of the 1968 Museums

Act and the NMC Policy of 1972 and to assess their

future application:

to define the roles of the NMC with a view to deter-—

mining its effectiveness as a corporate service-um-

brella organization, and the possibilities of re-di-

recting its responsibities;

to examine the role of the four National Museums and

recommend means whereby they can best carry out their

responsibilities as leaders in the museum community,
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specifically with respect to collection and research;

5. to review the roles of small museums supported by the

federal government, in relation to the National Muse-
ums of Canada and their attendant services and pro-
grammes. Most importantly, the Task Force was to make
recommendations regarding their activities and rela-

tionships to the NMC. 28

s

The Task Force Report and recommendations provide an impor-
tant context for the interpretation of small museums policy.
Given the basically hierarchical structure which shapes the
relationships between small museums and the main federal
funding agency (MAP), the Task Force provides a critical
commentary on issues which are central to the policy of de-
mocratization and decentralization. The Task Force is also
important in that it concentrates on recommendations for the
museums sector in Canada, unlike the broader focus taken by
the Applebaum-Hebert Committee and the Neilsen Report. Fi-
nally, the Task Force is important because its recommenda-
tions are now before the Minister of Communications for con-

sideration.

The Task Force examined a variety of background evidence,
reviewed several submissions from interested parties, and

interviewed or heard briefs from important players in the

28 Government of Canada, Report and Recommendations of the
Task Force Charged with Examining Federal Policy Concern-—
ing Museums, (Ottawa: Minister of Supply and Services,
1986), p. 17 and p. 49. (My emphasis added).
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heritage sector. As a result of these consultations, the
Task Force formed some basic assumptions regarding the de-
sired form of federal policy in this area. First, the Task
Force was of the view that it is "both appropriate and nec-
essary for the federal government to undertake the task of
assembling and presenting aspects of our heritage which are
representative of the country as a whole."2® The Task Force
noted that the federal government would not have an exclu-
sive claim to collections of national significance; museums
other than the federal museums would continue to hold such
collections as well. Second, the Task Force argued that the
basis of federal policy should be to complement provincial
policies and priorities. This argument recognized that the
provincial governments are the prime funding sources for mu-
seums and that provinces differed in terms of their needs
and level of heritage policy development. Third, relation-
ships between the federal government, federal museums and
provincial governments and museums should be based on part-
nership and not on subordination.3° While the Task Force

clearly excludes capital funding from the agenda of continu-

29 1bid, p. 15.

30 The National Museums of Canada Brief entitled "A National
Museums Policy for the 80"s', had strongly recommended
shared responsibility and consultation between provin-
cial, territorial and federal authorities with respect to
the provision of core-funding for museums. In addition to
a trilateral consultation in the assessment and identifi-
cation of funding assistance programmes which would most
suitably satisfy the criteria of nationally significant
collections and activities, the Brief recommended that
particular attention be paid to the Specialized Museums
and Capital Assistance Programmes.
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ing federal support, it is convinced of the need to rectify
the condition of "neglected" specialized collections which
are unique and which could act as ecomomic catalysts in some
regions.®*' Fourth and, for our purposes, finally, the Task
Force stated that "federal museum policy should facilitate
accessibility to make better known Canadian creators, inter-
preters and collections, both nationally and international-

ly."32

The recommendations of the Task Force Report which are
germane to this study are those which deal with the small
museum community, with the National Museums of Canada Muse-
ums Assistance Programmes, and with the suggested restruc-
turing of these programmes. The first two recommendations
which are important for this analysis propose that:

the National Museums Act of 1968 be repealed,
that the National Museums of Canada be dismantled,
and that new legislation establish the four major
federal museums as adminstratively autonomous,
free-standing institutions (Recommendation One)
interim arrangements [be taken] to devolve au-
thority, responsibility and accountability for the
management of the four federal museums, to the di-
rectors of those four museums (Recommendation
Two}.33
The reader will recall that the Corporation has been set up
initially to effect economies of scale by providing elements

of common service and administration, and to serve as a com-

31 1bid, p. 40,
32 1big, p. 16.

33 1bid, pp. vii-viii.
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mon focus for policy for all the four National Museums. How-
ever, the Task Force, on the basis of the evidence, conclud-
ed that savings would be effected by the implementation of
the first two recommendations, and that the organizational
strains which had appeared in the Corporation required major
surgery. The National Museums would be called upon to assist
museums elsewhere in Canada, to develop their "national’
collections, to provide an example of excellence, and to de-
velop a sense of 'mission' appropriate to their own institu-

tion, 34

The Task Force put forward a set of important recommenda-
tions with respect to the Museums Assistance Programmes, be-
ginning with the premise that these programmes both symbol-
ized federal assistance to non-federal museums and had
demonstrated a significant contribution over more than a
decade of operation. The Task Force proposed to remove all
the programmes under MAP which had arisen from the National

Programmes initiative of the early 1970's.

The Report recommended that the Museums Assistance Pro-
grammes be restructured and simplified. It was observed that
much of the frustration with the present structure of MAP
resulted from:

the heavy bureaucracy and complex system, the bur-
densome repetitive paperwork, the intrusion of Ot-

tawa-based personnel not sensitive to regional
concerns and disparities (either economic or po-

84 The discussion of the rationale is found in the Task
Force Report, pp. 17-23.
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litical), and the rigidity of the specific pro-
grammes which no longer reflected priorities as
identified by the community.3%

The existing programmes were to be replaced by three new

ones:

1. an omnibus museums support programme, to address on-
going support for "an agreed set of long-range pur-
poses” to be worked out in agreements between the
federal government, provincial governments and muse-
ums associations. The federal contribution would be
in the range of $20 million per annum, and would be
based on the principle of equalization.

2. an interprovincial and international exchange pro-
gramme, which increase public access to heritage ma-
terials by providing grants to cover research, logis-
tics, and the circulation and display of travelling
exhibits. The recommendation urged a federal "invest-
ment in the order of $10 million annually."

3. a professional development programme, which would
provide a sabbatical system for mid-career training,
up-grading, and internships. The federal contribution

would amount to $1 million annually.3§

3% 1bid, p. 7.

36 1bid, pp. 26-30. These points constitute the main aspects

of Recommendations 3-6.
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These recommendations are significant for several rea-
sons. They move explicitly away from a project basis for
federal funding. The Task Force described the project basis
as wasteful, lacking in evaluation, and frustrating in that
it does not permit adequate planning or recognize the long-
term pattern of development of worth-while heritage activi-
ties. Second, the Task Force stated that the principle of
equalization not only should refer to regional variations,
but also to the status of museums themselves. On this basis,
the label 'associate museum' would disappear. The ideas of
democratization and decentralization, while they implied an
expansion of the heritage institution base, had been trans-
mitted from the top down. The Associate Museums, in partic-
ular, had received core funding to create out-reach pro-
grammes, travelling exhibits, advisory services and the
like. The equalization principle would, to some degree, re-
dress the balance and would be more in keeping with the de-
mocratization principle. Third, the shift to longer-term,
predictable funding tied to agreed objectives promised a
greater coherence in policy at the level of the individual
museum as well as a lower level of frustration. Fourth, the
amount of funding was proposed at a level roughly two- and
one-half times that of existing MAP funding. The difference
wvas to be made up partly from expected savings from the dis-
memberment of the NMC and partly from a decrease in the ad-
ministrative costs of federal aid to non-federal museums.

Fifth, the Task Force attempted to simplify the basis on



207
which conferences, seminars, training courses, and publica-
tions would qualify for federal support. The suggestion was
that grants for such purposes be terminated and that groups
such as Museum associations contract with the government(s)
to provide such services. This would permit a down-sizing
of the existing federal administration devoted to such com-
mon services. Finally, the Task Force tied federal museums
policy directly to the federal department responsible for
funding and accountability. While Task Force members still
felt an attraction to the idea of a non-profit Crown Corpo-
ration,®’ the political resources required to initiate and
sustain federal-provincial negotiations leading to long-term
agreements (heritage policy frameworks) most logically re-
sided with a line department and its Minister. The Minis-
ter's designate would, 1in the course of grants administra-
tion, be advised by an advisory committee charged with peer
review. The Report also argued that a heritage council of
the type recommended by the Applebaum-Hebert Committee
"would be very difficult to implement, given provincial and
other established interests in the fields of culture and
heritage."3® Such a council would therefore not be appropri-

ate as a grants processing agency.

37 The discussion notes that a Schedule C corporation under
the Financial Administration Act could be seen as a pos-
sible (but not appropriate) option. The Departmental
recommendation is made in Recommendation 8 {(a).

38 1bid, p. 37.
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Given the discussion in the last chapter, the idea of
lodging responsibility for such federal funding at the de-
partmental level is consistent with the practice of envelope
funding. Ministers are caught 1in negotiations with their
cabinet colleagues, and they are more likely to defend a
budget of their own department than they are to promote an
agency at 'arms-length'. There is clearly room for concern
for pelitical 'interference', but the likelihood would be

reduced if peer review forms part of the process.

5.1.3.1 NMC Response to the Task Force: 1986

In its most recent Report, the NMC deals with several points
of disagreement with the National Task Fo%ce on the National
Museums of Canada.3® The NMC takes 1issue with most of the
Task Force recommendations, with claimed inadequacies in its
methodology, and with inconsistencies between the French and
English versions of the Task Force Report. An important
thrust in the Corporation's response is that it has been un-
fairly singled out, with accusations of poor working rela-
tions with the four Nationals; mis-management of the MAP;
and a decline in the effectiveness of its programmes. The
Board considers these criticisms to be unjust in the face of
substantial decreases in buying power. Speaking on behalf

of the Board, Secretary-General Dorais explains that: "In

3% National Museums of Canada, Museums in Canada: The Feder-
al Contribution, Response to the Report of the Task Force
on the National Museums of Canada, (Ottawa: National Mu-
seums of Canada, December, 1986).
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1972, we were supposed to get $12 million for (MAP) and we
got $8 million. Last year [1985-86] we got $9 million. Our
buying power has melted under the sun."4® While Dorais ac-
knowledged that the Corporation faced substantial problems
with respect to resources and a punitive system of account-
ability, he contended that only a federal agency can offer
"coordination, the defining of standards and the interpret-
ing of regions. ---[But for] an adeqguately funded NMC there
are many areas that would be completely forgotten over time

or would never develop.'*!

In defending itself against the Task Force recommenda-
tions that the NMC be dismantled, the Board points out that
the Task Force Report is flawed by errors of data collection
and by an analysis which is grounded on "opinion and not
facts."?2 With respect to the specific recommendations that
the NMC be dismantled and the role and structure of the four
National museums be reviewed, the NMC has taken the view
that the federal government has a "unique role in safeguard-
ing and sharing the Canadian heritage" and that it should
not be restricted to the role of "operating four museums in
Ottawa and allocating funds to museums across the country

according to provincial priorities.”43?® The NMC has also dis-

40 Salem Alaton, "Dorais defends beleagured Museums Agency",
Globe and Mail, Friday, November 7, 1986, p. A15.

41 1bid.

“? National Museums of Canada, op. cit., Appendix, p. 2.

#3 National Museums of Canada, op. cit., p. 4.
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puted the cost analysis of the Task Force, stating in its
response that the cost to the NMC for support services to
the four Nationals is $11.9 million. The cost of the four
Nationals under the autonomous model would be $22.2 million;
savings from eliminating the NMC service would be $5.4 mil-
lion. The increased cost under the autonomous model would

therefore be $5 million.

The NMC Board argues that the Task Force approach would

change
national services available to all museums into
funding for a select few. -—— The effectiveness of

NMC programmes 1is based on providing both grants

and much needed services to the entire museum com-

munity in Canada .48
Thus, while it is receptive to revamping the existing fund-
ing structure (under MAP in particular), the NMC Board is
suspicious of the omnibus funding proposal. It strongly sug-
gests a round of consultations with the provinces and the
NMC's ‘clients', leading to a national museums policy. The

policy should be established prior to any change in the or-

ganization of funding.

The flavour of most of the NMC responses -strongly sug-
gests a fight to maintain control and to retain its position
in the Canadian heritage structure. In particular, we have
seen its opposition to the dissolution of the Corporation
itself, and the opposition to the potential loss of its role

as the coordinator and bearer of standards for the main fed-

4% 1bid, p. 8.
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eral funding programmes under MAP., The concern expressed
that the Task Force recommendations favour large museums -
"the select few" - seems out of place, given the Corpora-
tion's track record in the distribution of MAP funding; the
emphasis within MAP funding on the core funding component
allocated to Associate Museums and National Exhibition Cen-
tres; and the Corporation's own argument that current prior-
ities are for housing the national collections and for en-
hancing the level of funding for the Associates. With
respect to the Task Force's recommendation that the Interna-
tional Programme be terminated, the NMC arques that

Small museums lack the resources to undertake in-

ternational negotiations, and only the Interna-

tional Programme gives them regqular access to a

wide selection of international exhibits. Each mu-

seum can choose exhibits of greatest interest to

the community, regardless of its size or loca-

tion.4%
Given that the International Programme distributes a guar-
terly calendar of available foreign exhibits to 200 museums,
and given that there are 373 community museums (many of
which are small, and which exclude the Associate Museums),
it would seem that a sizable fraction of the smaller commu-

nities are excluded from the basic information, to say noth-

ing of the exhibits themselves.%6

4% 1big, p. 11.
#8 The community museums figqure is the NMC's own; see lbid,
Appendix IV, p. 6. Also see Statistics Canada, Survey of
Heritage Institutions, 1982-83, (Ottawa: Ministry of Sup-
ply and Services, 1983).
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Two final points should be addressed. The National Task
Force on Museums Policy argued strongly in favour of small
museums; the NMC contention that the Task Force Report fav-
ours the elite institutions does not square with either the
recommendations or the rationale presented by the Task
Force. Second, the NMC argues that the principle of equali-
zation is ambiguous in the Task Force Report. This does not
apply accurately to the following extract from the Report:
The realities facing museums differ from one re-
gion to another, and even within regions. This new
programme should be more generous to those prov-
inces with small populations whose collective
largesse is less than the national average. Every-

one agrees that no homogeneous programme can re-
spond sensitively to such differences.??

