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Stephen Weil, who died in 2005, was one of the museum profession’s leading analysts and commentators. He was a great teacher, a wonderful writer, and a revered mentor to many people in the museum profession, especially, though not exclusively, in the USA. He was also one of the guiding lights in the creation of INTERCOM, the ICOM Committee whose annual meeting this is. At a festschrift meeting held at the University of Victoria, Canada, in September this year, delegates agrees that it would be a fitting memorial to Stephen if INTERCOM were to inaugurate an annual Stephen E Weil Memorial lecture to discuss aspects of museum management on an international basis. I am honoured to be giving the first of those lectures
One of the simple observations which Stephen used to make is that, basically, no two museums are exactly alike. Now, if only that observation were to be heeded more often by people working in and on the periphery of museums, then we would avoid much of the pointless debate which invariably accompanies any initiative or novelty in our little universe. Museum people are very good at understanding only their own piece of that universe, and wilfully misunderstanding everyone else’s pieces, even though we would have hoped that in the modern museum we celebrate diversity and variety more enthusiastically than any other attributes. Only accept that museums are different from each other, and suddenly a whole world of opportunities and options opens up for us: this is the museum world of Stephen Weil.
Despite his commitment to museum variety, in at least one respect Stephen clearly felt that museums of all types – or pretty much all types – ought to conform to a pattern of behaviour. This pattern, which he described as ‘a new and potentially dominant model for museums’, is the social enterprise model. Stephen argued, in his essay ‘New Words, Familiar Music’, that “the Museum as Social Enterprise would draw its legitimacy from what it does rather than what it is.” This museum would, crucially, “regard its collections and other resources as means towards the accomplishment of its entrepreneurial goals, not as ends in themselves.”
In fact, Stephen was relentless in pursuing the notion of the Museum as Social Enterprise, and in stressing that without social value the museum is nothing. It is pointless and unworthy of anyone’s interest, let alone support. Stephen wanted museums to be for somebody, not about something. While this might be open to various forms of challenge, I am with Stephen, and certainly in the sense that being for something is a whole lot more important that being about something. In one essay he came up with at least seven phrases to describe what he wanted: he wanted “social activism”; he wanted “social enhancement”; he wanted “social advancement”; he wanted “social service”; he wanted “social development”; he wanted “social change”; he wanted a “social outcome”. 
In this paper I want to explore this model further. I want to see how convincing a case I can make for the museum as a truly democratic construct, a relevant and potent force in society, rather than a sad byway, valued by only a small minority of highly educated people, self-interested and elitist.

I will propose, in the manner of Stephen Weil, a small number of ‘sub-models’ which are not meant to be mutually exclusive, but which together might illustrate the power of the museum to effect social change and to create social outcomes. These sub-models are, and my tongue is only slightly in my cheek:
Museum as Defibrillator
Museum as Collective Psychologist

