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Abstract: In the realm of museum practice, the introduction of social inclusion theory has had an unknown influence. 

Based on Sandell's typology of social inclusivity for museums, this paper proposes a re-imagination of his typology to 

include theoretical input from the field of Library and Information Science (LIS) and the addition of pathways for 

measuring social inclusivity, both quantitatively and qualitatively. In an effort to generate a more holistic typology, this 

paper draws upon theories and conceptual frameworks from LIS. The concept of curatorial voice, the extent to which the 

museum visitor is expected to determine the meaning of the exhibit, is re-imagined in Gatekeeper Theory, offering 

explanatory power for the flow of information within an exhibit; and the concept of “Museum as Place” is explored 

through the Japanese idea of “ba” with an emphasis on the museum as a milieu for shared knowledge creation.  
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Introduction 

ocial Inclusion, a term enmeshed in the sphere of museology, has become the rhetoric of 

politicians, a criteria for funding, and the debate of museum professionals. Central to the 

identification of the social inclusivity of any museum is the typology proposed by Richard 

Sandell in his 1998 article “Museums as Agents of Social Inclusion.” Sandell’s typology brought 

the social purpose of the museum to the forefront of museology once again, defining the scope of 

museum responsibilities. In his article, Sandell articulates the need for continued research into 

museums and social inclusion; in particular he calls for the measurement of the social changes 

that occur due to museum influence.
1
 Yet, how will a museum be measured for social 

inclusivity?  

In the realm of museum practice, the introduction of social inclusion theory has had an 

unknown influence. Based on Sandell's typology of social inclusivity for museums, this paper 

proposes a re-imagination of his typology to include theoretical input from the field of Library 

and Information Science (LIS) and the addition of pathways for measuring social inclusivity, 

both quantitatively and qualitatively. In an effort to generate a more holistic typology, this paper 

draws upon theories and conceptual frameworks from LIS. The concept of curatorial voice, the 

extent to which the museum visitor is expected to determine the meaning of the exhibit, is re-

imagined in Gatekeeper Theory, offering explanatory power for the flow of information within 

an exhibit; and the concept of ‘Museum as Place’ is explored through the Japanese idea of ‘ba’ 

with an emphasis on the museum as a milieu for shared knowledge creation.  

Social Inclusion 

The exploration of the term social inclusion begins with a historical examination of the 

antithesis: social exclusion. First coined in France in the 1970s, social exclusion served to 

describe a phenomenon by which certain segments of the population within France were 

essentially falling through the cracks of the welfare system.
2
 Those people, whether marginalized 

for drug abuse or for status as single-parents, were deprived of benefits to which the majority of 

French had access. In effect, they were excluded from society by society.  

Social exclusion has come to represent a broad variety of problems not limited to welfare 

benefits, and not localized to France. By the mid-1990s the term social exclusion had become an 

                                                      
1 (Sandell 1998) 
2 (Dodd and Sandell 2001) 
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Figure 2: Museums as agents of social inclusion – a typology 

Source(s): Sandell 1998. 

For the inclusive museum, the first tier of socially inclusive museum types, the goal is to 

represent marginalized groups in exhibits and to provide access for those who would be excluded 

due to lack of transportation or wealth.
10

 This primary level of socially inclusive museum will 

prioritize the inclusion of objects and exhibits that represent the marginalized portions of their 

society. Additionally, the socially inclusive museum will engage those disenfranchised groups in 

a participatory and collaborative way, assuring that access to museum exhibits is provided.   

The second category of the socially inclusive museum is the museum as agent of social 

regeneration. This type of museum connects with the community on more than the cultural level. 

A museum functioning as an agent of social regeneration integrates cultural exhibits with social, 

economic, and political aspects of communities. A possible scenario for this type of museum 

would be based on the presence of obvious initiatives to better the lives of individuals within a 

community, such as an exhibit on health in collaboration with the local health department.  

