








Levenberg 13
Judaism at any other point in history. What better way to demonstrate the influence of

America on Judaism than to have a museum dedicated to these reinterpretations?

One might ask what sort of museum presence was left in Cincinnati after the move of the
collection to Los Angeles? Even though the core collection was transferred, the
Cincinnati museum retained many objects and also received significant support from the
Skirball Foundation. It\ changed its name to The Skirball Museum and continued to
function as a museum, even if it was not the central museum any longer. Its permanent
exhibit, “An Eternal People: The Jewish Experience”, is expressed in seven segments:
Immigration, Cincinnati Jewry, Archaeology, Torah, Jewish Festivals and Life Cycles,
the Holocaust, and Israel. In addition to the permanent exhibit, the Cincinnati campus
also houses The Archaeology Center at the Skirball Museum, a facility that uses
archaeological pieces from the HUC excavations in Israel for the purposes of research
and hands-on leaming (www.huc.edu). Although there is no active exchange of objects
or exhibits, this is one area in which the two campuses of Cincinnati and Jerusalem do

cooperate to a certain degree.

There is one final component of the Cincinnati campus that needs to be mentioned: The
Center for Holocaust and Humanity Education. The Center has recently curated a
handful of exhibitions, mainly on the initiative of Director Dr. Racelle Weiman. The
exhibitions have been well received by the greater Cincinnati community as exemplary
tools for education, including the three most current exhibitions. The first of these
exhibitions is “Art of the Holocaust: Teaching Compassion through Art and the
Holocaust”. Through 13 panels of drawings and poems, the story of the Holocaust is told
through the eyes of children who lived during the era. Themes such as isolation, fear and
humiliation are expressed through art, evoking a sense of compassion and relevance for
all of the visitors. “Her Story Must be Told: Women’s Voices from the Holocaust” also
stirs up an emotional response by telling the stories of 15 women from ten different
countries, all of who experienced the Holocaust and now reside (or have family members

who reside) in the greater Cincinnati area. Each story highlights a different attribute,
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including dignity, choice, hope, faith, and courage, ali of which come together to reveal
the complete experience of the Holocaust through female eyes. Finally, a 1930’s
European attic is the focus of “Mapping Our Tears”, the third exhibition organized by
The Center for Holocaust and Humanity Education. Taped testimonies, images and
artifacts work in conjunction with the attic setting to literally “map” Holocaust refugees,
survivors, liberators, and rescuers from Nazi Europe to their current homes in Cincinnati
and the surrounding area. This “living environment” is strongly supported and utilized
by Cincinnati Public Schools and Chio’s Department of Education, for the purpose of
meeting statewide educational criteria. The exhibition is not stagnant, but “...will
continue to grow and change as new testimonies and artifacts are integrated into the
exhibit.. People will come back again and again as the dynamic landscape of ‘Mapping
Our Tears’ transforms and expands over time. ‘Mapping Our Tears’ will benefit this

community and beyond today and for generations to come” (www.huc.edu).

As for the Jerusalem campus, it continues along the road that past president Rabbi Dr.
Nelson Glueck had imagined, as a center for archaeological research. As partners during
the museum expansion from Cincinnati to Los Angeles, Jack Skirball also provided
funding to enable President Glueck’s hope for the Jerusalem campus to become reality.
The result of this funding led to the creation of the Skirball Museum of Biblical
Archaeology that also comprises the Nelson Glueck School of Biblical Archaeology.

The primary functions of this HUC museum are to restore pottery, produce
archaeological publications, and exhibit artifacts. The museum is comprised of two
galleries, the Horace and Grace Goldsmith Galleries and the Jay Kislak Galleries, both of
which are used for the permanent exhibit of artifacts and models from HUC excavations
at Tel Dan, Tel Gezer, Tel Aroer, and Tel Ira that have occurred between 1963 through to
the present. The exhibit is displayed by subject matter, including the dig camp
experience, religious belief and cult practice, burial behavior, gates and fortifications, and
the story of the Israclite Settlement. One of the most prominent pieces on display is a
replica of a 9" century BCE inscription found in 1993 at Tel Dan that refers to the “King

of Israel” and to the “King of the House of David”. This museum serves a purpose that
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the other three museums could not possibly fulfill because it draws from resources that

are only available in Israel, a fact that President Glueck understood and took action to

achieve (www.huc.edu).