Museum as Freedom Fighter

Museum as Stairway to Heaven
Before I do this, five preliminaries, with a few suggested keywords. 
First I want to stress again that no two museums are the same. I have been responsible for the management of over 30 museums in my career, and every site was different, every collection was different, and every audience was different. This may seem blindingly obvious, but those who resist museum progress and debate do have a penchant for what Stephen called the Museum as Establishment, the most ‘awesome’ of his older models. Why? Because of the prestige attached, in brief. And so? So the view has grown that a museum which does not match this profile, which does not match up to this profile, is not worthy. It is a failure. No matter that it may perform all sorts of social heroics – that’s not what museums are for. In fact the Museum as Establishment can be a valuable, powerful, and socially responsible institution, but we do not need to accept that it is or should be the only model, or the model which all others should aspire to be. The keyword here is diversity.
Second, and Stephen Weil was very aware of this, while museums are capable of transforming someone’s life in a veritable instant, it is much more common that their impact is of a slow-burning variety. It takes time, and sustained or repeated exposure to a museum, to change people and the impact may be, in Stephen’s neat phrase, “ascertainable only after many years.” My own view is that a museum should anticipate that it will take up to half a generation for sustainable social change to be effected, perhaps longer. These were our timescales at Tyne & Wear Museums in England, where in the early 1990s we calculated that a programme of cultural change linked to capital improvements would take until 2010 before we could consider that we had reached our goals, based around enlarging and diversifying our audiences. Impacts on individuals may, of course, be far more immediate. The keyword here is the dimension of time.
Third, it is highly unlikely that the museum will be the sole or isolated influence on a person, and it may, of course, not be the main one. There are always other institutions, media, experiences, or people, which will be impacting on people, and we must not be too ready to over-claim for the museum in this respect. The important thing is that the museum is intelligently integrated into its social environment so that it is capable of acting out its role to full effect. The overused term ‘partnership’, which begins to have focus and meaning when considered in this context, is the keyword here.
Fourth, museums do not create social outcomes by accident, not on any scale. They do it because that is what they set out to do: they position themselves. There are all sorts of reasons why they might do this. It could be that they are threatened, for example by a democratically elected funding body, which wishes to see an increased social relevance, and more diverse audience. It may be a response to funding or redevelopment opportunities. It may even be commercially driven. It could be, and so often is, happily, because the museum staff, and especially the museum leadership, is socially aware and socially responsible.
I want to say a little more about leadership at this stage. The role of leadership in the creation of the Museum as Social Enterprise model is crucial, and is the best reason why we should strive for effective leadership development in our sector. The sustainable socially effective museum will have leadership which hammers home a clear, unambiguous message that the audience is god, that we will not tolerate outcast audiences, we will strive to include everybody in our net. This is about passion, commitment and courage (possibly also stubbornness and intransigence) as well as systems, structures, standards, and the management of risk. It is also about teambuilding, multi-disciplinary approaches, communication, and shared ownership. Ultimately, the Museum as Social Enterprise is led by iconoclasts who will challenge and overturn the status quo, overcoming conservatism and safety-first mentalities. And so the keyword here is positioning.
Fifth, following as an inevitable consequence of socially responsible leadership, the museum with ambitions to effect social change will adopt a people-focussed mission, and will, through its staff, its attitudes and behaviour, show a genuine respect for audiences in all their diversity. It will seek out views, alternative views, and will seek to understand the circumstances and motivations of its audiences, existing and, more importantly, potential. By adopting a people-focussed mission the museum defines itself as outward-looking, star-gazing, rather than navel-gazing! The most chronic affliction of museums is insularity, and from insularity grow irrelevance and contempt. And finally the keyword here is people.
So let’s turn to our sub-models, ones which best illustrate the less traditional roles of museums. I want to begin with three broader sub-models, then focus in on the most important of all: the Museum as Stairway to Heaven. Needless to say, none of these sub-models is exclusive of any of the others.
My first sub-model is the Museum as Defibrillator. This is the museum which is identified in the non-museum world as something above all as of economic value, and so its social benefits may be secondary and incidental, but they can be very real. The museum is created for all sorts of reasons, but the main reason for at least some of the stakeholders is that it will act as an economic improver: it will help revive a flagging neighbourhood, perhaps a whole city, possibly an entire region. Examples abound of this model, and in many countries. This type of museum is most likely to be new, or newish, the product of an age where economic regeneration is a powerful instrument of state, or of regional, or city government. 
The classic European example is the Guggenheim in Bilbao, an art museum in a spectacular new Frank Gehry building which was said to have generated over £100m of spending in this small city in just one year in 2001. The Guggenheim was planted in the decayed industrial city primarily to boost its image and its tourist appeal, and seems to have had a massive regional impact. Other celebrated examples in the post industrial North West of England include the Imperial War Museum North which helped regenerate Trafford’s blighted docks area, the Merseyside Maritime Museum, which kick started the regeneration of the Liverpool’s historic and decayed Albert Dock complex in the 1980s, and the National Conservation Centre, which had a similar catalytic effect in Liverpool’s Queen’s Square area in the 1990s. A report  published a year ago concluded that visitors to my museum service, National Museums Liverpool, spend at least £25 million in Liverpool each year, and that the overall regional economic impact of NML is over £65 million per year.
During my own career I have so far overseen the creation of four new museums so far, and three of them attracted significant funding from sources whose sole interest was to generate increased tourist footfall in urban environments which were desperately in need of a new image and investment. 
The last of these four – Segedunum Roman Fort and Museum – opened in 2000 in the poverty stricken North East England town of Wallsend, so named because 2000 years ago it was indeed the site of the fort at the eastern end of Hadrian’s Wall. Latterly, Wallsend was famous for its high grade coal, then its shipbuilding. Great passenger liners like the Mauretania were built here. Neither of these industries prospered in the 20th century and Wallsend had become, by the 1990s, a very grim place with high unemployment and crime rates. The fact that Sting had grown up there did not help. So, the site of a Roman Fort in the middle of a critically ailing town. What better than a new visitor attraction based on the remains of the fort to try and help revive Wallsend? Despite all the familiar fights over the architecture, control of budgets and design, today there is a thriving museum with a beautifully reconstructed working bath house, which has become a focus for a new type of local pride. The museum has indeed attracted people to Wallsend who previously would have avoided the place at all costs.
Despite the inevitable pain and frustration, I am currently overseeing the creation of two more new museums. The bigger of these, the Museum of Liverpool, the building of which commences very shortly, has attracted significant funding – over £40million – from economic regeneration sources, both local and European. The expectation is that the new museum will provide a massive boost to the regeneration of Liverpool’s once mighty waterfront, as well as helping improve the latter day image of the city as a community in terminal economic and social decline.