The museum as vehicle for broad social change is the third museum type in Sandell’s 

typology. This museum acknowledges publicly its societal role, determined to change society for 

the better.
11

 As a vehicle for broad social change, this museum type influences society in 

accordance with a social inclusion agenda. According to Sandell, “those museums which clearly 

articulate their purpose in relation to society and which purposefully seek to position themselves 

as organisations with a part to play in multi-agency solutions for tackling social exclusion are 

nevertheless still rare.”
12

 It is the proposal of this paper that museums will be better equipped to 

fulfill their societal purpose if an application of this typology is enacted to define the level of 

social inclusivity and provide pathways for the measurement of social inclusion. In order to 

develop pathways for measurement of social inclusion, theoretical frameworks are necessary, and 

LIS has provided two such frameworks: Gatekeeper theory and Nonaka’s SECI ba. 

Theories from Library and Information Science 

Gatekeeper Theory 

The concept of curatorial voice, the message received by museumgoers, may be re-imagined 

through the lenses of Gatekeeper Theory, offering explanatory power for the inclusive and 

exclusive forces at work within an exhibit. The museumgoer is the participant/recipient of the 

curatorial message, making/receiving messages of intent or museum authority.
13

 The usage of 

Gatekeeper Theory may grant shape to the invisible curatorial voice, and illuminate the inclusive 

and exclusive forces pressures in the museum.  

The term “gatekeeper” first appeared in 1947, coined by Kurt Lewin, an early 20
th

 century 

theorist and researcher in psychology. 
14

 Lewin focused on the powerful gatekeeper, having 

proposed that it is not feasible to investigate all members in a group, and it is therefore important 

to target “key positions” to examine and perhaps influence the group.
15

  His well-known example 

is that of housewives who act as gatekeepers of household food provision. Lewin believed that if 

the government wished to change the eating habits of a population, then the influence would 

have to pass through gatekeepers, and in this case, housewives.
16

 Shedding the example of 

                                                      
10 (Sandell 1998) 
11 (Sandell 1998) 
12 (Sandell 1998, 415) 
13 (Leinhardt, Crowley, and Knutson 2002) 
14 (Deutsch 1992) 
15 (Lewin 1947, 145; 143) 
16 (Lewin 1947) 
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housewives, an investigation into the inclusive/exclusive curatorial voices within a museum may 

begin with an examination of the associated gatekeepers.  

In an overly simplified gatekeeping metaphor, information must pass through “the gate 

(passage point),” in order to reach the intended recipient.
17

 The gatekeeper monitors the gate, 

exercising gatekeeping mechanisms upon “the gated,” such as information selection and 

withholding.
18

 These gatekeeping actors are forged into a well-rounded theory of gatekeeping 

process, complete with multiple dimensions and explanations of relationships between actors. A 

rationale for gatekeeping is the “providing or preventing access to a service, status, or position 

that includes a level of screening to determine one’s suitability for passage, and assignment to a 

designated category…used to control participation, inclusion/exclusion.”
19

 A possible 

measurement of the social inclusivity of a museum could be the quantitative studies of objects in 

the collection, those on exhibit and those excluded. A proposed addition to Sandell’s typology is 

the addition of measurement, such as examining objects of excluded groups in terms of ratio of 

the objects on display to the objects in the collection as indicated in Table 1.1. This measurement 

is based upon the theoretical understanding of object selection, on the part of the curator, as a 

mechanism for gatekeeping. In the example of examining the ratio of objects displayed to objects 

collected, a quantifiable measure of the social inclusivity of the exhibit could be determined. 

Table 1.1: Measurement of the Socially Inclusive Museum 

 The Inclusive 

Museum 

The Museum as Agent 

of Social Regeneration 

The Museum as a 

Vehicle for Broad 

Social Change 

Is Measured by 

Quantitative 

Studies 

Studies of objects in 

the collection, and 

also identified as 

associated with 

those excluded.  

Example: Ratio of 

objects identified 

with those excluded 

on display to 

objects identified in 

the collection. 

Studies of individuals 

within the community, 

who do or do not 

experience the 

museum directly. 