5.1.4 Standing Committee on Communications and Culture
Report: 1985-1986

The Commons Standing Committee on Communications and Culture
published its report on museums policy 1in late January,
1987. The Committee recommended that the federal government
continue its presence in the heritage sector by maintaining
a central role in the museum field. The formulation of a new
museums policy was strongly emphasized as essential to a
quality museums system. The Committee suggested that the key
players in the heritage field - museums themselves, provin-
cial and municipal governments, museum associations, volun-
teers and private patrons - had essential roles to play in

the creation of a new policy. Their views would be useful in

*7 National Museums Task Force, op. cit., p. 26.
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shaping the legislated mandate for the four autonomous Na-
tional Museums and in the re-structuring of the National

Programmes. 8

The Committee bases 1its recommendations on a set of as-
sumptions concerning the museum sector. First, the Committee
considers that the four National Museums will be cooperative
in decentralizing their collections through exchange (lend-
ing programmes) and 'repatriation’ {(gifts and sales). One
implication of this assumption is that the collections held
in Associate museums could be seconded to small community
museums in regions where their placement would be most ap-
propriate. Second, the revision of museum policy and feder-
al programmes for non-federal museums will give priority to
the "needs of smaller museums and of remote centres of popu-
lation, and to interprovincial exchange."?? The Committee
stated that federal assistance programmes to museums must be
redesigned so as to assist small museums which

often possess meagre resources, yet make a valua-
ble contribution to their communities. The federal
government should endeavor to assist these smaller
museums and art galleries by involving them in
consultations, and 1in designing programmes that
respond to their particular needs. For example

the need to adopt policies to improve the

training of staff, to provide funds for attendance
at conferences, and to assist with arrangements

48 canada, House of Commons, Federal Policy Concerning Muse-
ums : A Report of the Standing Committee on Communica-
tions and Culture, (Ottawa: House of Commons, 1987). 1In
this, the Committee agreed with the recommendation of the
National Museums Task Force.

4% 1bid, p. 30.
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for travelling exhibits.53®

Third, the Committee argued that inter-provincial and in-
ternational exchanges of collections were not only crucial
to understanding Canada's cultural heritage and the culture
of other nations, but that small museums were disadvantaged
in this area. The Committee suggested that

The federal government, possibly through the Cana-
da Council and the Department of External Affairs, -
may be able to assist smaller museums in a very
significant way, while larger museums may prefer

to make their own arrangements because they poss-
ess the necessary contacts and resources.5!?

Fourth, the Committee observed that federal funding for non-
federal museums has not kept pace with inflation, nor has it
kept up with the objectives initiated in the 1972 National
Museums policy. While NMC programmes have proven to be bene-
ficial, the Committee noted that the purchasing power of
grants had been seriously eroded since 1972, as has the
ability of the 'National Programmes of Assistance' to meet
the needs of small museums.5%? As a direct result, some
aspects of the 1972 policy have been curtailed or re-direct-
ed in order to deal with federal cut-backs in general.
Funding programmes should therefore be re-focused or, as the

Committee indicates:

50 1bid, p. 9.
! 1bid, p. 9. Emphasis added.

®2 The Neilsen Study Team also reported on this aspect of
museum funding. See p. 92.
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a certain amount of restructuring and simplifica-

tion is required in order to redirect funds to the

most important areas, and to maximize the effec-

tiveness of the available money. For instance, a

professional development programme and the role

and mandate of the Associate Museums require fur-

ther study.53

The Committee firmly rejected the option of a federal
transfer of heritage funds to the provinces. It affirmed
that the Minister of Communications should be the prime mov-
er of federal heritage policy, ensuring that a national pol-
icy is implemented. At the same time, the Committee was sen-
sitive to the argument that there should be sufficient
flexibility to coordinate an effective and comprehensive
policy with the provinces. The Committee also stipulated
that the federal government must take regional needs and

differences into account while promoting a national perspec-

tive.

It is significant that the Commons Standing Committee re-
commended tri-party consultations involving representatives
of the federal government, the provincial governments, and
the museums. In addition, the argument that support be given
relative to needs implies that equalization grants to prov-
inces in the heritage sector are not the favoured instrument

of the Committee. Instead, the intent appears to favour a

®3 House of Commons, News Release, Op. cit., p. 7. It should
be noted that the NMC programme review also recommended a
development programme, to include 'established profes-
sionals'. This approach would seem to make it more Aiffi-
cult to up-grade staff qualifications and, as we shall
see, this is an area in which small museums hold definite
views concerning their need of such assistance.
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funding system which would address needs on a regional basis
within the different provinces. Thus, small museums as a

group are to be given "particular attention."5%

Finally, the Standing Committee agrees with the argument
that heritage agencies should be at arms-length from the
government. The legislative model should resemble that of
the Canada Council and be removed from the practice or sug-
gestion of political interference. This issue promises to
be contentious, inasmuch as the National Museums Task Forces
proposed that new programmes of assistance to museums be un-
der the direct responsibility of the Minister of Communica-
tions - a proposal which would maximize political control,
but which would clearly run counter to existing practice and
to the recommendations of the majority of Commissions, Task
Forces, Committees and the like which have supported the
arms-length principle over the years. The difficulty lies in
constructing standards of public accountability while mini-
mizing the possibility of political interference and allow-

ing for the professional judgement.

4 News Release, p. 30.
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5.2 QUESTIONNAIRE EVALUATIONS

In the last chapter we saw that small museums are strongly
affected by the eligibility criteria constructed for MAP
grants. Roughly one-half of the responding 1institutions
would be excluded from competition for federal funds. The
limited clientele for such funding was also reflected in the
relatively small number of applications for MAP funding, by
the small number of successful applicants, and by the large
proportion of MAP funding which has been allocated to the
Associate museums and National Exhibition Centres over the
years. In the discussion earlier in this chapter, we saw
that criticisms of the NMC, its funding priorities, and its
relative neglect of small museums have been raised frequent-
ly in the last six years. The discussion also pointed out
that the NMC has consistently argqued for increased funding,
rather than for structural change. The NMC has also been re-
luctant to shift its priorities, maintaining that the Asso-
ciate museums and National Exhibition Centres are hardest
pressed and, by implication, most deserving of continued
support. This section will expand the argqument, using the
portions of the survey which have to do with issues of con-
cern to small museums, their experience with the MAP grants
process, and their evaluations of MAP. The discussion will
draw on responses to closed-ended items and it will include
a liberal helping of the verbatim responses to the open-end-

ed guestions.
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5.2.1 Grantsmanship

Respondents were asked about the extent to which grantsman-
ship affects winning government grants. The text of the
closed-ended gquestion read:

To what extent do you think that the winning of
government grants depends on "grantsmanship" (egq.
tailoring proposals to the needs or mandate of the
funding agency; employing special skills 1in the
production of applications). Please indicate your
response with a [X].

Including those respondents who had no opinion, 68.7% of
all responses indicated that winning federal grants depended
to a large or moderate extent on grantsmanship. An addi-
tional 4.2% of the respondents thought that success depended
to a small extent on grantsmanship, while 1.8% thought that
winning federal grants 'does not depend at all on grantsman-
ship.' Fully 25% of the respondents offered no opinion. If
this latter group is excluded from the calculations then, as
Table 14 shows, then 92.3% of the available responses agree
that winning federal grants depends to a large or to a mod-

erate extent on grantsmanship.
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TABLE 14
EXTENT TO WHICH WINNING FEDERAL GRANTS DEPENDS ON
GRANTSMANSHIP

[Those with
'no opinion'

Extent to which winning federal excluded]

grants depends on grantsmanship % %

To a large extent 45,2 60.4

To a moderate extent 23.5 31.4

To a small extent 4,2 5.6

Not at all 1.8 2.4

No opinion 25.3 -

Total (N): 166 124

In the comments section reserved for this question, most
of the respondents declared that grantsmanship is one of the
most important elements in securing federal funding. The MAP
was often cited as the main funding agency for which special
skills applied to tailoring proposals to the agency's man-
date. Several museums commented on the requisite "talent" of
translating their own needs into the "funding agency's jar-
gon." The comments indicated that talent comes with experi-
ence and that it is closely related to management expertise
and the need to keep informed and up-to-date on all MAP
grants. For example, some respondents cited the importance
of keeping files of pertinent information. The guality of

the presentation and its aesthetic appeal were thought to be
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important by many respondents. Presentation reflects "the
competence of the applicant" according to one museum. Oth-
ers stated that "knowing the techniques for completing ap-
plications is very important, as well as grasping the basics
of what the various programmes are all about." Finally, more
information rather than the minimum seemed to be a prudent
rule for many: ‘"one learns to fill out every space in mas-

sive NMC forms whether they are relevant or not!"55

Some smaller museums stressed the external factors of the
MAP review process and the priority placed on grantsmanship.
These respondents observed that small museums operate on
mimimal funds and wvolunteers are not necessarily versed in
grantsmanship. Grantsmanship of the type indicated for MAP
funding requires a full-time position which, in turn, is not
within the resources of small community museums. Some re-
spondents took a more pessimistic view: that grant applica-
tions from small museums are overlooked because the museums
in question have 1little prospect of expanding their museum
activities and because they may well survive on their own.
Finally, MAP funding guidelines seem to exclude the special

needs of small museums.

Respondents acknowledge that grantsmanship is one of sev-
eral important criteria in securing federal funding. 1In the
view of several respondents, politics plays an important

part: the whole marketplace tends to be "very political

55 Emphasis in original.
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pete.”’ As another respondent stated:
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to com-

Winning government grants depends also on the con-
tacts you have, and the constituency a museum is
in, who your Member of Parliament is and on what
side of the House they sit. (Political decisions
are often the deciding factor in the awarding of

federal grants.)

Of course, politicizing the grants process may also work to

the advantage of some heritage institutions. This is evident

Vs

in the following selection from the questionnaires:

Grantsmanship is one important factor in the se-
curing of federal grants. But politics plays an

important part. Our community has been in

the

limelight recently due to the nature of endangered
single industry towns, so our museum has been ad-

vantaged to a certain extent. Governments

have

awarded grants to the museum because they can'then

say they have passed money into the town.58

Finally, the extent to which the heritage institution is

tied into the community and into the policy-making network

in general are of importance in securing funding.

spondent from a medium-sized museum related:

As a re-

Winning grants from governments and other agencies
depends not only on grantsmanship (an important
part of the process), but also on establishing
personal contacts with bureaucrats, decision-mak-
ers and occasionally elected officials. It depends
on the profile of your organization in the commu-
nity and the amount of outside support that your

museum can muster.

56 Emphasis in the original.
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5.2.2 General Issues

Respondents were asked to assess several statements concern-
ing small museums in general, based on their 'direct experi-
ence in, or knowledge of', such' museums. Their percep-
tions, which have been laid out in detail in Table 15 below,
can be summarized as follows. First, a bare majority of re-
spondents (50.3%) agree that small museums "are generally
awvare of the funding opportunities available to them." 40Y%
of the respondents disagree with this statement, while 9.7%
are neutral- they neither agree nor disagree with the state-—
ment. We can infer that there is some polarization of views
on this issue which should be investigated further. Second,
a more substantial majority (55.5%) disagreed with the
statement that "small museums generally have the skills nec-
essary to construct funding proposals.” 33% of the respon-
dents agree moderately with the statement, and only 3% ex-
pressed strong agreement. These results correspond with the
views on grantsmanship which were summarized earlier.
Third, more than two-thirds of the respondents (65.5%)
agreed with the statement that "small museums can easily ob-
tain technical advice or assistance from larger or associate
museums." Roughly 25% of the respondents disagreed with the
statement. If we put these first items together, the per-
spective of the small museum's situation| which emerges is
one of split opinions with regard to the 1level of informa-
tion possessed by small museums; a sense that small museums
have sources of technical advice of which they can avail

themselves; a sense that the sources of technical advice do
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not necessarily correspond with sources of funding informa-
tion; and some support for the argument that small museums
lack the skills that are appropriate to successful funding
proposals. We should bear in mind that, while the small
heritage institution may be able to obtain technical assis-
tance from larger institutions, it is likely to be dependent
on the programme structure of the larger institution. Other
factors, such as proximity, as well as staffing and budget
affect the extent of advisory support. We would also expect
that advisory services for outside institutions would be
most vulnerable to pruning under conditions of financial

constraint,
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TABLE 15

EVALUATIONS OF SELECTED ISSUES CONCERNING SMALL MUSEUMS

Issue SA

MA

Neither
Agree
NOR
Disagree

MDA

SDA

Small museums

are aware of

funding

opportunities 4.8

48.5

24.8

15.2

145

Small museums

have the

skills to

construct

effective

funding

proposals 2.8

32.9

40.6

14,7

143

Small museums

can easily

obtain technical
assistance

from larger

museums 21.4

44 .1

13.1

11.7

145

Small museums

could NOT

function at

present level

without

volunteer staff 65.1

20.4

152

Small museums
rely too heavily
on grants 8.0

20.3

26.8

21.7

138

Heritage materials
located in small
museums should be
centralized in

larger museums 0.7

82.1

151
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Small museums

concentrate

too heavily on

acquisitions

and too little

museum manhagement 7.1 34.8

16.3 22.7 19.1 141

Under conditions

of economic

restraint, the

distribution

of federal

funds favours

larger/medium-

sized museums 38.7 36.3

13.7 7.3 4.0 124

Should be an

arms-length

relationship

between funding

agencies and

the museums

receiving

the funds 22.2 41.5

22.2 12.6 1.5 135

SA=strongly agree; MA=moderately agree;
MDA=moderately disagree; SDA=strongly disagree.
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Fourth, the data show that the views of respondents were
most homogeneous with respect to three statements. Fully
85.6% of the respondents agreed with the statement that
"small museums could NOT function at their present level
without the services of volunteer staff". Quite clearly,
small museums rely heavily on volunteers given the con-
straints of budgets, operating hours, location and the

like.57

A very large majority of the respondents (88.7%) dis-
agreed with the statement that "the heritage materials and
exhibits presently located in small museums should be cen-
tralized in larger museums." Slightly less than 5% of the
respondents agreed with the statement. We can link this ev-
idence with érguments found in the general 1literature and
with other material from this gquestionnaire. The literature
suggests that small museums are most likely to be closely
linked to their local community and, to the extent that they
are not, they are not likely to be viable. While small muse-
ums may not have benefited in any major financial sense from
the federal policy of 'democratization-decentralization',
they are 1likely to have been participants in the 1line of

thinking which underscored their importance to the underly-

57 As we will see in the next section, however, the respon-
dents also perceive risks in their dependency on volun-
teers. These include the observation that volunteers do
not normally come equipped with a high level of skill ap-
propriate to a professionally-run and managed heritage
institution, and the argument that staffing predictabili-
ty 1s reduced.
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ing cultural mosaic. The reader will recall that the ele-
ments of this line of thinking include the Massey Commiss-—
sion, the Centennial celebrations, and the public inquiries
summarized earlier. While the data have shown areas of ambi-
guity elsewhere, there is little room to suppose that effi-
ciencies could be readily accomplished by centralizing col-
lections in regional or associate museums. The sense of
"turf protection' is strong in these data. Indeed, smaller
museums may become more viable as heritage institutions if
collections and artifacts which represent their local or re-
gional heritage are 'relocated' from the central museums in
Ottawa. In a perceptive address delivered more than a decade
ago, L. Martin of the Nova Scotia Museum touched on this
problem as follows:

Many of the small museums in this province look to
the Nova Scotia Museum for leadership and gui-
dance. This feeling of mutual trust and respect
has been built up over the years simply by the
provincial museum clearly demonstrating that we
were willing to help, and we were prepared to give
the small museums far more than they were expected
to give in return.

Objects and whole collections have been taken from
our stores and placed in local museums Local
museums have learned that we will do this in spite
of the protests of some of our curators.

If this process could be extended gradually to
cover the whole nation, many of our smaller muse-
ums which are now mediocre could become first
class. 1If a concerted effort could be made on the
part of all museums to place objects and collec-
tions in the locations where they are most appro-

priate, we would be on our way toward solving one
more important problem,58

58 L. Martin, "The Responsibilities of Museums to One An-
other and to the Community," Dawson and Hind, Volume 3,
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A strong majority of the respondents (75.0%) agreed with
the statement that "under conditions of economic restraint,
the distribution of federal funds favors large or medium-
sized museums." A relatively large segment of the respon-
dents (13.7%) were neutral on this issue, while the remain-
ing 11.3 disagreed with the statement. We can infer that the
cycle of underfunding is re-inforced under conditions of re-
straint: small museums are generally underfunded in their
view, and they are further disadvantaged under conditions of
economic restraint. Given the material presented earlier in
this thesis, the issue is one of increased constraints on
potential federal funding, rather than constraints on stable
and predictable federal support for their institutions on an

on-going basis.®®

The respondents were divided on two issues presented in
the questionnaire. The first of these is contained in the
statement "small museums rely too heavily on grants from

funding agencies." The qguestion was intended to tap the ar-

#1, December 1973, p. 70. Originally delivered as a

speech to the Organization of Military Museums of Canada.
°® In theory, the Associates provide regional centres of ex-
cellence and, 1in the latter case, house collections on
temporary basis for the enjoyment of visitors in an area
which could not otherwise have such direct access. Wheth-
er the Associate museum and National Exhibition Centre
programmes are as appropriate as they once were, given
advances in the level of maturity in smaller institu-
tions, 1is a separate issue, best assessed by means of
profiles of individual small museums. The extent to which
associate museums achieve spin-off benefits for small mu-
seums is a closely-related matter which also falls out-
side the scope of this thesis, but which could be evalu-
ated in a similar manner.




229
gument that small museums rely on grants rather than secur-
ing funds from admissions and the private sector. Only 28.3%
of the respondents agreed with this statement, while 48.5%
disagreed. A high percentage of the respondents (21.0%) nei-
ther agreed nor disagreed with the statement posed. While
the basic tendency in the data is clear, an interpretation
of the evidence is facilitated in this case by a large num-
ber of comments which respondents wrote in beside the item.
The comments - such as "what choice do we have", "there are
few alternative sources" - lead to the conclusion that the
item is not properly constructed as it stands. The large
percentage of conditioned or 'it depends' responses support
this interpretation. Small museums may well rely on grants
(from a variety of sources)}, but they do not, on the whole,
regard that reliance as 'too heavy'. It would be a mistake
to infer that they perceive private funding or funds gener-
ated by themselves as a major option, however. It is likely
that, in reality, they would prefer a measure of dependency
on the federal government in the form of annual appropria-
tions. In this connection, it is useful to recall a recent
interview with Flora MacDonald, federal Minister of Communi-
cations and Culture. Ms. MacDonald noted some of her con-
cerns as fcllows:

I believe that the private sector has a greater
role to play in support of culture, not to mention
the roles of municipalities and of the general
public. One of my hopes is that the federal gov-
ernment, and provincial governments too, can pro-
vide an environment which will provide the stimu-

lus for private sector support. We should be
looking at ways of stimulating other sources of
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revenue for cultural activities rather than in-
creasing the dependency of cultural organizations
on direct government handouts.?8°

Some ambiguity was also apparent with respect to the
statement "small museums concentrate too heavily on acquisi-
tions and too little on museum management."” Part of the ra-
tionale for acquisitions lies in the potential attraction
vhich they have for visitors: the larger the collection, the
more likely that the museum will attract visitors. The dan-
ger lies in poor management of the collections: poor acces-
sions policy, poor cataloguing, poor research, and so on. As
L., Martin observed:

In fact, many of our museums are simply gathering
objects and placing them in one spot so that they
can all deteriorate together.

Many ©of our local museums do not even have a
heating plant, and fire protection is practically
non-existent.

A collection without full supporting informa-
tion may be acceptable in an antique shop but not
to a museum. With the rapidly increasing demands
for educational programmes, the existing museum
information resource 1is no longer adequate. Our
public is much better informed today, and people
are not satisfied with a name, a source, and a
date.b!

In other words, the effort to increase collection size is,
under conditions of low guality collections management, a

poor trade-off. The pattern of responses indicates that

41.8% of the respondents disagreed with the statement, 471.9%

6% The Honorable Flora MacDonald, Minister of Communications
and Culture, "Flora, you have s0 much common sense,"
Muse, Autumn, 1986, p.12.

' L. Martin, op. cit., p. 69.
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agreed with it, and 13.7% were neutral. Again, the problem
is one of interpretation. Given the wording of the guestion,
it may be that respondents were placed in a double-bind by
the item; responses would be contaminated as a result. It
is worth noting in this regard that open—-ended responses in
the questionnaire leave the impression that management is a
problem, and that acquisitions are often not feasible. 1In
any event, further study of this issue should split the item
into two separate parts and pursue the connection estab-

lishéd in the literature in both ways.

The final item in this section asked respondents for
their evaluation of the statement that "there should be an
'arms length' relationship between funding agencies and the
museums which receive the funds." This is, of course, an
area of opinion which has received substantial attention in
the literature. Flora MacDonald stated, for example, that
the principle

simply means that decisions of taste or artistic
judgment should be left in the hands of people
trained in those fields. ___ That said, however,
government-funded cultural agencies must be ac-
countable to government and Parliament and through
them to the taxpayers of this country.

Perhaps the touchiest issue here is who should es-
tablish general directions and priorities - the
government or the agency? My personal belief is
that the agencies, through their Boards, have the
responsibility to recommend priorities to govern-—
ment, but it is the government that is ultimately
and directly responsible to the people and, as
such, should have the final say.8?

®2 The Honorable Flora MacDonalgd, op. cit., p. 13.
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In this context, it is the general responsibility of museums
to provide clear statements of their objectives and propo-
sals for implementing projects with monies requested from
public sources. Part of the difficulty lies in the determi-
nation of a fair trade-off between the relatively fragile
status of the small institution and the demands of public
accountability. The responses shown below indicate that
63.7% of the respondents agree with an arm's length rela-
tionship. A large segment of opinion 1is neutral - 22.2% -
and the remaining 14.1% disagrees with such a relationship.
Inasmuch as the principle of 'arms-length' is usually con-
sidered to be central, the level of agreement which is evi-

denced by these data appears to be low.

The issue environment in which small museums function can
be defined 1in greater detail with the aid of responses to
the open-ended question which asked respondents to comment
freely on "the main issues and problems which concern small
museums today." A variety of responses can be extracted from
the material provided by the responding institutions and

grouped as follows:

1. infrastructure;

2. staff development and staff training;
3. leadership and governance;
4

. volunteers
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The first group of responses consists of issues related
to the infrastructure of small museums. These 1issues in-
clude: 1) problems associated with the definition of policy
objectives; 2) staff shortages and funding; 3) management
skills and experience. Small museums often have difficulty
defining their purposes/objectives and, as we saw in the
previous chapters, some definition of objectives is neces-
sary in MAP funding applications. 1In addition, this problem
is likely to be related to leadership and to the kind of
guidance provided by the institution's Board. As one respon-
dent put it:
The purpose, and following that, the objectives
and goals to accomplish the purpose are often
poorly defined, or if it is well-defined, it may
be obsolete, or in need of revision. Leadership
with the necessary skills, particularly concerning
people, is often scarce or non-existent.

The formation of policy objectives is related to the commu-
nity and the heritage institution's relationship to it. As
we saw in the discussion of the definition of the small mu-
seum, these community ties are particularly important for
the small museum. One of the respondents captured the mean-
ing as follows:

Justification for their existence and demonstrat-—
ing their value to the community Small museums
must carefully determine and define their purpose
within their own community, then [they] will be
able to organize [their] material, [their) exper-
tise and [their] facilities so that [their] total
resources are matched efficiently and effectively
to the needs of the public. From this starting
point other problem areas may be identified and

dealt with, ie. funding, physical space, staffing,
programme development, etc.
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Others indicated problems with respect to "a lack of a mu-
seologically-trained labour pool for staff resources", lack
of curatorial staff, trained in collection development and
display techniques, and lack of expertise in advertising and
promotional activities, especially those associated with

special events, education, and museum fund-raising.

The second group of comments relate to staff training and
development. Given the constraints of local conditions and
funding, small museums are affected by a range of other
problems according to the respondents. First, the lack of
staff and funds increases the likelihood that professional
development and educational level will fall by the way-side.
Finding funds for replacement staff is difficult or impossi-
ble. Second, small museums will have greater difficulty in
freeing staff to take advantage of professional development
programmes. Third, small museums experience difficulty in
finding programmes and courses which are appropriate to
their particular problems. In the words of one respondent,

"the courses available are mainly for the larger institu-

tions, not for the one-or two-person museum".

The responses to items elsewhere in the questionnaire in-
dicate that small museums personnel do make an effort to up-
grade their skills. As the responses in Table 16 below indi-
cate some 63.3% of the respondents attended conservation
workshops; 57.8% attended collections management workshops,

and 54.87% attended management seminars. While the percent-
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age of respondents attending management seminars is reveal-
ing, it is also of interest that only 22.3% attended finance
or accounting courses, and roughly one-third had attended
fund-raising, grants or funding information sessions. Given
the importance of funding for heritage institutions, one
would have to infer that the process is circular to a de-
gree: the 1institutions which most require information and
expertise with regard to funding are also those which are
least able to afford the time and money to acquire them.
Inadequate salaries for permanent staff affect the ability
to attract and keep qualified staff able to professionally
manage the heritage 1institution. As Jolliffe noted 1in her
earlier work, the availability of qualified candidates for
management positions is strongly influenced by several fac-
tors including: 1) the candidate's perception of the poten-
tial of the position offered by a heritage institution; 2)
quality of life in the region; 3) the size of the museum -
its overall capability and potential; 4) the opportunity to
advance the status of the museum, based on budget and policy
objectives.®3 As one of Jolliffe's respondents argued,
training is 1intimately related to the size of the labour
pool available:

I think the real problem doesn't stem from lack of

training but from the fact that the labour pool in
the museum field is too small. Furthermore the

§3 L. Jolliffe, The Mid-Career Training of Museum Profes-
sionals in Canada, (Ottawa: National Museums of Canada,
Museums Assistance Programmes, 1984), p. 16. Jolliffe
interviewed 45 museum professionals with respect to
training-related issues which affect museums.




small museums tend to be outside major centres:
they have different financial problems and poor
facilities; added to this is the fact that their
collections tend not to attract serious curators.
As a result the training pool for senior positions

is limited to a fairly small number of widely
scattered institutions,®4

236

The data in the present survey tend to confirm Jolliffe's

earlier findings.
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TABLE 16
PARTICIPATION IN TRAINING-RELATED ACTIVITIES OVER PREVIOUS
FIVE YEARS
Percentage ¢f respondents
who participated *

Activity %
Conservation 63.3
Collections management 57.8
Management seminars 54.8
Fund-raising 39.8
Funding-information sessions 34.3
Grants workshops 33.1
Finance or accounting courses 22.3
Legal aspects of museums 18.1
Administrative internship/leave 13.9
Presentation of brief 12.7
Other:

Education/interpretation 9.6

Conferences 7.8
Total (N): 166

*Percentages sum to more than 100% due to multiple responses.
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The open-ended question on problems/issues of concern to
small museums generated several responses having to do with
problems of leadership and governance. Good governance de-
pends a great deal on the reasonable allocation of responsi-
bilities among those who have administrative tasks.®5 Mitc-
hell argues that the museum Board is the center of the top
level of leadership. He asserts:

The museum must be governed by people who under-
stand how to make the museum a valid part of their
community. They must be (or become) experts in the
politics of community support which means they
must be familiar with -preferably be a part of-
the community's power structure; and be able to
create networks linking the museum with stronger
community groups and agencies. Informal influence
with politicians is essential and so is a measure
of political craft in using public occasions and
media, 86

®% See D. Hemphill, "The Administrator Developmental Model"
(Winnipeg: Manitoba Museum of Man and Nature, 1983).
Hemphill developed a hierarchical model with seven devel-
opmental levels grouped into three main segments. At the
bottom of the hierarchy are institutional functions such
as collecting, conservation, exhibition, and interpreta-
tion. Experience links the first level {(and segment) to
the second segment, which is labelled 'administrative
tasks.' Within this segment, the lower level is comprised
of such tasks as planning, organizing, selection, con-
trolling, and budgeting. The remaining level consists of
personnel, finances, and facilities. The top-most levels
consisting respectively of communication, decision-mak-
ing, and conflict-resolution and leadership, are grouped
together in a segment labelled 'administrative process-
es.' Also see C. Parkhurst, Organization, Procedures, and
Financing, (Englewood Cliffs, N.J.: Prentice-Hall, 1975).