I have cited just three examples of the Museum as Defibrillator. They have little in common in terms of their subject disciplines, but this does not matter in this sub-model. What matters is the galvanising effect the museums have on economy, and through this, on social regeneration. These museums generate income and wealth, and wealth begets jobs and, so the expectation goes, social coherence. It is quite possible that any type of museum, whatever its other characteristics, can be the Museum as Defibrillator. At the core of this museum is the drive for revival, and while it need not necessarily have been created, and may even not be operated in order to achieve social value – the Guggenheim is not especially known for its appeal to and involvement of Basques – nonetheless, this is one of its most significant outcomes.
My three other sub-models have a more direct social impact.
The first of these and my second sub-model is the Museum as Collective Psychologist, the premise of which is that modern communities are likely to be ‘sick’ and in need of help, and we could debate that premise ad nauseum. This is the museum which a local community takes to its heart, loves and owns. The museum is based on a special relationship with local people. This does sound to some unrealistic and clichéd, but I think there are enough examples to prove the validity of this claim. The museum is valuable in terms of helping create self confidence, promoting community involvement and activity, building new skills, tackling social isolation. This museum is about identity, local identity, and, to achieve full flower then it will be a history museum, exploring the stories of the locality, providing an anchor and a form of community therapy. I have often wondered why Stephen Weil, who was not to my knowledge a social historian, was so strongly in favour of the Museum as Social Enterprise, because social history is this museum’s natural ground, It certainly isn’t that of art.
I want to say a little about history, and its power. There is right now in the UK, led by the National Trust, English Heritage and the Heritage Lottery Fund, a campaign entitled ‘History matters’. The History Matters declaration of 2006 says:

We believe that history matters. A society out of touch with its 

past cannot have confidence in its future. History defines, educates 

and influences us. It lives on in our historic environment. As 

custodians of our past, we will be judged by generations to come. 

We must value it, nurture it and pass it on.