Example: 

“Improvement” of 

individuals’ lives 

might be measured by 

the occurrence of 

change within 

community health. The 

social indicators 

measured would 

include community 

health, safety, and 

economics 

Longitudinal 

studies which 

measure multiple 

facets of 

individual, 

household, 

community, and 

national health. 

Change may be 

measured in all 

areas of defined or 

reported exclusion. 

 

Is Measured by 

Qualitative 

Studies 

Studies of museum 

visitor and staff 

perceptions of 

exhibits and 

collection.  

Example: 

Ethnographic work 

in which visitors 

Studies of individuals’ 

perceptions of museum 

value in their lives.  

Example: 

“Improvement” as 

described by 

individuals through 

interviews, focus 

Longitudinal 

studies which 

consist of 

interviews or 

dialogues with the 

same individuals 

over time. The 

occurrence of 

                                                      
17 (Barzilai-Nahon 2008, 1496) 
18 (Barzilai-Nahon 2008, 1496) 
19 (Barzilai-Nahon 2009, 17) 
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As a basis for evaluation, gatekeeper theory is invaluable. The strength of the theory is often 

portrayed by describing gatekeeping as a process for control
 
but the true power of gatekeeping 

theory is its ability to reveal the significant influence of individuals within a community.
20

 The 

gatekeeper definition has been refined by Metoyer-Duran who traces the term from its first 

coining by Lewin (1947), through its use by Kurtz (1968), and later by Monroe throughout the 

1970s. Metoyer-Duran described gatekeepers in ethnolinguistic communities as a bridge between 

distinctly different communities and developed a taxonomic model of gatekeepers. Her 

taxonomic model is relevant to the ongoing social issues such as inclusion/exclusion, information 

poverty, and the digital divide. Greater understanding gatekeeper roles in the socially inclusive 

museum may be the result of qualitative studies of museum visitor and staff perceptions of 

exhibits and collections. The quantitative studies of museum objects could be well complemented 

by ethnographic work in which visitors and staff talk-aloud through the process of internalizing 

the curatorial voices in an exhibit, Table 1.1. Qualitative measurement of social inclusion is 

enhanced by the understanding of gatekeeping theory, though further research is needed to 

unlock the practical implications this may have for the museum profession. 

As a continuation of this research, the development of gatekeeper taxonomy applications to 

the museum context is a logical step. Of particular interest is the ‘facilitating’ attribute of the 

affective domain within the Metoyer-Duran gatekeeper model. The “facilitating user has 

internalized a set of experiences, attitudes, and values that are more positive than negative. The 

individual believes that information and information providers can make a positive contribution 

to his or her ability to affect change.” 
21

 The pinnacle of museum curatorship is the successful 

transfer of information from object to museum visitor. As the role of museum curators evolves to 

incorporate facilitating social change, discernment of the gatekeeping role of curators is 

paramount. The usage of qualitative techniques such as interviews, focus groups and self-

reflection journals may grant museum research insight into the internal workings of the facilitator 

museum gatekeeper, see Table 1.1.  

Further development of a taxonomic model of curatorial voice would benefit from Metoyer-

Duran’s gatekeeper profiles such as the impeder, who views “their primary role as that of 

guarding cultural values and ensuring the maintenance of traditional social institutions and forms 

of interaction.” 
22

 In examining the community surrounding a museum, researchers can apply 

gatekeeper profiles to the sources of curatorial voice that have been identified. Metoyer-Duran’s 

profile of the unaffiliated, gatekeepers who “lack formal affiliations to either local institutions or 

agencies,” could further advance museum research into participatory museum visitors, as well as 

curatorial voice. 
23

 In the transformation of socially exclusive to socially inclusive, a discussion 

of the several other gatekeeper profiles is also appropriate: the brokers, “facilitators who 

concurrently function in two cultures,” linking two groups without adding value 
24

; the affiliated, 

gatekeepers who are “formally linked to other institutions, agencies, organizations,” and could be 