66 J. F. Mitchell, "The Community Museum", in B. Lord and G.
D. Lord, editors, Planning Our Museums, (Ottawa: National
Museums of Canada, Museums Assistance Programme, 1983),
p. 67.
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Inasmuch as the Board often assumes responsibiltiy for over-
all planning and funding (or should do so), the museum di-
rector will be responsible for the implementation of Board
policy and for the preparation of reports and projections,
As Terrance Heath relates:
Much of cocurse depends on the size of the institu-
tion. The larger the institution, the more likely
the director will be completely involved in admin-
istration and management duties. As we saw in the
last chapter, in a small institution, the director
may be professional staff and administration all
in one. But even in the latter case, a basic com-
petence in management is wuseful in bringing the
organization along the route chosen by the
board. 87
The respondents in this survey cited problems with their
museum boards as an area of concern. One respondent stated
that "uninformed Board of Directors leads to erroneous deci-
sions involving major steps taken by museums and sometimes
this adversely affects the funding stability of museums."
Yet another response echoes the concern for good community
relations cited earlier: "inept previous unprofessional man-
agement [had] spoiled the image of the museum in the commu-
nity - and as a result the public disassociated itself from
the museum." The linkage between funding opportunites and
management was cited by several respondents. For example,
some respondents saw the problem to be one of competition

between the demands of stabilizing and maintaining a collec-

tion and the need for public access and research. The com-

7 T, C. Heath, "The Role of Board and Director in Institu-
tional Planning", in B. Lord and G. D. Lord, editors, op.
cit., p. 31,
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peting concerns were seen to 'freeze' management in an inef-
fective posture. In the words of another respondent, the
linkage is direct:

funds for facilities are available, but small mu-
seums will never be able to find qualified perma-
nent staff to take care of their collections on a
continual basis. Federal funds should be made
available for the hiring of such gualified person-
nel,

The final area of concern for the respondents had to do
with the role of volunteers. We have already seen that the
majority of respondents thought that the small museum could
not do without the services of volunteers. The discussion in
Chapter IV also indicated that small museums rely on part-—
time rather than full-time volunteers. Necessity is not nec-
essarily a virtue however. The most common concerns were:
1) volunteers are limited in terms of the expertise they can
offer in constructing grant proposals; 2) volunteers are
limited in their knowledge of programmes available for
funds; 3) volunteers are limited 1in the time and effort
which, compared to full-time employees, they can devote to
the execution of museum responsibilities; 4) poor collec-
tions-management which results from "hobbyist curators": 5)
use of volunteers to accomplish core museum objectives may
endanger the objectives themselves, in the event that the

museum 'outlives the volunteers' or if the involvement is

long term.%8

68 J. F. Mitchell, op. cit., p. 68.
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5.2.3 MAP Grant Experience

This-portion of the guestionnaire dealt with Museum As-
sistance Programmes grants. Respondents were asked, first of
all, 1if they were aware of each of the nine grant pro-
grammes; whether they had applied for such a grant and, if
so, 1if they had been successful or unsuccessful. They were
also asked to assess the extent to which they could be con-
sidered to be informed about the Museums Assistance Pro-
gramme application procedures. Respondents who had applied
for a Museums Assistance Programme grant during the period
1980-1985 were asked to evaluate their experience 1in terms
of the degree ‘of difficulty involved in making an applica-
tion to MAP. Finally, respondents supplied information con-
cerning their sources of assistance, if any, at various
stages of the application process. The descriptive data for

these items are contained in the series of tables below.

The data in Table 17 show that, for the group of museums
which responded to this questionnaire, the rate of applica-
tion is relatively low. Across all nine programmes, the av-
erage 'rate of application' (successful and unsuccessful
combined) was only 9.3%. The Equipment and Upgrading and the
Conservation Assistance programmes - with 21.4% and 21.6%
respectively - received a larger than average share of ap-
plications. The latter result is not surprising, given the
earlier findings that small museums would be more skilled in
the basics of conservation, and that a relatively high per-

centage of respondents indicated that they had availed them-
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selves of courses or seminars in this area. Three programmes
- Training Assistance (9.2%), Registration Assistance
(8.9%), and Exhibitions Assistance (8.7%) - proved to be
close to the average for all programmes. The reader should
note, however, that the rate of application is roughly half
that of the first two programmes. 5.9% of the respondents
indicated that they had applied for the Special Activities
Programme. The two programmes devoted to the National Exhi-
bition Centres and the Associate Museums received applica-
tions from only a small share of the respondents in this
study - 3.0% and 2.2% respectively. The Specialized Museums
programme had been cancelled 1 year before this question-
naire was sent out; as a conseguence, several respondents
noted that the programme no longer existed without providing
further information. 1In any event, 2.9% of the respondents

did indicate that they had applied in the past five years.
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TABLE 17

EXPERIENCE WITH MAP DURING THE PERIOD 1980-1985

Applied Aware Not N
Applied but not did not Aware of
Programme Successfully Successful Apply Programme
% % % %

Upgrading and
Equipment: 14.3 7.1 50.0 27.8 140
Training
Assistance: 5.7 3.5 65.7 23.4 141
Special
Activities: 4.4 1.5 54.8 37.3 135
Registration
Assistance: 3.0 5.9 45,2 45.9 135
Exhibitions
Assistance: 5.1 3.6 56.9 34.3 137
Conservation
Assistance: 15.1 6.6 54.7 23.8 139
National
Exhibition
Centre: 1.5 1.5 55.3 41.7 132
Associate
Museums: 0.0 2.2 51.9 45.9 135
Specialized
Museums: 0.7 2,2 46.7 50.3 135
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The data in this table also indicate that, excluding the
National Exhibition Centre programme, the Associate Museums
programme and the Specialized Museums programme, the Regis-
tration Assistance programme was least well known to the re-—
spondents. As compared to the 46% of respondents who were
not aware of the Registration Assistance programme, roughly
one—-third of the respondents stated that they were not aware
of either the Training Assistance programme, the Special Ac-
tivities progrémme or the Exhibitions Assistance programme.
The Conservation Assistance programme had the highest suc-
cess rate in applications and it also had the smallest per-
centage (23.8%) of respondents who indicated that they were

not aware of this programme.

Table 1 below provides evidence concerning the respon-

dents' overall evaluation of their information concerning
the Museums Assistance Programme application procedures. Al-
most 12.0% of the respondents indicated that they were not
ware of the programmes at all. 36.1% indicated that they
were not very well-informed. The largest share of respon-
dents - 43.1% - stated that they were moderately well-in-
formed, while 9.0% selected the 'very well-informed' re-
sponse. In view of the results having to do with specific
programmes, it is likely not in error to aggregate the re-
sponses for the first two categories. The implication is

that roughly 48% of these respondents have only a minimal
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understanding of a most important set of federal programmes

which provide funding to museums.

The second part of the table shows that, of the 61 re-
spondents with direct experience in MAP applications, 39.3%
experienced no difficulty in making the application. At the
other extreme, 16.4% stated that they had had great diffi-
culty. The bulk of the responses - 44.2% - experienced ei-

ther a "slight' or a 'moderate' amount of difficulty.
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TABLE 18

MAP APPLICATION PROCEDURES: INFORMATION

Part A: Level of Information:

AND DIFFICULTY

Level of Information

%

Very well-informed 9.0
Moderately well-informed 43,1
Not very well-informed 36.1
Not aware of programmes 11.8
Total (N): 144
Part B: Difficulty with MAP Applications:

Degree of Difficulty %
No difficulty at all 39.3
A slight amount of difficulty 21.3
A moderate amount of difficulty 22.9
A great deal of difficulty 16.4
Total (N): 61
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The questionnaire also dealt with the sources of advice
and assistance which respondents might have employed at each
of five stages in the application process: a) project devel-
opment; b) filling-out the application; ¢) follow-up and
project evaluation; d) counselling on other available feder-
al programs and resources; e) technical aspects of museum
design, environment, exhibit design or collection storage.
The data indicated below in Table 19 show that, across all
stages of the application process, between 50% and 66% of
the respondents received advice of one type or another. The
proportion of respondents receiving advice was highest in
the technical aspects of the application:; it was lowest for
both project follow-up and programme counselling. Museum
assistance staff appear to have been used most frequently
over—all and, in the case of assistance with filling out the
application fully 40% of the respondents (N=40) availed
themselves of this resource. Private consultants were em-
ployed most frequently in the project development and tech-
nical advice stages of the applications. Roughly 25% of the
respondents (N=45) reported that they received such advice
for building layout, environmental conditions and so on.
The Museum Advisory Service was the most frequently noted
source of technical advice, in that 28.8% of the respondents

reported using this source.
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TABLE 19

MAP APPLICATIONS: SOURCES OF ADVICE AND ASSISTANCE

Source of Advice

Museum Museum
Private Advisory Assistance

Stage of Application Consult. Service Staff Other None
HORIZONTAL (ROW) PERCENTAGES

% % % % %
Project development 23.8 11.9 21.4 2.4 40.4
Filling out
Application 5.0 17.5 40.0 2.5 35.0
Project follow-up
and evaluation 2.9 11.7 32.3 2.9 50.0
Counselling on other
federal programmes 7.1 9.5 26.2 7.1 50.0
Technical aspects 24.4 28.8 8.8 4.4 33.3

If we examine these data in terms of each stage separate-
ly, private consultants and the Museum Assistance staff were
most important at the stage of project development. Museum
Assistance staff were dominant at the stage of filling out
the application: fully 40% of the respondents reported this
choice, The data pattern is to be expected, given the em-
phasis that the Museum Assistance Programmes place on prior
consultation with MAP regional coordinators. Museum Assis-
tance staff were also reported as the source of advice and
assistance for the follow-up and program counselling stages;

the Museum Advisory Service was a distant second in both
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cases. The Museum Advisory Service and private consultants
were the most frequently reported sources in the case of the
technical components. Finally, respondents indicated that of
the other sources of information available, they turned most
frequently to local sources - library committees, historical
societies and the like. In most cases, these sources con-

stituted a minority of responses.

Respondents had ample opportunity to provide comments on
their MAP experience. These views can be summarized as fol-
lows. First, many of the museums which only operated on a
seasonal basis thought that MAP grant criteria were short-
sighted. Some of them argue that their institutions are of
superior quality, and that they are open seasonally by ne-
cessity. According to one respondent:

small museums, especially those [which are] of ne-
cessity seasonal, are often not eligible for fund-
ing from NMC. Nevertheless, they are often highly
specialized and have important collections. More
flexibility in recognizing rare quality and a pro-

fessional approach, and proving financial help is
needed.

Said another respondent:

As an historic house we by definition do not qual-
ify as a museum and funding under the NMC. It mat-
ters little that we have a collection and fulfill
all the museum functions and even receive provin-
cial money. This 1is a ridiculous bureaucratic
technicality, it is however typical of the narrow
and short-minded policies of this organization.

Other respondents echoed this sentiment with respect to the
whole range of criteria employed by MAP. Criteria are seen

to be "inflexible and hamper the small museum." Similarly,
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the system is flawed when it "does not allow for candidness
with respect to priority funding for any particular year."
Second, most of the respondents characterized their rela-
tionship with MAP with a variety of negative qualifiers: as
"poor™, "intimidating", "distant", "impersonal and unfriend-
ly staff". A respondent from Manitoba summed up the image
as follows:

Representatives from NMC have made it abundantly

clear that they neither care or know about the re-

sources offered by small museums. They have also

dissuaded us from making application for a variety

of reasons. Dealing with small museums seems to be

perceived as a nuisance to them.
This comment is important in view of our earlier discussion
in Chapter IV. The gatekeeper role of the regional coordina-
tor was implied by that discussion. This comment, and it is
not the only such observation in these data, confirms that
interested museums may not get to the application stage be-
cause they are persuaded not to apply. Beyond the initial
consultation stage, small museums may have to offer some
special guality in order to qualify. In the view of one re-
spondent:

Small museums do not exist [for MAP] unless they

fall within very narrow classifications that in-

trigue the personnel running a particular pro-

gramme. On the other hand, should one be targeted

as a suitable candidate, the demands of a pro-

gramme destroy local control as the 'adults' with

the expertise and money proceed to pontificate and

direct rather than assist the museum establish-

ment,

This perception was supported by another respondent who not-

ed that "I have been advised by MAP staff that only 'excep-
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tional, cutting-edge’' projects have a chance (It was assumed
that our museum would not qualify so why bother applying?)"
In contrast to the federal image, the provincial actors are
seen in a more positive light. Said one Ontario respondent,
"the Provincial Ministry is more approachable and avail-
able we [have] utilized their services extensively."
Third, the MAP experience is an experience with excessive
bureaucracy according to several of the responses. Since we
have dealt with this aspect in the Task Force reviews, one
citation from the questionnaire data is sufficient to make
the point:

Some small museums lack the initiative, know-how,
and persistence to go through the procedures and
red tape involved 1in the request for funding.
Speaking from bitter experience, this takes hours
of time and much effort. It may be worth it if
successful, but the expenditure of sweat is dis-
couraging. Too often largeness is the criterion
for funds. Nearly all Grant Programmes will not
acknowledge the smaller museum wunless they are

sponsored by a municipality, province, county or-
ganization or such.