Unlike the other three campuses, New York did not receive funding from Mr. Skirball,
but developed in its own unique manner. When the merger between HUC and JIR
occurred in 1950, the integrated school continued to convene in what was the JIR
building. The JIR building was simply an extension of Rabbi Stephen Wise’s synagogue,
and one can only imagine what about fifty years, a merger, and an influx of students
would do to such a space. The College-Institute clearly understood that a new building
was needed and was reminded of the Los Angeles campus and its fruitful relationship
with the University of Southern California when their new building was constructed.
Accordingly, HUC-JIR bought some land in Greenwich Village in the midst of New
York University and hired the architectural firm Harrison & Abromowitz, best known for
its buildings for the UN and Lincoln Center. The College-Institute also employed Ralph
Appelbaum Associates, who were (and are) well known for museum construction, to
erect glass cases for display purposes in what would be the Petrie Great Hall of the
Brookdale Center. The New York City campus was inaugurated in 1979 at West Fourth
Street and Mercer Street in the heart of Greenwich Village, where it still remains today
(Rosensaft).

The cases put in by Ralph Appelbaum Associates were put to use about a year after the
Brookdale Center opened, showing an exhibit that was meant to explain the relationship
between the College-Institute and Reform Judaism. The cases were built in a way that
allowed for the combination of displayed objects and written texts, most of which were
taken from “Reform is a Verb”, a book by well-respected theologian Dr. Eugene B.
Borowitz. The building also came outfitted with the Joseph Gallery, a space that was
made possible by a donation given by the Joseph family of Minneapolis (Rosensaft). In
the first exhibit catalogue, President Gottschalk comments happily, .. .thanks to the

opening last fall of our strikingly handsome Brookdale Center, we have the physical
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facilities...to provide exhibitions of Judaic art and artifacts for the community...”. Once
a Gallery Advisory Committee had been formed, the New York City campus was finally
able to embark on a major exhibition in 1983. Eighteen Artists at One West Fourth
Street, guest curated by Edith Peiser, ran from November 23, 1983 to January 18, 1984 in
the Joseph Gallery. Composed of loans from twelve different lenders, it featured works
of American Jewish artists working in various artistic styles, including Lee Krasner, Roy
Lichtenstein, and Max Weber. With the Gallery Advisory Committee in place, exhibits
became more regular, but the gallery’s expansion to a museum was largely a resuit of the
combined efforts of Gallery Committee founder Reva Kirschberg, her successor Laura
Kruger, and museum director Jean Bloch Rosensaft, who joined HUC-JIR in the fall of
1989 (Rosensaft).

The breakthrough year at New York City’s College-Institute was 1997. Drawing from
the Source: Miriam, Women'’s Creativity and New Rifual was an extremely successful

* exhibit that ran from March 16, 1997 to April 30, 1997. This show, which exhibited
Miriam Cups of Passover made by female Jewish artists, proved to HUC-JIR that they
could play a major role in the promotion of Jewish ceremonial art. It was from that
exhibit that the core exhibit would be drawn. Living in the Moment: Contemporary
Artists Celebrate Jewish Time, organized in celebration of HUC-JIR’s 125% anniversary
and presenting the works of 153 international artists’ innovative works of Jewish ritual
art, became “...a permanent, ongoing presentation of new, outstanding, and innovative
works of Jewish ceremonial art, created by internationally recognized artists, which
sanctify life and spiritual experience...” (www.huc.edu). As the Gallery Advisory
Committee continued to grow, it came to the conclusion that the new museum should not
be a collecting institution, but rather a catalyst for the growth of contemporary art
illuminating Jewish themes. It also decided to play an active role in promoting Jewish
ceremonial art and implementing an educational and outreach component within the
college and the greater community. When the College-Institute embarked on its 125"
anniversary in 2000, the gallery was swept up in the celebration and renamed the Hebrew

Union College-Jewish Institute of Religion Museum (Rosensaft).
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VI. The Disconnection Between the Museums