                                                      
20 (Barzilai-Nahon 2009) 
21 (Metoyer-Duran 1991, 333) 
22 (Metoyer-Duran 1991, 334) 
23 (Metoyer-Duran 1991, 336; Simon 2010) 
24 (Metoyer-Duran 1991, 337) 
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identified as associated with local community groups
25

. Of particular interest to the field of 

Library and Information Science is Metoyer-Duran’s gatekeeper profile of the information 

professional. The information professional is a trained individual, representative of “professional 

knowledge workers and institutionally based information providers.” 
26

 The information 

professional profile could be identified with the curatorial voice of archivists, librarians and 

docents. Essential to the revisiting of the social inclusion/exclusion framework is the examination 

of the gatekeeper profile leader/executive. Metoyer-Duran describes leaders who “facilitate 

change, and develop and implement strategy.”
27

 The leader/executives of communities and 

museums could have strong roles in the construction of curatorial voice, and ultimately an 

important role in social inclusion. 

As museums seek ways to measure social inclusion, further qualitative studies involving 

curators could utilize Metoyer-Duran’s taxonomic model of gatekeepers in the construction of a 

taxonomic model of curatorial voice. Multiple agents within the museum sphere can perform 

gatekeeping, for example curators, docents, volunteers, and museumgoers. The importance of 

multiple curatorial voices in the socially inclusive museum is articulated in the “Exclusion is 

tackled within…” portion of the typology, Table 1.2. Curatorial voice can be expressed to the 

gated, re-interpreted to the gated, or blocked completely from the gated. For the purposes of re-

imagining curatorial voice in gatekeeper theory, the gated should refer to the intended audience 

of the museum: the museum visitor(s). It is assumed that museum agents such as docents and 

curators do not function as gated in this scenario.  

Table 1.2: Application of LIS theories to “Exclusion is tackled within” 

 The Inclusive 

Museum 

The Museum as Agent 

of Social 

Regeneration 

The Museum as a 

Vehicle for Broad 

Social Change 

Exclusion is Tackled 

within 

“The Cultural 

Dimension” 

“The Economic, 

Social, Political, and 

Cultural Dimensions” 

“The Economic, 

Social, Political, and 

Cultural Dimensions” 

SECI-ba Within the museum: 

Recognition of the 

museum as ba, or 

shared space, for 

knowledge creation.  

The shared space of 

knowledge creation 

must be sensitive to 

the economic, social, 

political and cultural 

dimensions, but also 

be more than ‘neutral’ 

space. 

 

The museum as a 

shared space 

inhabited by a chorus 

of voices, many of 

which are 

contradictory. 

Gatekeeper Recognition of 

curatorial voice, the 

sharing of curatorial 

voice, and a sharing 

of cultural authority. 

Recognition of 

curatorial voice, the 

sharing of curatorial 

voice, and a sharing of 

cultural authority. 

The direct intention of 

sharing curatorial 

voice is the betterment 

of individual lives. 

The curatorial voice 

of museum has an 

unashamed social 

stance: to provide a 

forum to create a 

better society through 

dialogue. 

Source(s): Coleman 2014 adapted from Sandell 1998. 

                                                      
25 (Metoyer-Duran 1991, 338) 
26 (Metoyer-Duran 1991, 338) 
27 (Metoyer-Duran 1991, 340) 
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Each museum is unique, and the gatekeeping mechanisms most likely vary considerably 

from one museum to the next. Despite the variance in museums, there may be generalizable 

characteristics of the gatekeeping mechanisms. An examination of the commonalities of 

museums might reveal gatekeeping mechanisms that alter curatorial voice. Object selection, 

performed by curators, is a gatekeeping mechanism that inherently impacts inclusive/exclusive 

nature of curatorial voice. Exhibit label designers alter the curatorial voice through text choice, 

while docents reinterpret curatorial voice for their museum visitors. Curatorial voice may also 

exist in the community gatekeepers who utilize their joint roles of museum volunteer and 

community leader, exercising mechanisms of connecting. In this capacity, gatekeepers act “as 

information intermediaries who move between cultures, linking their community members with 

alternatives or solutions.” 
28

  

The difficulties in identifying the source of curatorial voice are further compounded by the 

rapid advances in technology. Technology has tipped the balance of power, allowing curation by 

the masses through “collaborative annotation,” “crowd cataloguing,” “crowd sourcing,” and 

tagging. 
29

 As the role of curator is distributed by ever-advancing technologies, questions arise 

concerning the diffusion of authority. How does technology enable a shared curatorial voice? 