A BBC History Magazine article on this subject printed a series of sound bites by leading British historians, who explained why history matters. Some of these were prosaic: “it helps me to understand something of the insanity of the world today, the reasons for conflicts and animosity and gives me hope that…. Somewhere lies resolution”, or “it shows the complexity of situations”. Some were more general: “it broadens the mind”, and “it presents an exceptional challenge to the human intellect”. Others stressed the role of the individual: “History reminds us of the importance of human agency…individuals make a difference”, and “By exploring how we represent the relationship between ourselves and the past we may see ourselves not as detached observers but participants in its creation”. 
The ones who really get to the core of things, though, said: “the study of history cannot but enlarge our own humanity”, and “History affords a rare opportunity to overcome prejudice” and “can help us develop habits of open-mindedness and tolerance”. Finally, “History matters to me because it is vital in the development of a shared identity and the understanding of central values of a liberal and tolerant democracy”.
These historians were referring to written history, and virtually in the abstract. History museums have a far more sensory impact on the public, and when it comes to involving and engaging individuals they leave books trailing in their wake. Museums are a physical presence which will be around for many years, often way more than a person’s lifetime. They can become a physical connector for people in a way a book never could. 

Museums can also involve and engage whole communities. I am not claiming that communities are homogeneous. On the contrary, museum communities are diverse, or at least they are when the museum is operating at full power. It is through the diversity of their audiences that museums come into their own. They create what has been called ‘bridging social capital’, networks, however loosely defined, that link people of different backgrounds. Sometimes, though rarely, museums can involve and engage nations. When a museum does this it becomes the Museum as Collective Psychologist. Examples abound all over the world. 
The museum with which I have had a personal involvement that epitomises for me this sub-model is the South Shields Museum and Art Gallery in the tough town of that name in the North East of England, which just happens to be right across the River Tyne from Wallsend. This is a museum of no great pretentions, with collections of purely local importance, limited display areas, a skeleton staff and negligible operating budgets, but with the best site imaginable, right on the main thoroughfare through the centre of the town. 
When I had responsibility for this museum, in the 1990s, South Shields had the highest unemployment rate in mainland Britain, shocking health statistics, and an elected council most famous for its sporadic outbreaks of fisticuffs. But the museum was a national phenomenon, and frequently attracted many more visits than bigger, richer and fancier museums in the North East or elsewhere. It did this because the museum, founded in 1876, was valued by local people. It was unpretentious, friendly and accessible, and its contents concerned themselves solely with South Shields. It was a place of comfort, fun, a place to escape the rain, to let your kids run around, or to buy them some inexpensive souvenirs. 
There was nothing radical or dramatic here. The most popular exhibit was Muffin the Mule. But my goodness there was a powerful, elemental sense of ownership surrounding the place. It may be an exaggeration to say that the museum was the most important place in town, but, pound for pound, it was about the busiest museum in Britain, and in what many social observers would estimate as a town without hope. I believe that museum gave, and still gives, hope to local people, through its unblushing and accessible portrayal of ordinary life as something to be pleased with, maybe even proud of.
A few miles away, in a huge building on the grubby side of Newcastle city centre, a remarkable transformation took place in another museum during the 1990s. A new name – the Discovery Museum – new displays, a determined and imaginative outreach programme and a new attitude created a phenomenon, a museum which became home from home for thousands of poor families from the West End, scene in 1991 of some of the worst rioting seen in England for a decade. 
Exhibitions on subjects important to local people, their gradual involvement in those exhibitions, outreach work, great educational programmes, and relentless media attention, all created a powerful appeal, and a dull museum of science and engineering with fewer than 40,000 visitors a year, became a history museum attracting 230,000 visits a year, most of them local, and this in a city with no great museum tradition. As in South Shields, people were hungry for social history. They wanted to know about themselves, their lives, their city, and this is what the museum traded in. The museum became the Museum of Collective Psychology, a place valued, cherished and potent, a place where identity had meaning, where an urban community under stress found stimulation, sympathy and a degree of understanding. One of the most stunning bits of audience research I have ever seen demonstrated this, when in 1997 it was shown that the proportion of visitors to this museum from a poor family background had risen from 27% in 1989 to 53%.
Our aim with our new Museum of Liverpool is to capture the magic of South Shields and Discovery Museums, but on an even larger scale, in a more diverse city, one whose decades-long decline mean that its population is now half what it was 70 years ago. We want this museum, which is building on the success of its small predecessor, the Museum of Liverpool Life, to nail the history of this extraordinary city, one of the world’s greatest ports. But in so doing it must ease itself into the affections of Liverpudlians or it will never fulfil our ambitions. 
A key to achieving this is the degree to which the museum is able to involve, as opposed to inform or instruct. I am not one of those museum social historians who believes we should strive to hand over total responsibility for museum content to our local community, in the attempt to make sure that the museum has relevance and value. I think this trend has gone too far, and it is necessary for the museum to provide a lead in terms of interpreting social history. It is, after all, what we are trained to do, or at least we ought to be. There are limits as to how broad a perspective ordinary members of the local community can ever have about their own history, and we should not exaggerate this in pursuit of political correctness. This is important not least because while members of the local community may of course be hugely knowledgeable about their own lifetime experience, they are unlikely to have the same degree of expertise about the history of their community or locality.