Each of the four HUC campuses followed a distinctive path from their inception, yet they
are partners in a single academic institution with one mission. In an ideal world, their
distance and campus individuality would not interfere with their common mission, but
unfortunately that is not the case. As is the case with many institutions, HUC is
embedded in politics, one form of which is competition between the four campuses. The
struggle is essentially about the varied strengths on each campus and where the central
school administration should be located. The campus in Jerusalem is isolated due to the
fact that generally students who are from the United States only spend their first year of
study in Jerusalem. In this way, the administration and faculty in Jerusalem are
extremely temporary in the lives of American HUC students and throughout the rest of
their rabbinical training. On the other hand there are students, usually foreign, who
attend the Jerusalem campus for all five years of study and never set foot in any of the
U.S. institutions. The identity of Los Angeles is strongly connected with its education
school, but it is not thought of as the most academic campus for rabbis. The main
struggle in this area is between Cincinnati and New York. Cincinnati maintains the
scholarly nature of a rabbinical school and prides itself on being the foundiﬂg campus.
New York, however, is rooted in professional development and can draw on a large
number of Jews and Jewish resources available throughout the tri-state area. Today, the
majority of American Jewish organizations and institutions make New York their home
base, including the mainstream Jewish seminaries. HUC is an exception as it still has its
main business offices in Cincinnati. The politics have never been more apparent than
three years ago when a new school president took office and became the first president in

the history of HUC not to make his home in Cincinnati, but in New York instead.

It is difficult for the museums of the four institutions to rise above campus politics,
especially when they have to rely on their local administration for support and exhibition
approval. Of course, just as each campus has its own strengths, so does each museum.
Jerusalem focuses on archaeology, Los Angeles has the Cultural Center, New York

works with contemporary artists, and Cincinnati deals with Holocaust and Reform/HUC



_ Levenberg 18
history. Each museum has specific types of resources, resources that are only accessible
to the students and facuity on that campus. There is no connection, except in name only,
between the four museums, a detriment to the museums, students, faculty, and greater
communities in which the schools reside. While the campuses have their struggles, it
should not be at the expense of resource accessibility. Cooperation between the four

museums could offer wonderful possibilities for all of the HUC campuses.

VII. Museums and Consortia
In order for the HUC museums to work together successfully it would be effective to
have a systematic structure such as a consortium. A consortium is a group of individuals,
companies, or organizations formed to undertake an enterprise or activity that would be
beyond the capabilities of the individual members (www.investorwords.com). While
consottia exist in a variety of fields, what are the reasons why university museums would
want to embark on such a collaboration? In this day and age, non-profit organizations are
in stark competition for money and resources. They are expected to maintain or surpass
past successes, yet their assets become more limited with each passing year. By joining a
consortium, a museum and/or university is enabled to leverage a greater number of
resources and reach out to a larger community than it could do on its own. Of course,

there are always two sides to every coin and working in a consortium is no exception.

Advantages of consortia include saving administrative costs, adding value to an
institution, sharing resources and expertise, greater efficiency, improving quality,
avoiding duplication, and creating more learning opportunities for students, faculty and
staff. In short, a consortium is making more from what is available (Dotolo and
Noftsinger, 3). On the other side of that coin are disadvantages such as distrust of the
consortium process, unwillingness to commit to a plan, lack of personnel, too much
emphasis on faculty development as opposed to student administration, and getting
caught up in other issues taking place at an institution (Dotolo and Nofisinger, 4). Many
of these pitfalls can be avoided if an institution takes the time to go through a self-study

process. When considering participation in a consortium a museum and/or university
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must be able to communicate information about its institutional culture as well as its
needs and concerns. It is impossible to participate in and take advantage of a
collaborative effort without first knowing what type of role your own institution will play
in it (Dotolo and Noftsinger, 61-62). Once each consortium partner comprehends their
individual situation, they can all come together to work towards a shared vision and

specifically defined goals from which all members can benefit.