Does the convergence of people and technology to share curatorial voice also naturally 

implement gatekeeping mechanisms as a function of cultural authority? Although technology 

empowers people to curate, it also easily masks the sources of curatorial voice by spreading this 

voice amongst a greater number of individuals. The inherently democratic nature of the Internet 

may diminish the role of museums and curators.
30

 Several powerful examples of technology-

enhanced connections are the use of Twitter in the Arab Spring 2011, and the creation of the 

"Activist New York" exhibit at the Museum of the City of New York. 
31

  

Curatorial voice, the disembodied voice of cultural authority, is difficult to trace to its 

source, and any attempt to identify gatekeepers will need to account for the growing complexity 

of our networked world. Prior gatekeeper models have extracted the core attributes of 

gatekeepers for a given network, yet not every individual in possession of these attributes may 

function as a gatekeeper. 
32

 Nahon states, “even if one has the discretion to control information, 

the context determines the role.” 
33

 Nahon also suggests that at times, the gated choose to be 

gated and designate an individual to be their gatekeeper. In stark contrast to Metoyer-Duran, 

Nahon goes so far to state, “the emergence and maturity of the life cycle of gatekeepers in 

networks depend on a recursive relationship with the gated.” 
34

 Technology has enhanced this 

relationship, and examples from social media movements portray gatekeeper exchanges. 

Compelling gatekeeper exchange examples include the Arab Spring use of Twitter in 2011 and 

perpetual realignment of the gate by the gated through the use of Facebook’s liking mechanism
35

 

Drawing on the work of Castells, Nahon states, “Networks may induce, and in some cases 

enforce, elites to step out of the conflict mode and move toward collaboration, mutual definition 

of goals and action, and even deliberation with the gated. The final result of cooperation may 

occur as an intended or unintended consequence of networks.” 
36

 Relevant to modern day 

research on conflict resolution, and the role of the museum in facilitating reconciliation and 

inclusion, network gatekeeper theory provides a framework for investigation. In a “duality of 

                                                      
28 (Agada 1999, 75) 
29 (Bearman and Trant 2005) 
30 (Walsh 1997) 
31 (Herther 2012, 36–37) 
32 (Nahon 2011) 
33 (Nahon 2011, 758) 
34 (Nahon 2011, 761) 
35 (Nahon 2011) 
36 (Nahon 2011, 763) 
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dependency and control,” the transformation of transient elites may be illuminated by the use of 

technology.
37

 In an odd twist of fate, the same technology that obscures the identification of 

curatorial voice may also grants researchers a new vantage point in the discovery of networks 

and power, analyzing gatekeeping at the community level. 
38

 The addition of the LIS theory of 

information gatekeeping to the Museum Inclusivity Typology is represented graphically in Table 

1.3. 

Table 1.3: Gatekeeper Theory Applied to the Socially Inclusive Museum 

 The Inclusive 

Museum 

The Museum as Agent 

of Social Regeneration 

The Museum as a 

Vehicle for Broad 

Social Change 

Goal “To Achieve Cultural 

Inclusion” 

Gatekeeper: Relies 

on the information 

transfer of 

individuals to the 

outside world post-

museum visit. 

“To improve 

individuals’ quality of 

life (e.g. increase self-

esteem)” 

Gatekeeper: 

Applicable when access 

to resources such as 

information can be 

restricted or facilitated 

by gatekeepers.  Is not 

reliant upon 

information transfer by 

individuals post-

museum visit. 