Not all respondents were negative in the manner described
above. Some responses indicated that their experience had
been "excellent", "good", "very satisfactory". It should be
no surprise that these responses came from institutions
which had been successful in their MAP applications. How-
ever, it is of interest that, of the responses which had a
positive view, only four of them originated from small muse-

ums. All the rest came from medium to large museums.
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Fourth, the respondents conveyed a variety of opinions
with respect to the guality of information distributed by
MAP. According to some respondents, this information was
"helpful”. The majority, however, thought that more informa-
tion was needed concerning the different sources of funding.
Some thought that such information was particularly lacking
in rural areas. Finally, some respondents -thought that the
information was less than useful because "the expectations
and standards conveyed were beyond the capacity of most un-
der-trained museum staff." Dissatisfaction was also ex-
pressed with regard to the quality of advice and information
during the period immediately following the completion of
the application. One of the more positive comments concern-
ing these early phases came from Manitoba:

The process required much data collecting and
organizational work in terms of the actual writ-
ing. This in itself was not difficult but certain-
ly time-~consuming. It seems attention to detail
concerning the background information about your
institution was important in providing the as-
sessors with a bird's eye view of your operation.
What required thought and planning was determin-
ing precisely what it was your institution wanted
to achieve and how it was going to achieve it.

Overall, most of the respondents thought that the MAP ap-
plication process was not intellectually difficult. This was
particularly the case for those institutions which could: 1)
maintain regular telephone contact with MAP representatives;
2) wuse the assistance provided by their nearest Associate

museum; and 3) use previous experience and knowledge of pro-

gramme requirements. The latter included word-of-mouth re-
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ports and general exposure to different funding sources (at
seminars, for example), However, most responses indicated
that much of the descriptive information required by MAP ap-
plications was difficult to collect and outside the type of
categories which were normally employed (budget categories,
for example). The type and volume of information required by
MAP were beyond the time resources and volunteer staff
skills of many small museums. In the words of one respon-
dent, the "process is just difficult enough to be discourag-
ing." Finally, some types of information requested by MAP
were regarded with some degree of ridicule: "Why do we need
to write down the light wattages!"; working on a MAP project
is like "working on a $500 million project in which $50 mil-
lion 1is spent on working specifications and estimates";
"there should be a short form for small institutions, just

like the TD1."

Finally, several of the respondents commented on the
overall basis of MAP and the 1972 Museums policy. Some re-—
spondents thought that "Small heritage implementation is not
possible". The resource base was not in place to begin with,
and the implementation of programmes such as CHIN were sim-
ply "unrealistic". Others thought that the implementation
was poorly conceived:

In general MAP is not designed to help a small mu-
seum. The research required for applications (in
order to start the process and begin to establish
some relationship) 1is wusually too time-consuming
for a museum with limited staff resources. When we

applied we were told that our collection had to be
of national significance. This would disqualify
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many small museums as they do not have the staff

who can adeguately compare their collections with

others to prove "national significance".
This argument is important in that the federal responsibili-
ty in the heritage sector is based, according to the NMC, on
the custodianship of the "nationally significant' elements
of our heritage. The gQuestion remains whether this standard
is a ‘'public' one, in the sense that all may know what is
meant by it. Or is it a fiction maintained to screen appli-
cations before they reach the evaluation phase.%% The 1972
policy also implied that the various regional and rural
parts of Canada would have access to heritage. This aspect
was criticized by the respondents in the present survey be-
cause, in their view, it was not successful. As one respon-
dent summarized the present situation:

I believe that there has been an effort made to

help the small museum-but the larger institution

overshadows the small museum. There is the feeling

that larger regional museums should service the

whole region within a province or territory. But

the small town museum can best depict the heritage

of a particular geographical area. The bottom

line is that a large sector of our population in

Canada live in rural areas, but they only receive

a fraction of the funds to operate their heritage

institutions that large metropolitian institutions
receive from federal sources.

6% An interview with a MAP regional coordinator indicated
that the opinions of known specialists in the field of
the collection to be evaluated form the basis for the
judgement of 'national significance’'. The term still
leaves considerable room for ambiguity in interpretation.
It may, for example, be interpreted to include all
aspects of regional heritage that together comprise the
national heritage: the national heritage, in turn, being
more 'than the sum of its parts.’
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5.2.4 Programme Development

This portion of the questionnaire deals directly with the
development of programmes for small museums. Respondents
were asked:

What programmes do you think should be developed,
specifically for the small museum community?

The following summary of responses covers a variety of top-
ics ranging from infra-structure, to grants, to employment
programmes, to issues of cooperation between large and small

museums.

Most responding institutions recommended specific pro-
grammes which would be tailored, in terms of performance
standards and eligibility requirements, to the capacity of
small museums. It was thought that the "imposition of museum
standards on the small museum community which are virtually
impossible to maintain and take volunteers away from real
museum work" needs to be corrected, and suitable standards
developed which recognize the character of small museums.
Standards would, of necessity, concentrate on conservation,
exhibition, registration, and public programming. It was
thought that these standards could be attained with a small

number of volunteers.

While this question did not refer to MAP directly, sever-
al respondents used the opportunity to suggest ways of re-
structuring MAP to better serve small museums. These re-
spondents made several basic suggestions regarding programme

improvements. These included:
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1. more visible field workers:;

2. better information and literature:

3. easier access to information about programmes, inter-
im review assessments, follow-up acknowledgements
through correspondence or by telephone;

4. solicitation of museums by MAP workers, particularly

regarding funding;

Direct criticism of MAP were therefore aimed at criteria and
eligibility requirements. Several comments from responding
museums focus on this issue. One respondent stated that:

First of all small museums don't fit in the same
criteria for programmes/grants as large ones. It
seems difficult for the government to understand
this fully. Our needs are different. Museum advis-
ors should be given more time to travel and give
specific advice to individual museums. This is
very helpful to small and isolated museums, whose
funding and facilities are limited. Less paperwork
and more personal dealings with museum advisors
would be desirable.

In addition to the argument that "small museums should be

treated equally to the big museums", respondents suggested

that MAP alter the guidelines for programme eligibility to
redefine the term museum to include those institu-
tions such as historic sites or buildings which
perform the function of museums in the MAP pro-
gramme under NMC. Statistics Canada includes his-
toric sites in their definition of heritage insti-
tutions.

Given MAP priorities in recent years, one would assume that

a higher ranking for historical museums as opposed to art

galleries would also find agreement among these respondents.
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Proposals for different funding programmes or for altera-
tions in existing MAP criteria can be arranged into four
groups: 1) basic museum functions; 2) organization; 3) per-
sonnel and staffing; and 4) communication. These groups are
set out in Figure 5 below. The reader will recognize that
some of these suggestions are novel in nature, while others
echo existing funding schemes. The basic museum functions
group includes, most importantly, the proposal that small
museums be considered eligible for operating funds, either
under existing MAP progfammes similar to the Associate Muse-
um and National Exhibition Centre programmes or under a new
scheme. Inasmuch as existing MAP funding criteria are
project-based, respondents pointed to their need for some
form of security and commitment from the federal government
which would be similar to that provided to the Associates
and the National Exhibition Centres. The reader will recall
that the omnibus proposal set out by the House of Commons
Committee is grounded on this assumption. The present data
are also in line with the reported summaries of the Consul-

tations '85 proceedings.’® Accordingly,

Participants cited a lack of coordination among
governments in the funding of museums. This creat-
ed imbalances on a regional basis and between
larger and smaller museums. Many felt that there
was a bias in favour of the 1larger institutions.
Within the community these imbalances and biases
encouraged competition rather than cooperation and

70 National Museums of Canada, Consultations '85: The Fu-
ture of the Museum System in Canada, A Report on the
Search Conferences sponsored by the NMC, (Ottawa: Nation-
al Museums of Canada, January 1986).
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tended to severely hamper smaller institutions.’!

There was also a strong sense, in these responses, that
small museums are often at a «critical stage in their devel-
opment as heritage institutions. All that they require is
the funding to develop from a marginal institution to a ful-
ly viable one. One respondent put the case clearly:

Most small independent museums (non-profit) are
not able to raise sufficient capital to operate on
a full-time basis if most of the capital costs are
paid by the organization. Operating costs can and
will provide the means for sustaining museums once
they are established at a level that will attract
visitors. Why can't MAP help museums develop to
that level?
The same sentiment was expressed by another respondent who
argued that the greatest need was for
long-term, on-going funding (ie. operating grants)
for small institution s with a staff base of 1-2
individuals. [This) also entails assistance with
idea of developing a network of sources for con-
tinuing funds.
Respondents also proposed a programme, similar to MAP in
that it would provide advice and consultation, based on a "

commitment to seed funding where conditions of profes-

sional standards are met."72 Respondents also identified the
MAP Upgrading and Eguipment Assistance programme, and the
Registration and Conservation Assistance programmes as tar-
gets of reform. In their view,

The existing programmes are good but they need to

be streamlined with the small museum in mind. This
necessarily would involve redesigning the upgrad-

71 1bid, p. 6.

72 Emphasis in original.
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ing, registration and conservation assistance

grants in particular, bringing them more in reach

of the museums which truly have need of this help.
Other suggestions in this group include funding for re-
search projects, special publications, and special activi-
ties. Finally, an 'artisan grant' was proposed which would
be similar to funding to artists and writers under the Cana-
da Council. Individuals who are noted specialists in the
crafts of weaving or printing, for example, would receive
support to work out of museums so as to "contribute to the

preservation of the methods of the past."

Respondents had several suggestions concerning organiza-
tion and personnel/staffing. With respect to the former
group, the argument was raised that museums need assistance
with training Board members in aspects of museum governance,
policy-formation, and in the more detailed workings of the
on—-going heritage institution. Other respondents suggested
a programme which would assist museums in goal-clarification
and policy formation. With respect to personnel and staff-
ing, respondents mentioned internships to supplement exist-
ing staff with qualified professionals. Such individuals
could be at the beginning of their careers in the museum
field or they could be personnel seconded from larger muse-
ums., Mid-career training assistance was also noted as a way
in which existing personnel could up-grade their skills.
Some respondents proposed a regional training programme
which would provide practical hands-on advice in conserva-

tion techniques, restoration and refurbishing. Finally, re-
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spondents touched frequently on programmes for seasonal and
volunteer personnel. The suggestions included: more assis-
tance for summer student programmes; basic museology pro-
grammes for seasonal institutions with no full-time staff:
training for volunteers in basic museum functions and man-

agement skills,
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Basic museum functions:

—-operating grants for
small museums;

-shift of MAP criteria from
project basis to operating
grant basis;

~revision of criteria for
MAP Up-grading, Registration,
and Conservation Assistance
programmes;

-capital works assistance:

-seed grants;

~artisan grants;

I.

II.Organization:
-assistance for training
Board members;
-assistance with goal
formation/clarification;
-assistance with policy
formation.

PROGRAMMES WHICH SHOULD
MUSEUMS

Figure 5:

I1I. Personnel/Staffing:
~internship funding
for small museums;
~secondment of staff
from large museums;
—-regional programme
for practical
experience in
conservation,
oration;
—-seasonal training
programmes for
seasonal staff;

rest-

-more summer student
funding;
-funding for training

volunteers;

Communication:
—advertising grants;
-public programming
and promotion
assistance.

Iv.

BE DEVELOPED FOR SMALL

The fourth and final group of proposals dealt

nication. This group

grants which would fund arrangements for special

vertisement composition, and the
noted the need
which would be more extensive than

tivities programme under MAP,

included proposals for

like,.

with commu-
advertising
events, ad-

The responses also

for public programming and promotion grants

the existing Special Ac-




Chapter VI

CONCLUSIONS

_museum funding is just as variable as the muse-
um field itself. The size of an institution (de-
termined by its operating budget) seems to be the
major factor in the need for Federal funds, in-
stead of its type, location, or governing authori-
ty. The smaller the institution, the more likely a
reduction of federal funding will have a devastat-
ing effect. One of the very important results of
Federal funding is its implication of institution-
al probity, because of the rigorous review process
that preceeds support. This process provides a
strong incentive and justification for the private
donor to increase support for the museum so fund-
ed. Thus as is frequently the case, here money
also begets money.'

Dating roughly from the Massey-Levesque Report government
funding and the range and pace of heritage activity have
been closely related. Because the levels of federal funding
have declined in real terms in recent years, the appropria-
tions for the main federal heritage vehicle - the National
Museums of Canada and its associated programmes - have not
been sufficient to support either the National Museums or
the non-federal heritage clientele.? The effects of inade-
guate funding have been amplified by the current environment
which not only implies greater financial constraint but also

greater political control.