One of the significant debates surrounding consortia has to do with cost savings versus
enrichment, otherwise known as quality versus quantity. While a stated advantage of a
consortium is “saving money”, the truth of the matter is that joint programs (such as
consortia) typically are programs that are added on to museums or universities. They
enhance the institution, but do not directly save money. In fact, it usually costs money to
participate in a consortium. Consortia usually charge membership fees and need to spend
time and money to continually update information for the consortium members. While it
does literally cost an institution to participate in a consortium, the reality is that no
individual institution could afford to offer the vast number of resources that do become
available when working in such a collaborative effort. Cooperation takes time, money
and energy, but the product far outweighs the process if done effectively (Dotolo and
Noftsinger, 107-111). In the book “Leveraging Resources Through Partnerships”, the

authors list criteria for a successful consortium (Dotolo and Noftsinger, 113):

¢ Must provide opportunities for sharing that allows some financial relief
Financially successful when it provides additional benefits and services to an
institution, faculty, students, and staff that would otherwise be unavailable
Shows respect for institutional differences

Serves members best when it doesn’t stagnate

Continues to offer flexibility and innovation

Advances the possibility to experiment, take risks, and challenges us to do things
differently

Now that some of the advantages and disadvantages of consortia have been uncovered
and criteria for success have been listed, how have genuine consortia models, in alf of

their variety, operated? The reality of consortia will be explored through four differing
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models: Manhattan’s “Home: A Place in the World”, “Museums at the Crossroads
Consortium” in Champaign, Illinois, the Art Museum Image Consortium, and finally the

Museum Educational Site Licensing Project.

VIIL Consortium Example 1: “Home: A Place in the World”, New York, NY
Consortiums come in a variety of sizes, from large multinational partnerships to smail
local collaborations, The first consortium example to be explored is small scale and
local, involving members located within the five New York City boroughs. In
collaboration with the New School for Social Research in 1990, Bronx Museum of the
Arts, Brooklyn Children’s Museum, The Jewish Museum, The Studio Museum of
Harlem, and Cooper-Hewitt National Design Museum created a series of exhibitions and
programs under the title “Home: A Place in the World”. The consortium was lead by the
editor of the New School’s quarterly Social Research, Arien Mack. With each program
and exhibit focusing on the theme of home and homelessness, Mack describes the
consortium as “an extended meditation on selected aspects of home as experienced in the
recent past and in the present”. All five museums approached the theme uniquely, using
resources from their particular museum to add their voice to the topic (“Home Is Where

This Consortium of New York Museums® Heart Is.”,8).

Results of an architectural competition became the topic of the exhibit organized at
Bronx Museum of the Arts. “Visions of Home: Designs for Affordable Housing in the
South Bronx” not only spoke to the theme of the consortium, but it focused on a topic
that is tied to the borough itself, for the South Bronx has long been viewed as the symbol
of urban poverty. Brooklyn Children’s Museum exhibited a show called “Night
Journeys: Home Is Where I Sleep™. It was meant to evoke a child’s experience of home
through sleep rituals and dreams while also bringing across an understanding of the
science of sleep as well as sleep through cross-cultural distinctions (“Home Is Where
This Consortium of New York Museums” Heart Is.”, 8). Yet, another unique approach
was taken by the Jewish Museum in “Getting Comfortable in New York: The American
Jewish Home, 1880-1950. This exhibit traced Eastern European Jewish immigrants
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from homes on the Lower East Side to the Bronx and Brooklyn, and then on to suburban
living in tract housing, highlighting how the traditions of Jewish immigrants merged with
American consumerism, A more modern-day theme was approached by The Studio
Museum of Harlem with “The Urban Home: Images by Contemporary Black
Photographers”. In this exhibit, six major United States cities were represented through
photographs documenting contemporary black life, with the photographers themselves
lending their own thoughts on the topic. Finally, the Cooper-Hewitt National Desi gn
Museum contributed to the joint project by offering a series of educational programs on
various types of home furniture, including fireplaces, dining ensembles and the post-
World War II housing boom (“Home Is Where This Consortium of New York Museums’
Heart Is.”, 9).