“To influence 

society/instigate 

positive social 

change (e.g. 

promote greater 

tolerance toward 

minorities)” 

Gatekeeper: 

Multiple levels of 

authority, moving 

in a constantly 

changing network 

of divergent voices. 

Achieved Through… “Representation of 

and Participation and 

Access for those 

Excluded” 

Gatekeeper: 

Representation of 

those excluded is 

evidenced in the 

curatorial voice of an 

exhibit. 

“Initiatives which seek 

to alleviate 

disadvantage/encourage 

personal development 

(with individuals and 

small groups)” 

Gatekeeper: 

The free flow of 

information/dialogue. 

Gatekeeping is oriented 

to the facilitator model 

for curatorial voice and 

will rely heavily on the 

information 

professional. 

“Providing a forum 

for public debate, 

education and 

persuasion” 

Gatekeeper: 

Multiple voices are 

heard within 

curatorial voice, 

authority is 

distributed and 

exchanged in a 

democratic manner.  

Transient elites are 

visible. 

Exclusion is Tackled 

within… 

“The Cultural 

Dimension” 

Gatekeeper: 

Recognition of 

curatorial voice, the 

sharing of curatorial 

voice. 

“The Economic, Social, 

Political, and Cultural 

Dimensions” 

Gatekeeper: 

Recognition of 

curatorial voice, the 

sharing of curatorial 

voice, and the sharing 

“The Economic, 

Social, Political, 

and Cultural 

Dimensions” 

Gatekeeper: 

An unashamed 

social stance: the 

museum is here to 

                                                      
37 (Nahon 2011, 765) 
38 (Nahon 2011) 
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of cultural authority.  

The direct intention of 

sharing curatorial voice 

is the betterment of 

individual lives. 

provide a forum for 

us to create a better 

society through 

dialogue. 

Social Problems 

Associated with 

Exclusion… 

“Might be addressed 

indirectly.” 

Gatekeeper: 

Generate a curatorial 

voice gatekeeper 

taxonomic model. 

Exhibits present 

contested histories or 

issues, but the 

individual is left with 

the task of addressing 

these issues 

internally. 

“Might be directly 

expressed within the 

museum’s goals” 

Gatekeeper: 

Example: Historic 

social issues become 

contemporary problems 

through the authorized 

channels such as 

museum mission & 

vision. 

“Provide the 

rationale behind the 

initiatives” 

Gatekeeper: 

Gatekeepers on 

multiple levels 

address the social 

problems associated 

with exclusion. 

Source(s): Coleman 2014 adapted from Sandell 1998. 

 

 

Museum-As-Place, SECI “ba” 

Library and Information Science has made contributions to the field of Knowledge Management, 

especially in the arena of organizational and community knowledge. Davenport et al. (1998) 

defined Knowledge Management as “concerned with the exploitation and development of the 

knowledge assets of an organisation with a view to furthering the organisation’s objectives. The 

knowledge to be managed includes both explicit documented knowledge and tacit knowledge.”
39

 

The internal knowledge of an individual is generally described as tacit. 
40

 Tacit knowledge is not 

yet articulated, and must become externalized in order to transform into explicit knowledge. 

Explicit knowledge, external to the individual, may be documented in a tangible format such as 

written language.
41

 Dalkir postulates that knowledge exists in a powerful paradox, “the same 

content may be explicit for one person and tacit for another,” 
42

 This paradox is amplified by the 

fact that “the more tacit knowledge is, the more valuable it tends to be.” 
43

 Explicit knowledge is 

easily organized and transmitted; yet Dalkir suggests that tacit knowledge has the unique 

property of an “ability to collaborate, to share a vision, transmit a culture.” 
44

 Surely it behooves 

the museum profession to focus on our ability to transmit culture by increasing our understanding 

of knowledge management. 

Jennifer Rowley identifies several core themes of Knowledge Management: "the creation of 

knowledge repositories; the improvement of knowledge acquisition; the enhancement of the 

knowledge environment; the management of knowledge as an asset." 
45

 Discerned from an LIS 

perspective, themes of information repository, access, and environment are central. Rowley 

describes one portion of knowledge management as pertaining to enhancement of the knowledge 

environment. This function of knowledge management recognizes the dependence upon 
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emphasize that this 
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expressed agenda to 

do so. 

bridge divided 

histories. 

revealed. 