' M. W. Greene, "The Impact of Federal Funds on Museum Ac-
tivity", Curator, Volume 26 #4, 1983, p. 291,

2 See the Canadian Museums Association, Museogramme, Septem-—
ber 1886, p. 2.

- 262 -
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We have seen that there are several contributing causes

of inadequate federal funding of heritage. These include,
first of all, the lack of a clear constitutional mandate for
federal action in this sphere, which contributes a level of
caution to federal action., Second, the effects of techno-
logically-driven aspects of culture, such as radio and tele-
vision, have tended to more readily engage the attention of
the senior government. As a consequence, heritage funding
has received proportionately less attention. Third, the im-
portance of heritage claims has been reduced in the competi-
tion within the new Federal envelope system. The same sys-—
tem, in its programme evaluation aspects, has imposed fiscal
controls which the National Museums of Canada Corporation
has found intrusive and overly rigorous. Fourth, funding for
small museums has been seen by many observers to be the main
thrust of Federal support for non-Federal museums; however,
this thrust has remained more of an ideal than a reality.
Fifth, the democratization and decentralization elements of
the 1972 Museums Policy did enhance support for non-federal
museums, but it did so largely in the absence of small muse-
ums. Support distributed through the Museum Assistance Pro-
grammes primarily benefited a network of Associate Museums
and National Exhibition Centres. Institutions not in either
of these categories received roughly one-third of the funds
disbursed during the period 1972-1985. Sixth, Federal fund-
ing was delivered in the absence of a firm policy context

worked out between the different levels of government and
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the heritage community. To put it another way, more than $80
million in Federal support has been allocated within the ad
hoc guidelines established by the NMC's Consultative Commit-
tee and within the complex, layered evaluation process ad-
ministered by MAP. As a consequence, the original goals of
the 1972 Museums policy have been distorted, the NMC bu-
reaucracy has become top-heavy, and many small museums have
essentially been excluded from participation. Seventh, the
pressures of supporting the established heritage institu-
tions imply that small museums are unlikely to be regarded
as responsible custodians of heritage. Part of the reason is
that the network of regional institutions has been developed
over more than a decade and, from the NMC's perspective,
must be protected. Attention is therefore unlikely to be
given to the smaller institutions, particularly those which
are barely on the threshold of viability. Part of the reason
is also to be found in the different basis of support given
to 'status' versus smaller institutions. The former have
received continuing support: the latter have received 'ocne-
shot' grants for up-grading perhaps, or they have have re-
ceived project-based support. We have seen the frustration
that this type of funding encourages and we have seen the
demands and recommendations for some scheme of support for
operating costs on a continuing basis. Finally, we have seen
that the political environment for existing Federal heritage
programmes is more hostile than at any time since the forma-
tion of the National Programmes. Partly, this is a sign of

vitality, inasmuch as the main players in the heritage sec-
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tor are more capable and more activist. This is shown in the
number of briefs presented to the various heritage review
bodies, in the quality of the commentary delivered by the
national museums group -the Canadian Museums Association-
and some of the provincial associations, and in the capabil-
ity of the Associate museums. The hostility is also due to
the visibility of the NMC and the extent to which its. corpo-
rate flaws have become part of the public record and debate.
Small museums emerge from this contest in a reasonable posi-
tion. Observers agree that they are necessary; our evidence
shows that they have a plausible case as custodians of her-
itage and that, as custodians, they need support to properly

fulfill their role(s).

Given an exploration of the arguments and the evidence in
this thesis, certain inferences and suggestions for solu-
tions to the problems encountered by small museums can be
offered. First, in that there are a variety of grounds on
which small museums are disadvantaged, more in-depth consul-
tation should be made available to these insitutions. This
implies that federal staff could have a greater 1input and
that there 1is likely to be a need for increased staff to
handle this need. This would apply during the application
process and for the duration of funding. It also seems like-
ly that the lower the level of development of the small mu-
seum, the greater the need for such consultation and the

greater the need for its early introduction.
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Second, not only have the effects of competition in the
museum sector worked to the greater disadvantage of smaller
museums where several such museums vie for position 1in a
given region, but different funding sources have created im-
balances and variations in the ability of these institutions
to function. There should, therefore, be a measurable 'hand-
icap' given to small institutions 1in order to maximize
equality in the competition for funds. This should take
into consideration the specialized needs of small museums
and it should account for a realistic assessment of the lev-
el of services which such insitutions are able to provide.
At each level museums should do what they do best
but the principle should be that tasks be per-
formed at the lowest and most local level that
they can be performed well.?
It is likely that small museums outside major metropolitan
centres are disadvantaged by factors of distance, available
sources of supplies and information, and community size it-
self. As one observer has pointed out "It is simply more ex-
pensive for small institutions to initiate, receive and cir-
culate exhibitions because services such as packing,
shipping and similar unavoidable support requirements are

not readily available."?

3 NMC, Consultations '85, (Ottawa: National Museums of Cana-
da, 1986), p. 5.

4 Federal Cultural Policy Review Committee, Report, (Ottawa:
Secretary of State, 1982), p. 122.
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The third point has to do with the central principles of
the 1972 National Museums Policy. In principle, the policy
of democratization and decentralization 1is an appropriate
conception regarding a wider distribution of heritage re-
sources. It simply requires a style of implementation which
directs resources to local communities, as was originally
implied. As we have seen, the residents of such centres are
likely to have lower access to heritage resources and this
runs counter to the principle that heritage should be avail-
able to all Canadians, 1in all regions. At the core of this
principle is the idea that small museum development could be
fostered through exchanges between all levels of government,
the private sector, and the lérger members of the museum
community. The role of the four National museums should
continue to be one of serving the Canadian public and the
small museum community, partly as examples of excellence,
partly as national leaders in the heritage sector, and part-
ly as providers of services and public programming. The op-
erative words are: cooperative alliance with members of the

museum community.

From this perspective, small local heritage institutions
should have a higher priority in terms of the support needed
to meet their specific needs. Such support should be tai-
lored to the on-going reqguirements which are basic to the
viability of such insitutions. The large, metropolitan in-
stitutions are more likely to be self-sustaining and they

are more likely to attract funds from a larger number of
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sources. They should have a lower priority as candidates for
federal funds. The current practice of federal visits to
Associate museums should be used as a model for visits to
the smaller institutions. This could be coupled with a
greater emphasis on advisory services deployed by the Asso-
ciate museums, in exchange for federal operating grants. 1In
this manner, the Associate museums could continue to provide

advice and technical assistance.

Fourth, equality of opportunity as it relates to the
equal access of heritage resources in small local communi-
ties requires the financial stability of local museums. A
policy that allows for eguitable and co-ordinated funding
compared to the present system of funding museums on a dif-
fuse basis should be developed. This would involve in-
creased federal funding a symbol of renewed federal commit-
ment. Federal funding should be matched by provincial and
municipal funding at a level commensurate with their re-
sources. Further, the business sector should be encouraged
through a system of tax incentives to support small museums,

particularly those with operating budgets less than $60,000.

Fifth, small museums must sell themselves to their local
communities. Heritage institutions not only compete with
each other for the same public and private dollars, but they
also compete with other social organizations, many of which
are marketing their ‘'products' and appealing to a share of
the consumer's leisure time. Small museums must market their

own specialty, their own expertise to the public. This im-
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plies that the small museum staff must go beyond the tradi-
tional functions of collection, display and preservation.
The small heritage institution must alsoc market itself in
terms of its viability and its contribution to the local
community. This implies that small museums must be able to
demonstrate their professionalism, their financial skills,
and their commitment to a set of developed, public priori-
ties. These small museums must be non-profit; they must
also have a permanent schedule for public access, even if
such access is on a seasonal basis. Such museums must also
maintain their collections under the appropriate environmen-
tal and physical security controls. As we saw earlier,
small museums are often those which lack these conditions.
As a result, the initial funding priorities should reflect
the need to up-grade small museum facilities to a level at
which they are able to maintain collections in line with ap-
propriate environmental standards. The collections of small
museums must be geographically and historically unique in
order to qualify for public funding. The collection at one
institution should not, in its major aspects, duplicate the
collection of a heritage institution in the same area. One
option is that Federal grants could be awarded on a regional
basis according to a formula which emphasizes regional
theme museums. Such museums would combine the characteris-
tics of a theme museum (a specialized collection and inter-
pretation of an important theme related to objects of a sim-

ilar nature, to a person, a place, event or culture) and
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those of a regional museum (which serves as a focus as a mu-
seology centre for the region}.® Small museums under this
alternative must be rewarded for creative management, work-
ing under conditions of limited resources. In this model
standards for the allocation of funds to heritage institu-
tions in generally should take the needs of smaller museums
into account and give serious attention to the factors which
frustrate the development of these actors in the heritage
sector. The creativity and innovation which is present in
local communities should be given some scope in the consul-

tative process.

The development of a comprehensive support programme that
is democratic and not elitist depends on a liberalization of
the system of delivery and a change in the criteria so as to
permit the allocation of a larger proportion of heritage re-
sources to local institutions. Keeping in mind the general
flavour of recommendations and proposals reviewed through-
out, it is possible to construct a limited set of options
which at least partly satisfy the criticisms raised in the
course of the on-going debate on the direction of heritage

policy and small museum funding.

Under the first scenario, the support responsibilities of
the federal government through granting programmes to assist

with documentation, exhibition and interpretation, profes-

> D. Hemphill and M. W. Cooke, "A Museum Designation Plan
for Manitoba", Mimeo, (Winnipeg: Manitoba Museum of Man
and Nature, 1985), pp. 40-41.
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sional development and training, in addition to public pro-
gramming should be delivered through a new mandated heritage
body. Its chief responsibility would be in the area of
grants to increase access to, and knowledge about heritage.
As an arms-length agency, it would have its own Board of
Trustees and full control over staffing. The new agency
would be subject to full evaluation and review and be recep-
tive to policy input from the museum sector. Based on these
considerations, all existing funding programmes under Map
would be devolved to the agency with revisions to specific
programmes where appropriate. It would also be responsible
for the funding components under CHIN. The service compo-
nents of CCI and the Heritage Surplus Assets Programme would
be best admininstered under the existing operations struc-
ture of the National Museums of Canada. The Corporation
would not continue to service the four National Museums
within the existing framework; the four Nationals would be
set up as independent bodies with their own Boards, report-
ing directly to the Minister. It is important to separate
the review process and the funding component of the NMC so
as to create an environment which 1is as free of conflict of
interest situations as possible. Budget submissions for the
new agency would go directly to the federal minister respon-
sible, bypassing the NMC's Board of Trustees which is
plagued by ambiguity in reporting lines and 1in the defini-
tion of its authority and responsibility. The advisory ca-
pacity of the new agency must be protected by the arms-

length relationship and the grants review process must be
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revamped s0 as to guard against conflicts of interest in the
award process. Support to heritage institutions would be
based on a selection process governed by the judgement of a
board of peer evaluators, which would apply pre-set public
criteria to assess the status of museums and their needs as
they relate to the preservation of Canadian heritage. The
evaluation process should also include criteria which permit
different criteria for small, medium, and large museums and
which would recognize a broad and equitable representation
from museums of different status. Implicit in this option
is a joint federal-provincial commitment to heritage sup-
port. Therefore, at some level, the provinces and munici-
palities would have to be represented, even if such repre-
sentation is only indirectly reflected in the federal agency

itself.

In addition to support responsibilities, the new heritage
body would also coordinate federal funding policies amongst
the various heritage agencies. This would ensure that fund-
ing programmes would not be duplicated and that a grants re-
source-base would be provided in the most efficient manner
possible. This would apply to small museums throughout Cana-
da, particularly those which are capable or which have the

potential to broaden public access to Canadian heritage.

The new granting agency would combine elements of support
programmes and coordination of policies of museum assis-

tance; it should also ensure that special consideration is
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given to grant requests from small museums which have limit-
ed capacity or which are in the initial stages of develop-
ment. Coordination of grants from all levels of government
in a negotiated framework would allow recipient museums the
freedom to develop their own programme objectives and fund-

ing priorities under the mandate detailed in this framework.

These options are embedded in the general proposal that
smaller museums be given preferential treatment, g{ven that
programme delivery in the past has favoured art galleries,
associate museums and national exhibition centres. While the
achievements of the MAP have been impressive with respect to
these larger institutions, the network of heritage institu-
tions across Canada would benefit from a re-direction of a
larger fraction of available resources towards the smaller
institutions and away from the present client pocl of rough-

ly 100 museums and other heritage institutions.

A second scenario would locate the administration of fed-
eral heritage funding in an existing line department, such
as the Department of Communications. The argument is that
such an arrangement would reduce the administrative over-
head which has accompanied the operation of the NMC as a
Crown corporation. It would also establish a greater degree
of political control over the allocation of heritage funds,
and it would permit the application of established account-
ability procedures directly in the heritage sector. Finally,

it has been argued that the type of negotiated framework
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(with the provinces, the members of the museum community,
and with representativers of local communities) can only
come about with the active involvement of federal officials
who have the authority of a federal government department.
Conversely, a line department may involve 'red-tape' and a
pre-occupation with procedure. What guarantee is there that
corrective measures in the departmental delivery model will
reduce the present level of complexity in the grants proce-
dures? By the same token, a pure bureaucratic model may not
be hospitable to the kinds of creative skills which are
thought to be operative in the cultural and heritage sec-
tors. For example, the implementation of the Policy Expendi-
ture and Management System (PEMS) may well assist the Minis-
ter in terms of managerial control, but there is bound to be
some difficulty in a policy sector in which peer reviewers
are used to assess the 'worth' of a collection. To what de-
gree could PEMS take account of external review, and to what
extent would such review functions be located at the Depart-
mental level? It can also be argued that the location of
heritage funding 1in a large department such as Communica-
tions would have the effect of reducing the overall visibil-

ity of heritage concerns.

While these scenarios are intended to stimulate discus-
sion, it is fair to weigh them. On the basis of the evidence
presented so far, the departmental model appears to make the

most sense. The federal department involved would have a
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greater payoff in the successful execution of a viable her-
itage policy. Political credit would flow partly from this,
and partly from the greater visibility of federal effort at
the local level. The support system for small museums could
be better coordinated not only in terms of federal-provin-
cial agreements but alsc in terms of a more coordinated ap-
proach among various federal departments as well. While the
argument is not a new one, a federal approach which is de-
partmentally-based would be less likely to take an ad hoc
approach to the dissemination of Canadian heritage. Given
the extent to which the symbols of our society may be
threatened or come under pressure from a free market in
goods and services in the near future, the federal commit-
ment to heritage may assume a much larger degree of impor-

tance.
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National Museums . Musées nationaux
of Canada duCanada

Museum Agsigtance Programmes

Programmes d'appui aux musées
Museum Assistance  Programmes d'appui

Pregrammes aux musées
EXHIBITIONS ASSISTANCE PROGRAMME
) Programme Description
Museum The Museum Assistance Programmes are part of the National
Assistance Programmes of the National Museums of Canada. They provide
Programmes financial and technical assistance to help further the

objectives of the National Museum Policy. These objectives
are to increase physical and intellectual access to our
natural, cultural and technological heritage as represented
in collections across Canada, and to ensure that these
collections are preserved for the benefit of present and
future generations.