Through their unique approaches, this consortium of five museums and one school was
able to tackle the difficult topic of insufficient city housing from a number of different
angles in order to reach a wide audience on a topic that touches all of our lives. As it is
written by Museum News on the consortium, “...together, they represent a breadth of
vision larger than the sum of their individual contributions”, which is exactly the point of
a consortium (“Home Is Where This Consortium of New York Museums’ Heart Is.”, 8)!
As .it can be seen, a consortium does not always have to be an ongoing collaboration, but

can also be used successfully for a single project.

IX. Consortium Example 2; “Museums at the Crossroads Consortium”, Champaign
County, IL
When a group of museums form a consortium, they not only can pool resources for each
of the museumns’ benefit but also for the benefit of other educational institutions.
“Museums at the Crossroads Consortium”, a collective of seven museums located in
Champaign County, Illinois, is an example of how a consortium can play a vital role in an
educational system. The seven musenms that make up the “Museums at the Crossroads
Consortium” are Champaign County Historical Museum, The Orpheum Children’s

Science Museum, Early American Museum, Krannert Art Museum, Staerkel Planetarium,
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Octave Chanute Aerospace Museuin, and Spurlock Museum (www.m-crossroads.org).
Through these seven museums, a variety of disciplines converge. The advantages given
to the museums themselves by cooperating in this consortium must be remarkable, but
the collaboration to highlight in this arrangement is “Museums in the Classroom”, a
partnership between “Museums at the Crossroads Consortium” and the Hlinois State

Board of Education.

In 1995, “Museums in the Classroom” started pairing K-12 classrooms throughout the
state of Illinois with the consortium museums in order to provide on-line access to the
museum collections. With the help of a competitive grant, the museums and selected
classrooms were given Macintosh computers, Virtual Reality software and digital
cameras to facilitate the project. The students began by visiting the museum with which
they were paired to meet with museum staff and to take digital images of pieces in the
collection. After that they worked on projects such as on-line exhibitions, creation of on-
line dioramas and even “transporting students back in time” by recreating the Middle

Ages to show how people used astronomy tools (www.isbe.net).

The teachers and students at the 15 elementary schools, six middle schools, seven high
schools, and one special needs school also had the opportunity to learn from one another
through the links on the consortium’s website. Class goals and lesson plans were posted,

such as the objectives listed by Urbana Middle School (www.m-crossroads.org):

» Students will understand how museums identify, store, and exhibit artifacts
* Students will become proficient at web based research and web page construction

‘® Students will discover similarities and differences between ancient cultures

There are also more in-depth plans outlined such as the fourth/fifth grade lesson from
Booth Central Elementary on “Tum of the Century Living in Illinois” (see Appendix 1).
The website additionally includes a trivia page for the students, a CD-ROM titled
“Museums Rule” and an online workbook companion to the CD-ROM. The CD-ROM
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allows for the exploration of the objects and activities found at all of the museums while
the workbook expands on those themes. The lessons can either be done online by
students themselves through the “Kid’s Expressway” link or used by teachers as

classroom curriculum by selecting the “Teacher’s Byway” link (www.m-crossroads.org).

Outreach to school-aged children from the consortium has also gone beyond the walls of
the classroom, especially displayed in the “Passports to Adventure” initiative that was
taken in 2000. Essentially the passports, which were made to look like actual passports,
were issued to kids in four Illinois counties and the goal was to have the passport stamped
by all of the museums by August 31, 2000 in order to receive prizes by the program
sponsors. Prizes were minimal, ranging from free slices of pizza to water slide passes at
a local amusement park, but they encouraged kids to visit the many museums in their
local area. As the president of the Orpheum Children’s Science Museum, Carolyn
Baxley, said “What we’re doing is creaﬁng more opportunities and incentives for
children to visit our museums and see all of the wonderful resources we have to offer”
(Bloomer, 1). That quote perfectly captures what a consortium such as “Museums at the
Crossroads Consortium” can accomplish with the right technological and human

resources.