Nonetheless, it is imperative that we find a healthy blend of interpretation by museum professionals with input by our public. We have to find mechanisms to facilitate this input, so that the stories we relate have a strong flavour of the locality and its people, so that personal experience is woven into the fabric of the museum. 
In the Museum of Liverpool we are addressing this by devoting a large proportion of the museum galleries to spaces where community-originated exhibitions will be shown. We are also structuring our budgets so that this element of our work is adequately resourced, at the heart of what we do, not an optional extra when special funding is available, which is a common scenario. Our intention is to ensure that at any time there are a number of such exhibitions, and they will change frequently. This is so that we can cover a wide range of subjects over the course of a year, and so over a period we can expect to address lots of issues, especially relating to recent history or contemporary society – the stuff of which successful, popular and relevant social history museums are made. Furthermore, this approach enables us to work with a wide variety of community partners, and to be responsive to community needs, even in the short term. And so we place involvement at the core of the Museum as Collective Psychologist.
My third sub-model is the Museum as Freedom Fighter. This is the museum with attitude. It’s in your face, it offends people. If it were a singer it would be a cross between Joan Baez and Eminem. The museum is on the front line and it will often have international resonance and importance. It is the museum concerned with human rights, and so it is closely related to the Museum as Collective Psychologist, which often deals with beleaguered and bewildered urban communities. Think the District Six Museum in Cape Town, South Africa, or Te Papa in Wellington, New Zealand, or the Holocaust Museum in Washington DC, or the Museum of Genocide in Cambodia. This museum is angry, because injustice permeates its being. We speak of understanding of tolerance, respect and reconciliation, but this museum has a subliminal message – never again, join us and make sure you don’t let it. The museum seeks to recruit, transform and reshape the visitor. 
Our new International Slavery Museum in Liverpool is the Museum as Freedom Fighter. The museum will explore the story and enduring legacy of the transatlantic slave trade, the source of so much of Liverpool’s early wealth. Though this is a big international story which we hope will have wide resonance, it is intended also to address local issues, notably the ongoing racism which characterises the city. This is ironic in that Liverpool was a racially diverse city 250 years ago, when other British cities were entirely monocultural. Nonetheless, the Black community in Liverpool, old though it is, feels alienated, undervalued and besieged. 
This museum will enable us to question racism and intolerance, and it will do so not least by giving a potent new voice to Liverpool’s Black community. We intend that the museum should have significant social outcomes, it will challenge ignorance and misunderstanding, and it will cause Liverpudlians to reflect anew on their identity and their history – not least in demonstrating, for example, that without transatlantic slavery and the transmutation of African music in the Americas, there would have been no Beatles. As the rest of the world is aware, probably more so than Liverpudlians, it is no exaggeration to say that without the phenomenon that was the Beatles the course of the history of popular Western culture would be very different.
It is also worth noting that the museum will debate contemporary slavery in its many guises, and it will do this through inviting wide commentary on slavery issues and the legacies of the transatlantic slave trade. The whole museum is being set up so that while exhibition galleries are what will attract many visitors, and will for many comprise the museum as they understand it, just as important as the exhibitions are the activities we will organise and promote at the museum – performances, seminars, debates, education programmes. 