There are nine Museum Assistance Programmes: Assocfate
Museums, National Exhibition Centres, Specialized Museums,
Conservation Assistance, Exhibitions Assistance, Registration
Assigtance, Special Activities Assistance, Training
Assistance, and Upgrading and Equipment Assistance.
Information on all of these programmes is available upon

request.
Exhibitions The Exhibitions Assistance Programme provides financial and
Assistance technical assistance for the planning, production and
Programme circulation of exhibitions. The purpose of the Programme
is:

to provide opportunities for the production of exhibitions
which extend access to the collections which reflect our
natural, cultural and technological heritage.

Assistance is available for travelling exhibitions, temporary
exhibitions which cannot travel and in some special cases,
permanent exhibitions. Exhibitions for which assistance is
sought may include collections relating to science,
technology, human history or art. Exhibitions of
contemporary art are not eligible as these may be supported
by the Canada Council,

S Canad¥




Who can
Apply

General
Guidelines

Applicants will ordinarily be museums, art galleries,
exhibition centres and other related non-profit institutions
and organizations. However, professional organizations at
the regional, provincial or national level, provincial
government organizations, and educational institutions may
also be eligible. A specific requirement is that the
applicant be a non-profit organization or institution open
year round. Individuals are not eligible unless they are
sponsored by an institution willing to develop a proposal.

The content of an exhibition should be listed and consist of
specimens, artifacts or works of art drawn primarily from
public collections in Canada. Enhancement of these works
with non original material is acceptable. Curators are
encouraged to assemble the best examples available to
i1llustrate an exhibition theme rather than restrict
themselves to the content of one collection. Exhibitions of
material from private collections should be drawn from a
variety of sources. '

Art exhibitions eligible for funding are those historically
oriented, i.e., which focus on the historical development of
an artist or artist's work over a period of time, or a
thematic exhibit with an historical perspective.

Exhibitions of countemporary art are not eligible for funding
as they may be supported by the Canada Council. For further
information contact the Visual Arts Section, Canada Council,
P.0. Box 1047, Ottawa, Ontario, KIP 5V8.

Exhibitions of objects or works of art from collections
outside Canada wil be considered a low priority.
Applicaticons will be considered only when'the key personnel
undertaking the planning and production are curators working
in Canada, and when the exhibition is relevant to Canada's
cultural heritage.

Applicants may request assistance for all phases of the
exhibition, or specific phases such as the planning, the
production and/or the circulation.

Applicants must anticipate that staff with formal training or
suitable work experience will remain in place for the
duration of the project.

An applicant requesting assistance for planning only, should
provide a description of the exhibition, its intent and
content, to enable the assessors to determine the
significance of the research at the core of the proposal.




Grants
Available

Also, 1if possible, an estimate of the cost of the production
and circulation should be provided.

Applications which do not indicate funding support from other
sources will not be accepted, nor will applications for
retroactive funding of exhibitions completed or already in
production.

If individuals or groups not regularly employed by the
applicant institution are involved in the planning and
production of an exhibition, the institution will be
responsible for all aspects of the project and the provision
of the required reports at its completion.

All printed materials relevant to a travelling exhibition
supported by the Exhibitions Assistance Programme must be
produced In both official languages. This refers to labels,
posters, brochures and catalogues. However, if it is deemed
more economical and appropriate to the community, two
separate publications may be produced, as well as separate
labels and posters.

In certain exceptional circumstances a précis of a catalogue
(in the other official language) could be considered
appropriate by the Board of Trustees or the National Museuns
of Canada.

Printed material relating to temporary and permanent
exhibitions is required to be in the two official languages
only when appropriate to the policies of the institution and
the region.

The Exhibitions Assistance Programme may support the costs of
translating printed material into one of Canada's two
of ficial languages.

Applicants produclng projects which relate to native or
minority groups might wish to consider producing all printed

material in the appropriate language, in addition to English
and French.

Three kinds of grants are available, as follows:

1. TRAVELLING EXHIBITIONS

Grants are available for travelling exhibitions which are
organized to tour to a minimum of three Canadian
institutions. Associate Museums are expected to
circulate the exhibition to a minimum of three of the

-



five major regions in Canada, namely, British Columbia/
Yukon the Prairies/NWT, Ontario; Quebec; and the
Atlantic.

Guidelines:

Preference will be given to proposals which provide
creative Interpretation by means of catalogues, film,
video, oral history, or innovative audience participation
techniques; and, to those which show evidence of
maintaining the required conditions for the preservation
of the collections.

Recipients of grants for the planning and production of
an exhibition may not charge rental fees to borrowing
institutions but may apply to the Exhibitions Assistance
Programme for support of costs related to circulation,
i.e. insurance, crating and shipping and installation.

TEMPORARY EXHIBITIONS

Grants are available for temporary exhibitions which are
planned for continuous exposure for a minimum periocd of
two months.

Guidelines:

The collections to be displayed should be of national
significance and should not be limited only to the
applicant institution's collection.

The applicant institution should describe the reason why
the exhibition cannot be made available for travel, and
how the exhibition will be documented, and the
information made available to the museum community.

PERMANENT EXHIBITIONS

Grants are available for permanent exhibitions which
display nationally significant collections that are
unique in dealing with a specific subject area. These
exhibitions should be planned for continuous exposure to
the public for a minimum period of five years.




Assistance With
Developing a
Request

Timing of
Applications

Consultation and
Decision Process

Guidelines:

Before funding of the production phase of a permanent
exhibition can be considered, applicants must undertake a
planning phase, submitting the resultant report as part
of their application, and must provide evidence that
on-going maintenance of such an exhibition is assured.

The applicant institution must provide an adequate
environmentally controlled area im which to construct the
exhibition. Subsequent maintenance, repair or simple
upgrading of existing exhibits will be the responsibilicy
of the institution. Construction of building annexes 1is
not eligible under the Exhibitions Assistance Programme.

Assistance will be provided for a permanent exhibition
only once to any eligible institutioans.

The material to be displayed should normally be owned by
the applicant and currently inadequately displayed.

The formal request is the only direct contact an applicant
has with the project's assessors, and therefore a well
planned application is critical to the success of a proposal.
Potential applicants are advised to contact the relevant
Regional Coordinator within the Museum Assistance Programmes
before completing an application. The Regional Coordinator
can provide advice and up-to-date information on priorities
and criteria. The contact should be made at least three
months prior to the established deadline dates.

Applications wil be accepted twice a year, no later than
September | for projects commencing after January 1, and no

later than March 1 for projects commencing after July 1.

Final decisions on each request will be communicated to all
applicants in December and June.

Applications are first assessed by Regional and Programme
Coordinators to ensure that all applications are complete,
and meet the basic conditions of eligibility.

A peer evaluation system is then used. This system involves
expert consultants or individuals who are recognized as
experts in the subject area, and provide a written
assessment; and Advisory Panels, conmposed of members of the
museum community who review all projects competitively and
make a group recommendation based on quality, feasibility and
current priorities.




Technical and
Information
Services

All applications are also sent for comment to the relevant
provincial agencies which advise on how the proposal relates
to provincial priorities and funding and to the appropriate
National Museum and 4ssociate Museum who assess the projects
in relation to the needs of the particular region.

The comments of all consultants form the basis of a
cumulative general assessment of each request which is
presented to a Grants Committee. The recommendation of the
Grants Committee 1s reviewed by the Visiting Committee which
is a sub-committee of the Board of Trustees of the National
Museums of Canada. This Committee assesses the
recommendations which are presented to the Board of Trustees,

for final decision.

The Regional and Programme Coordinators are available to
advise any institution or organlzation on completing
applications, and can also counsel on other federal
programmes and resources. Museum Assistance Programmes staff
work closely with provincial government museum and cultural
agencles to ensure cooperation and coordination at all stages
of project development and funding.

Technical advice is offered by Museum Assistance Programmes
staff in consultation with other components of the National
Museums of Canada. This service deals with advice on
building construction and layout, security, environmental
conditions, climate control, lighting, exhibit case design,
storage, and other technical aspects of institutional design.
These assessments are based on the review of design plans and
specifications. It warranted, field assistance may be
offered, such as consultation with directors of institutions
and their architects, as well as conducting envirenmental
surveys of existing facilities. Technical brochures and
reference material can be provided to help with the initial
planning of services and facilities. Enquiries should be
addressed to the Reglonal Coordinator for the region.

Information can also be provided on a variety of subjects
relevant to museums and art galleries, and on variocus
projects supported by Museum Assistance Programmes. This
includes documentation of special projects, reports or
research projects and evaluations, and lists of publications
including manuals, studies, guides and directories designed
to improve service to the public.

The Regional Coordinators travel extensively in the field and
visits may be arranged by contacting them directly.




For further information and assistance, contact the Regional
Coordinator for the province or territory in which your
institution is located. The Coordinator may be reached at:

Museum Assistance Programmes
National Museums of Canada
219 Argyle Street

4th Floor

Ottawa, Ontario

KlA OM8

Telephone: (613) 996-8504

Cette description de programme est également disponible en
version frangaise.

September 1983




National Museums Musées nationaux
of Canada du Canada

Museum Assistance Programmes d'appui
Programmes aux musees

MISELM ASSISTANCE PROGRAMMES

EXHIBITIONS ASSISTAYCE PROGRAME
APPLICATION FORM

~

BEFORE FILLING OUT THIS APPLICATION, WE REQUEST THAT You READ THE PROGRAMVE DESCRIPTION ATTACHED
TO THE APPLICATION, AND THE GENERAL INFORMATION BROCHURE o Tre MISELM ASSISTANCE PROGRAMES.
SHOULD YOU HAVE ANY QUESTIONS CONCERNING YOUR ORGANIZATION'S ELIGIBILITY FOR ASSISTANCE, OR ANY
QUERIES CONCERNING THE APPLICATION, PLEASE DO NOT HESITATE TO CONTACT THE REGIONAL OFFICER FOR
YOUR PROVINCE AT THE ADDRESS BELOW:

MuseLM AssisTance ProcrAMES
National Museuvs oF CanaDA
218 Aremie Avenue, &M Fooe
Orraxa, Ontario KIA (8
613-956-8504

PROJECTS MUST BE DISCUSSED WITH THE RecIonaL COORDINATOR PRIOR TO SUBMISSION OF AN APPLICATION TO THIS

OFFICE, REQUESTS FOR. FUNDING SHOULD BE SUBMITTED SIX MONTHS PRIOR TC THE_TIME WHEN. |1I-E{E Fl’{NDS ARE
ACTUALLY REQUIRED. RETROACTIVE FIRDING IS NOT AVAILABLE, INES FOR X

FOR THIS AME ARE SEPTERMBER 1 AND 1 eacH YEAR, THESE DEADLINES ARE FINAL,

PPPLICATIONS WILL BE ACCEPTED ONLY CN THIS FORM WHICH MUST BE COMPLETED IN ITS ENTIRETY AS INDICATED,
PROJECTS ARE ASSESSED Ov THE QUALITY OF PLANNING AS IMDICATED IN THIS APPLICATION,

To FACILITATE THE ASSESSMENT PROCESS ALL APPLICATIONS FOR EXHIBITIONS MUST INCLUDE A DETAILED LIST
OF CONTENTS, ACCOMPANIED BY VISUALS IN THE FORM OF SLIDES, PHOTOGRAPHS, OR CATALOGUES WHICH

ILLUSTRATE THE MATERIAL THAT WILL FORM THE EXHIBITION.

ALL REQUESTS FOR PRODUCTION AND ENHANCEMBNT COSTS MUST BE ACCOMPANIED BY PRINTED QUOTES OF COSTS
AND WHEN POSSIBLE DIAGRAMS OR MOCK-UPS [LLUSTRATING THE DESIGN OR GENERAL FORMAT,

APPLICATIONS WILL NOT BE ACCEPTED FROM ORGANIZATIONS WHICH HAVE BEEN NOTIFIED THAT THEY HAVE
AN OUTSTANDING FINANCIAL REPORT OR AUDITED FINANCIAL STATEMENT FOR A PREVIOUS GRANT FROM THE
EXHIBITIONS ASSISTANCE PROGRAME.

[F YOU DO NOT RECEIVE A LETTER OF ACKNWLEDGEMENT FOR YOUR APPLICATION WITHIN THO WESKS
OF MAILING DATE, PLEASE CONTACT THE RegionaL OFFICER FOR YOUR PROVINCE.