X. Consortium Example 3: Art Museum Image Consortium
Between 1994 and 1997, The Getty Information Institute oversaw a project called the
Museum Educational Site Licensing Project, or MESL. The project was established in
order to determine the conditions for distributing digital images from museums to
universities for educational purposes. While the details of this experiment will be
outlined in the subsequent section, the important aspect to note for now is that MESL was
only an experiment. Once the project commenced in September of 1997, the Getty and
others involved in MESL were concentrating on the research and results of the project,
but there were members of the MESL committee who wanted to apply the momentum
that was built up from MESL to form a concrete organization that would manage digital

images. In March 1997, Max Anderson, one of the MESL committee members and
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liason for information technology to the Association of Art Museum Directors (AAMD),
proposed to his fellow museum directors to establish such an organization (Bearman, 73).
Throughout the following months, the AAMD had a number of planning sessions and by
August of that year, 25 museums had jointly outlined principles, defined licensing terms,
and agreed upon the services that the digital image consortium would offer. The majority
of the museums that participated in the planning sessions joined as members of the Art
Museum Image Consortiura (AMICO) when it was formally established in October of
1997 under the AAMD (Bearman, 73-74).

AMICO currently has 39 museumn members, over 300 subscribers and more than 100,000

digital images, operating under this mission (www.amico.org):

The Art Museum Image Consortium (AMICO) is a non-profit corporation made up of
museums with collections dedicated to provide educational access to and delivery of
cultural heritage information by creating, maintaining and licensing a collective digital
library of images and documentation of works in their collections.

Besides the administration of educational licenses, AMICO is based on collaboration
between institutions so that digital images are used for educational purposes. AMICO
strives to encourage museum images to be used broadly and in a way that was not
possible before certain technological advances. A mission such as the one stated above
falls directly in line with the mission of the majority of American museums, which is a
mission that focuses on a non-profit institution whose duty it is to use the objects in their
collection to educate, first and foremost. In other words, AMICQ is simply another
avenue for a museum to further its educational goals. With technology, museums can

now reach a much wider public and engage andiences beyond their building limits.

The structure of AMICO can easily be divided into the four areas of Members,
Distributors, Subscribers, and Users, a model which has been referred to as a “social
contract” in which each participant is motivated by a common vision. The procedure that

links the four types of participants is the key to AMICO (Bearman, 74). A “Content
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Holding Institution™ or Member can join AMICO on a Full or Associate level and is
defined as an institution with a collection of art. Full Members participate in AMICO by
voting for the Board of Directors as well as having museum staff members participate on
AMICO committees. They also annually contribute digital multimedia documentation, in
which AMICO suggests a rate of 500 works per year. AMICO does not financially help
institutions digitize their collections so consequently it is the responsibility of each
institution to finance their own digitization process. Finally, once a work has been
submitted, it is the museum’s responsibility to enhance that document if and when the
technology becomes available. Associate Members also participate on AMICO
committees, but cannot vote for the Board of Directors. They are not obli gated to
contribute to the Digital Library, but if they so choose, then they are held to the same
criteria of schedules and specifications as Full Members, except that they do not need to
contribute a specific number of works annually. For both Full and Associate Members,
dues are based on the institution’s operational budget. Paid annually, they range from

$2500-$5000 (www.amico.org). As a member of AMICO, an institution has access to

- the entire Digital Library, but it is clear that there is great responsibility attached to an
AMICO membership.

The second group of participants comprises the “Content Distributors”, who also paya
fee to AMICO. AMICO does not provide access to the digital information itself, but
came to the conclusion that by using a variety of Distributors, special needs could be met
by various types of Subscribers. This model allows the content of AMICO’s Di gital
Library to be integrated into and accessed through the Distributor’s systems. All of
AMICO’s Distributors (Cartography Associates, H.W. Wilson, Research Libraries
Group, SCRAN, and VTLS) are accessible worldwide, with exception of OhioLink and
University of Michigan, which are only Distributors for schools in their system. A
Distributor such as RLG is an organization for libraries and research organizations,
whereas OhioLink is specifically geared towards higher education in the state of Ohio
(Trant, 42-43). The Distributors collect licensing fees, maintain subscriber codes, and

facilitate requests for additional rights, among other services. As a result of these
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services, AMICO permits the Distributors to charge their Subscribers to recover the

licensing fee they pay to AMICO (Bearman, 77).