So, because of the museum’s subject matter, a heady brew of the historical and the contemporary, with lots of scope for controversy and dissension, we place debate at the core of the Museum as Freedom Fighter.
My fourth and last sub-model is the Museum as Stairway to Heaven. To me this is the most valuable and exciting of them all. Actually, it can be any type of museum, any discipline, any setting, any era. The museum in its most developed form will have a strong appeal for children, including those of a very young age, though it will operate and communicate at many levels, and you do not have to be a young child to find value at the ‘lower’ or more fundamental levels. 
These levels are like, if you will, steps, or rungs on a ladder, which lead visitors from where they are to somewhere else. The museum is capable of creating a transformation, that of effecting change on a visitor, and it can do this to any visitor, no matter how wise and knowledgeable, though the most magical transformation is that of a young child. There is a simplicity about this, in that the experience of the young visitor is likely to be one of enjoyment rather than learning in any formal sense. The whole point is, though, that the museum then draws in this visitor, in a process which is likely to last years, hopefully be life long, so that layer upon layer upon layer of more complex cultural and educational experiences occur, not just in the museum but, we hope, in a range of forums, as the visitor ascends the stairway.
A four year long outreach project run by my museum service, entitled Celebrating Diversity, exemplifies this role. It also exemplifies the fact that a museum can exert its power through a variety of means, not solely through exhibitions of its collections. The project offered a great variety of programmes for a diversity of people. It aimed to create learning outcomes, and targeted what we might term ‘remote’ audiences, ones which are particularly hard for museums to reach. These included low income families, Black and racial minority communities, disabled people and adults with basic skills, learning difficulties or language needs, disaffected children. Formal evaluation of the project suggested a range of impacts. These included a high success rate in involving young people and families who had no previous contact with museums. 

Examples of the programmes include City Memories, working with older people, many of them in care; Engaging Refugees and Asylum Seekers, working with newcomers to Britain; Plant Cultures, working with Liverpool’s South Asian communities; Festivals, working with Hindu, Muslim, Chinese and African communities; Moving Here, working with Liverpool’s Somali community; art clubs for blind people and deaf people. People were able to engage in writing, dance, drama, music, comedy, film making, design, story telling, sculpture, biology, history, ICT – there is a very long list. The point is, museums are not monotheistic constructs which ought to be a certain way. They are flexible, formidable and for everyone. There is almost an infinity of ways to approach them, and nobody need feel that there is nothing there for them. 
The downside to this kind of activity and impact, of course, is that it is expensive. It is so much easier, and cheaper, to rely for a museum’s impact on its ‘permanent’ displays of collections, which is why so many museums are so heavily reliant on this means of communication. This is the reason why determined leadership is so important, because resources have to be identified and shifted out of other, more traditional functions, if these kind of programmes are to thrive. Having said this, I ought also to acknowledge that it may be a simple encounter with an object on display which is the initial spark that ignites a life long passion for museums. For me personally, I cannot decide whether it was seeing the stuffed tiger in Leeds City Museum in about 1960, or going down the museum’s reconstructed coalmine, which lit my fuse. 
Turning for the moment to children specifically, there has recently been a survey of the impact of education programmes funded through the English Renaissance in the Regions initiative. The report is entitled ‘What amazed me most at the museum today’, and it cites “how learning in a rich and tangible environment provides an enjoyable, effective and stimulating pathway to learning”. Among the responses to the question about what amazed them were the following: the fact that 10 year old Victorian children were allowed to drink beer; how the python kills its prey; how birds camouflage themselves; gas masks and Hiroshima; learning how to draw; how women led the great Iceni revolt against the Romans; Holman Hunt’s painting ‘The Shadow of Death’; trams; coalmining; how to summon servants; human skulls. So many different ways to explore the extraordinary world around us. My favourite response is that of Ruth, aged 8, who said that what amazed her most was “When I came in I was confused. When I came out I was full of ideas” Eureka!
This metaphor, of the museum as a stairway or ladder, with the sense of progression to different levels, is to me, a key to defusing all the arguments about what museums ‘ought’ to be like. I am not the only person here who has had to endure complaints from people who do not like what my museum has to offer. Usually, complaints are from relatively well educated people who have a strong idea of what they want to see and how they want to see it, and they often do not like elements which pander to children and other lesser beings, compared with those elements which celebrate the highest achievements of civilisation. I stressed earlier that one of Stephen Weil’s most insightful contributions to museum theory and practice is that museums are all different. And they are, and thank goodness.
The Washington Holocaust Museum does not really offer the lowest steps on our stairway, but it does a mighty effective job at providing higher, more challenging ones. I would not take my 5 year old daughter to the Holocaust Museum, but I sure will when she’s older, by when she will be a seasoned museum veteran, someone who has learned from museums, who loves museums. And what, up until very recently, has been her favourite museum? “The one with the footsteps”, she says, by which she means Liverpool’s Walker Art Gallery, where earlier this year we opened Big Art for Little Artists, a children’s gallery full of art and creative things to do, with coloured footprints which lead to paintings in other, less active parts of the gallery. Prior to the opening of Big Art the Walker was, sadly, virtually a no-go area for children. Since Big Art opened there has been an explosion of interest in the Walker among young visitors and their families. 