Orawa, Cansca Canadad
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NATICNAL MUSELHMS OF CANADA
MISELM ASSISTANCE PROGRAMES

EXHIBITIONS ASSISTANCE PROGRAME

APPLICATION FORM
T\
[ APPLICANT J
NaME oF INSTITUTION/ORGANTZATION:
MAILING ADDRESS:
TELEPHONE: Area Cope:
DirecTor:
ProuecT Lialson: TiTLE: o
AUTHORIZING SIGNATURE: )
-
r Y
PROJECT l pivisien  (circle one) TECHNOLOGY  SCIENCE HISTORY ART
CATEGORY (circle one) TRAVELLING TEMPORARY PERMANENT
PHASE (circle one or more) PLANNING PRODUCT 10N CIRCULATION
ATICIPATED DATE(S) OF COMPLETION (ReserrcH)
indicate for all phases)
TiTee: e
SuARY oF ProecT:
_ J

DO NOT FILL IN THE SPACE BELLM,

FOR COMPLETION BY M.A.P,sTaFF,

r
FUNDING REQUESTED IN THIS APPLICATICN PREVIOUS E,A.P, SUPPORT FOR THIS PROVECT
TOTAL COST REQUESTED |REVISED CR CORRECTED DATE PHASE AMOUNT
$
4
GRANT RUN PROVINCE OFFICER FILE NUMBER

PAGE ONE
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's
PROJECT
DescripTion: ({Use only space provided; do not add additional sheets, Include information on need for project,

aim or objectives, audience to be served and anticipated duration. If applicable explain
need for research, conservation, staff travel and/or justify why exhibition may not travel
nationally,}

L

-

PERSONNEL List all permanent or part-time staff associated with the Project, their title and function.
[f person(s) contracted for this project, please attach resumé(s) and list duties.
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&IST OF CONTENTS

TITLE, TYPE OR DESCRIPTION OF | ARTIST OR PROVENANCE
CBJECTS

O+NED BY

AVAILABILITY
CONF IRMED

VISUALS
ATTACHED

&‘ additional space is required, please attach additional sheets following the same format.

(RUNNING OR SQUARE FEET
(METRES) REQUIRED FOR
EXHIBITION:

\_

PURATION OF
EHIBITIN

FROM:

TO:
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[ ITINERARY

DURATION OF ENTIRE TOUR: FROM

LOCATICN

PROFCTFD TR

ARRIVAL DATE | DEPARTURE DATE | CONFIRMED

UNCONF IRMED

If additional space is required, please attach additional sheets following the same format.

METHOD OF SHIPMENT: RAIL -
AlR —

ROAD _____

THESE COSTS MAY BE APPLIED FOR FROM

O VEHICLE —_—

COMMERCIAL SHIPPER

————-— (attach quotas)

 WHEN AN EXHIBITION IS FUNDED BY EAP’EEE ORGANIZER MUST NOT CHARGE SHIPPING COSTS TO THE BORROWING INSTITUTIONS

INSURANCE vALLE: $

ANNUAL PREMIUM, ALL INSURANCE COSTS MAY BE APPLIED FOR FRoM EAP,

¥ RHEN AN EXHIBITION [S FUMDER BY FAP, THE CRGANIZER MUST PAY ALL INSURANCE COSTS, EXCEPT WHEN A BORROWING
INSTITUTICN HAS BLANKET COVERAGE AND CAN INSURE THE BORROWED EXHIBITION WITHOUT ADDITIONAL COST TO THEIR

* WHEN AN EXHIBITION IS FUNDED BY P, ne ORGANIZER MAY NOT CHARGE A BORROWING FEE TO THE BORROWING INSTITUTIONS,

_J
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f CATALOGUES/BROCHURES/POSTERS

9 (R 12 FOR ART SHOWS) COPIES OF ALL PRINTED CATALOGUES AND BROCHRES PRODUCED WITH EXHIBITIONS ASSISTANCE

PROGRAMVE ASSISTANCE MUST BE FORWARDED, FREE OF CHARGE, T0 THE DXHIBITIONS Ass1sTANCE ProGRAMME.  THESE WILL
BE DISTRIBUTED TO THE NaTionat Musewds LiBrARY, “Tre NaTionaw LIBRARY, AND THE NATIONAL GALLERY Lisrary, THE
APPLICANT IS ALSO RESPONSIBLE FOR DISTRIBUTING ONE COPY EACH, FREE OF GHARGE, TO ALL APPROPRIATE ASSOCIATE
MUSEWMS, (A CURRENT LIST OF ASSOCIATE MUSELMS WILL BE FORWARDED TO SUCCESSFUL APPLICANTS WHEN FUNDS ARE

RELEASET}, )

Describe the educative value and abjectives.

CATALOGUES BROCHURES POSTERS

DI ENS I ONS e it e —————

NUMBER OF PAGES: 1+« stveusrnnessservnrneeessssnes
NUMBER OF COLOUR REPRODUCTIONS. (1o vssenssesses

NUMBER OF BLACK AND WHITE REPRODUCTIONS. v essors ——
"FXBER OF CATALOGUES,BROCHURES,POSTERS .« evevssn. — e Tmmmmmmmmms e
CSTIMATED PUBLISHING COST. .t e tsvnreessnrensns, $

ESTIMATED HANDLING COST.vvurvrerrnnrnesrnnesinss $ —

MUBER TO BE GIVEN AHAY. 44t terserrennnnnnerernes -

NUMBER TO BE SOLD 4+t v v s vvtesnnsserenrerssnsnens ——- —
SELLING PRICE .+« ertersennsrneernrsrersessnsins $

ESTIMATED ADMINISTRATIVE COST.\vrvinerinrnnnnnn, §

AnTICIPATED REVENUE 1ttt vttt iarstnntenrstenssss $ ——— — —

PRICE QUOTES AND MOCK-UPS ATTACHED.:+1ervssrens.

TotaL ANTICIPATED REVENUE FROM ALL PRINTED MATER[AL -

ALL oHIBITION MATERTAL MUST BE PRODUCED [N BOTH OFFICIAL LAMGUAGES.
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[ EFHANCEMENT

ACTIVITIES AND MATERIALS WHICH FACILITATE A BETTER LNDERSTANDING OF AN EXHIBITION ARE SUPPORTED WHEN THEY

CAN BE JUSTIFIED IN TERMS OF NEED, EXHIBITION OBJECTIVES AND THE AUDIENCE TO BE SERVED. THEY MAY INCLUDE
FILM, VIDEG, SLIDES, PERFORMANCES, DEMONSTRATIONS, TAPES, ETC. IN THE SPACE BELOW DESCRIBE THE ENHANCE-

MENT PROPOSED AMD ITEMIZE THE COSTS.
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Y

[ IHSTRUCTIONS FOR COMPLETION OF BUDGET

1. BeoIn wiTH Paces 8 4o 9 - BIDGET. Two cOPIES oF THESE PAGES ARE INCLLDED WITH THE APPLICATION FORM, SO THAT
ONE MAY BE USED AS A WORKING COPY FOR PREPARATION OF THE BupceT, Use Tre covPLETED BupceT on Paces 8 a9 as A
GUIDE IN FILLING ouT THE BUDGET SUMMARY o Pace 10,

2, PLEASE BE ADVISED THAT MATIONAL MuseMs oF CAMADA WILL NoT FnD 300% oF TotaL CosTs oF anv provecT. TOTAL COST
FEANS THE ENTIRE EXPENSE OF THE PROJECT, THAT IS, HOW MICH IT WILL COST TO REALIZE THE PROJECT., PLEASE IhcLLDE
COSTS OF ALL ITEMS, INCLUDING SPACE, LABOUR, MATERIALS, CONSERVATION, PUBLICATIONS, EDUCATION ACTIVITIES, ETC.,
WHICH MAY BE DONATED OR CONTRIBUTED BY THE APPLICANT OR AN OUTSIDE SOURCE, THIS WILL NECESSITATE ASSIGNING
FONETARY VALLES TO SUCH ITEMS AS DONATED EXHIBITION SPACE, CONTRIBUTED LABOUR, ETC.

3, CONTRIBUTION OF APPLICANT IS THE AMOUNT CONTRIBUTED BY YOUR INSTITUTION OR ORGANIZATION IN EITHER SERVICES OR
MONEY, [N ORDER TO COMPLETE THIS COLUMN, YOU WILL HAVE TO ASSIGN A MONETARY VALLE TO STAFF TIME, MATERIALS,
SERVICES, ETC., WHICH WILL BE USED IN THE DEVELOPMENT, PREPARATION AND ADMINISTRATION OF YOUR PROJECT.

4. OTHER INCOME 1S MONEY OR SERVICES CONTRIBUTED BY OTHER DONORS OR GRANTING AGENCIES. [T IS ALSO THE

REVENUE ANTICIPATED FROM THE SALE OF CATALOGUES, BROCHURES OR POSTERS.

5. BALANCE 1S THE AMOUNT OF MONEY NEEDED To REALIZE THE PROJECT AFTER SUBTRACTION OF THE APPLICANT'S CONTRIBUTION.
FOR EXAPLE, UNDER SUPPLIES AND MATERIALS, THE APPLICANT MAY CONTRIBUTE 4 DISPLAY CASES FOR AN EXHIBITION, VALUED
AT $2400, N ORDER TO PREPARE AN ADEQUATE PRESENTATION, U ADDITIONAL DISPLAY CASES ARE REQUIRED, AT A COST OF
$2800. ToTaL COST OF DISPLAY CASES IS $5200, PepLicant's ConTRIBUTION Is $2400, AD BALAKE For DISPLAY CASES IS
$2800,

6. Eacr BupeT CATEGORY MUST BE ITEMIZED, As A GJIDE TO ITEMIZING THE CATEGORIES, SOME OF THE EXPENSE ITEMS

WHICH MIGHT BE INCURRED UNDER EACH CATEGORY ARE LISTED BELOW.

PersonmvEL SALARIES AND FEES: CONTRIBUTED STAFF TIME
CONTRACTED STAFF
FEES OR HONORARIUM TO GUEST LECTURERS, ETC.
FEES TO ARTISTS: MUST BE PAID BY THE APPLICANT TO CONTEMPORARY (ANADIAN ARTISTS
WHEN WORKS ARE LOANED BY THE ARTIST FOR INCLUSION IN EXHIBITIONS FUNDED BY THE
NaTTonaL Museuns oF CaNADA, SUCH FEES TO BE AGREED UPON BY BOTH THE ARTIST AND
THE BORROWING INSTITUTION, PAYMENT OF FEES REQUESTED MUST BE INDICATED IN THE
FINAL AUDIT OR FINANCIAL REPORT,

PERSONNEL. TRAVEL: TRANSPORTATION AND PER DIEM FOR PROJECT EMPLOYEES OR CONTRACTED SPECIALISTS

RESEARCH COSTS: EXPENSES NOT COVERED BY SALARIES OR TRAVEL

Probuction CosTs: EXPENSES NOT COVERED ABOVE THAT MUST BE INCURRED IN THE PROCESS OF CREATING
THE FINISHED BXHIBITION (CRATES, DISPLAY UNITS, MOUNTING, EQUIPMENT RENTALS,
CONSERVATION)

ENHANCEMENT cosTs: EXPENSES NOT COVERED ABOVE THAT MUST BE INCURRED TO ENMANCE THE PUBLIC'S UNDER-

STANDING OF THE OBJECTS DISPLAYED, ([RANSLATIONS, PRINTING, CATALOGUES,
DEMONSTRATIONS, PERFORMANCES, A-V, FILM, POSTERS, ADVERTISING, PRESS KITS,
INFORMATION KITS)

CIrcuLATION: EXPENSES NOT COVERED ABOVE AND INCURRED DURING THE PERICD OF CIRCULATION
(INSURANCE, SHIPPING, STORAGE, MAINTENANCE)

7. Be as ACCURATE as POSSIBLE. IF YOU HAVE RECEIVED A QUOTATION FROM A CONTRACTOR OR SHIPPER ON A PARTICULAR
ITEM, PLEASE INCLUDE A COPY WITH YOUR COMPLETED BUDGET,

8. ALL PROVECTS IN EXCESS of $10,000 wire Have 10T WITHELD UNTIL THE MusEum ASSISTANCE PROGRAMMES RECEIVE FINAL
ADITING CF THE TOTAL AMOUNT REQUIRED.

9. BaiBiTions ASSISTANCE PROGRAMME DOES NOT (RANT FUNDS TO AID INSTITUTIONS TO BORROW EXHIRITIONS.
EXHIRITION. OPGANIZERS MaY APPLY FOR ALL SHIPPING AND INSURANCE COSTS. NEITHER oF THESE COSTS NOR ANY OTHER
PARTICIPATION FEE MAY BE CHARGED TO INSTITUTIONS BORROWING AN EXHIBITIONS ASSISTANCE PROGRAMME FUNDED
EXHIBITION,

e

[F vou HAVE FURTHER QUESTIONS PLEASE COMSULT YOR REGIOoNAL OF= [CER,
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8

[ b

Please read the instruction page before completing the budget.

Itemize each category.

TOTAL COST CONTRIBUTION OTHER INCOME BALANCE
donations
OF APPLICANT REQUESTED FROM
CATEGORY grants or
revenue EAP,

PERSONNEL SALARIES & FEES

SUB-TOTAL
PERSONNEL TRAVEL
SUB-TOTAL
RESEARCH CCSTS
SUB-TOTAL

.
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~
r BUDGET, conTinuep
TOTAL COST CONTRIBUTION OTHER INCOME BALANCE
OF APPLICANT ooaaons REQUESTED FRCM
revenue E.A.P,

PRODUCTION COSTS

SUB-TOTAL
ENHANCEMENT COSTS

SUB~TOTAL
CIRCULATION COSTS

SUB-TOTAL
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~
SUMARY OF BUDGET
TOTAL COST CONTRIBUTION m‘EER INCOME BALANCE
onations
OF APPLICANT grants or REQUESTED FRCM
revenue E.AP.
PERSONNEL SALARIES & FEESuevirverass
PERSMEL TRAVELIIIIIIK!!II.!.'!IIII'
RESEARCH COSTSu s uuurrvnrrcasnsasnnas
PROwCTim Cstllllllillllllllillll
ENWCBWCOSTSIII(J'II"!IIDIIII!
CIRCULATION COSTS 4t tratrnsarerseses
TOTAL! -
% oF oosTs:
- v,
(’ ™y
SIMHARY OF OTHER INCOME
LIST ALL DONATIONS, GRANTS AND/OR ANTICIPATED REVENLE
SOURCE $ CONF IRMED ANTICIPATED
i
__ )
[ )
AMTICIPATED DATES WHEM
FUNDS WILL BE REQUIRED:
_ J




Appendix B

SURVEY QUESTIONNAIRE

- 295 -
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