Source(s): Coleman 2014 adapted from Sandell 1998. 

 

It is understood that the concept of ba distinctly reflects Nonaka’s Japanese background, and 

is evidenced by the strong distinctions made between the cultural views on explicit/tacit 

knowledge relationships. This inherent cultural bias has brought criticism of the SECI model, and 

ba as well as research into the "the underlying sources of cultural embeddedness and the 

implications for their global diffusion," within the model itself. 
55

 An area of overlap between ba 

and gatekeeper theory is evident in Hong’s description of the strength/weakness duality of the 

SECI model: 

The spread of knowledge needs to pass through successive stages of dis-embedding 

translation and local institutionalization, but it is the local actors who would undertake a 

more salient and performative role by acting as knowledge agents and re-embedding the 

ideas and materializing them into specific actions, which involves creativity, 

improvisation, enactment, blending and transformation of the taken-for-granted cultural 

rules since 'to set something in a new place is to construct it anew.' 
56

 (Hong 2011, 101)  

In order for the SECI model to successfully promote the free flow of information, local 

participants are required. In describing a perceived weakness of the SECI model, the requirement 

of local participation, Hong inadvertently describes the important role of information gatekeepers 

in relation to ba.  

The exponential growth of technology has had a profound on knowledge management. 
57

 

The influence of these advancements is not without drawbacks, “when information is put on a 

computer, [it] is usually removed from the informal social networks of the employees who use 

and produce it…. the emergence of Knowledge Management is, in part, a consequence of the 

increasingly pervasive automation of an organization’s information.” 
58

 This objectification of 

knowledge into information is akin to the ‘museum effect,’ by which an object is created anew 

by its arrangement within an exhibit. To further obfuscate the realm of knowledge management, 

Blair suggests that tacit knowledge is divisible into two categories: tacit knowledge that has the 

potential to be expressed, and tacit knowledge that is inexpressible. 
59

 For the purposes of my 

research, understanding the divergent forms of tacit knowledge is essential. If knowledge 

management incorporates museum as place, ba, and has gatekeepers of knowledge, there are 

significant implications for the views of curatorial voice within an exhibit. Blair is correct in 

saying, “knowledge management is not an end in itself, it is a means to further an end.” 
60

 

Conclusion and implications for further research 

Curatorial voice and the museum-as-place are interwoven into the experience of the museum 

visitor. Falk and Dierking refer to the museum experience as gestalt, citing the studies that 

indicate most visitors remember the museum as an entire experience.
61

 Intertwined are the social 

interactions amongst museum visitors and with staff. Falk and Dierking built upon the concept of 
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gestalt, arriving at an Interactive Experience Model. This practical model stresses the 

relationships between personal, social and physical contexts of the museum.
62

 

As a profession, much is attributed to the strength of the curator to create an understandable 

storyline within an exhibit. Yet, Falk and Dierking have described the memories embedded in the 

minds of museumgoers to be much more than regurgitation of a carefully constructed narrative. 

Memories, the seat of knowledge acquired, consist of a multi-dimensional space. Somewhere, in 

the midst of those memories, is the content of the exhibit. A curator provides an exhibit to be 

incorporated within the hallowed halls of human minds, hopeful that the intended message is 

salient. It is the proposal of this researcher that how museum professionals view the social 

construction of knowledge and even identity will greatly impact the social inclusivity of a 

museum.  Working from the typology of Richard Sandell, recast through the lenses of LIS 

theories, a re-imagined format for understanding the socially inclusive museum is built (see 

Appendix A). This re-imagined typology is mere framework for the much needed research in the 

evaluation of the socially inclusive museum. Future studies to create measurement tools based 

upon this re-imagined typology would benefit from a taxonomic model of curatorial voice.  
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