My daughter, Ruby, has been to many museums in her short life, and in her favourites there has always been a defining moment or experience which won her over. In the World Museum Liverpool it was the giant robotic fly. In the Merseyside Maritime Museum it was dressing up in a tiny version of a 1940s wartime housewife’s clothing, including hairnet, and having her photograph taken. Only last month we visited the Maritime Museum and, courtesy of her being able to run around the place, getting scared in the slavery gallery and in a gloomy reconstructed Victorian street, and being given a badge to mark her completion of an interactive quiz on how to escape from a desert island, she declared the museum to be “the best in the world”. 
Ruby is also a veteran of Disney theme parks, but as long as museums can offer her something comparable – and that most certainly does not have to mean acres of mindless thrills and spills – then they will lodge in her psyche as places she wants to go. As she grows older, she will continue to combine the hedonistic experience of Disney with what I hope will be a growing cerebral engagement with museums, The point is, that without the lower rungs of the museum, as represented by the robotic fly and the 1940s hairnet, she may become a lifelong non-visitor, a member of the outcast audience, who loves Disney but believes museums to be boring and irrelevant. With those devices in place we win her over for life.
I am making a simple point. The Museum as Stairway to Heaven strives to be all things to all – it combines the easy with the complex, and it takes both of these equally seriously. Our aim may be to enlighten, to change people through learning, to encourage them to find their own version of intellectual heaven, but if we don’t get them in the museum in the first place, we fail. This sub-model is an almost abstract idea, and in truth there is probably no single museum that could be fairly described as representing the whole stairway – some museums will represent the lower steps, others the middle ones, others the upper ones. Others will offer different levels almost at random. But the best museums are all Museums as Stairways to Heaven, and at the core of these museums is opportunity.
In conclusion, Stephen Weil’s concept of the Museum as Social Enterprise is a strong one, which rewards closer scrutiny. I have no doubt that museums are powerful agents of social change, and the more we look at the ways in which they are capable of operating, the more convincing a case we can make. For discussion purposes I have proposed four sub-models of the Museum as Social Enterprise, though in truth there will be many more, and many different ways of envisioning this role of the museum. I hope that in signalling the four core values of revival, involvement, debate and opportunity, added to the five keywords: diversity, time, partnership, positioning and people, we can help emphasise what it is that a Museum as Social Enterprise is capable of.
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