In order to be a Subscriber to AMICO, an institution has to be an educational
establishment. It cannot redistribute any part of the AMICO Library or use the contents
of the Digital Library for commercial purposes. There are over 300 Subscribers to
AMICO, which include schools throughout the United States, Australia, Canada, China,
Greece, Hong Kong, Israel, Lebanon, The Netherlands, The United Kingdom, and of
course, all of the Museurn Members. Finally, the Users are the individuals who actually
access the information, such as the students at subscribing schools and staff of member
museums. Just as the other types of participants in the AMICO system, users are only

allowed to make use of the Digital Library for educational purposes (www.amico.org).

AMICO clearly demonstrates the advantages and disadvantages of a consortium. On the
positive side, a museum member has access to the Digital Library that includes all of the
images submitted by the members, which can be used by the museum for a varety of
educational pursuits. The museum member is also reaching a much wider audience than
it could ever reach by traditional means. The fact that digital images from The Cleveland
Museum of Art are at the fingertips of subscribers from Australia to the United Kingdom
is phenomenal! Benefits also include shared expertise that Members can exchange in
AMICO committees and conferences, the development of standards and “best practices”
in order to normalize the field, and the joint responsibility taken by all participating
parties in protecting the licensed intellectual property.

There are also some drawbacks to a consortium like AMICO. Only six Members out of
39 are outside of the United States, and even those six are from Canada and the United
Kingdom, restricting the available images to those from western countries. Due to this,
AMICO cannot be used exclusively by any educational institution, but only as a
supplement. There is also the financial issue, which can be a double-edged sword. A

museum has to come up with their own funding to digitize their collection and to pay the
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-annual fee to AMICO. While the annual dues are not too costly, the digitization of an
entire collection is quite costly, between the equipment, human resources, and
maintenance. Even if a museum can budget enough money to add to the AMICO Digital
Library annually, it would take years to digitize an entire collection, by which time the
technology may become obsolete. The result is that AMICO’s library reflects numerous

gaps, even though it provides an amazing resource!

XI. Consortium Example 4: Museum Consortia Integrated within the University as
seen in the Museum Educational Site Licensing Project

In 1994 the Getty Art History Information Program commenced an experiment called the
Museum Educational Site Licensing Project (MESL). It was the result of conferences
and meetings that had started to address issues associated with digital images and their
use in educational settings. This short-term project was developed in order to gather a
collection of images and information from a range of museums in order to digitally
distribute 1t to universities — in other words, a consortium. The institutions which formed
the MESL consortium included seven museums and seven universities: Fowler Museum
of Cultural History, International Museum of Photography at George Eastman House,
Harvard University Art Museums, Library of Congress, Houston Museum of Fine Arts,
National Gallery of Art, National Museum of American Art; American University,
Columbia University, Comell University, University of Hllinois, University of Maryland,
University of Michigan, University of Virginia. Headed by a committee that consisted of
Maxwell Anderson, David Bearman, Howard Besser, Clifford Lynch, and JTennifer Trant,
MESL had five objectives:

¢ Define the terms and conditions for the educational use of digitized museum
images and information distributed over campus networks.

¢ Develop, test and evaluate procedures, mechanisms, and standards for the
collection and dissemination of digital images and information.

s Propose the framework of a broadly-based system for the ongoing distribution
and educational use of museum images and information.

¢ Document and communicate experience and discoveries of the project.

s Begin to examine the impact of broad distribution of digital images on both
museums and universities.
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The basic MESL model] was set up so that the content suppliers (museums) were
responsible for producing digital images of works in their collection along with the
corresponding descriptive metadata (describes image content) and then sending that
digital material to a central distribution service. The central distribution service then
made copies of the images and dispersed them to all seven of the participating
universittes. From that point, the universities were each responsible for getting the
images out to their user community through creating a local MESL website. With each
university developing and maintaining its own website and each museum responsible for
digitizing their own images and sending them to the distribution service, the workload
was divided fairly and effectively (McClung and Stephenson, 29). Some of the
stumbling blocks encountered by this model were selection of images, faculty support,
necessary curricutum adjustments, a need for standards in the digitization process, and
the fact that museums and universities would have to realize that their common goals
were more important than their individual goals (McClung and Stephenson, 53).
Realized advantages were that it was a tangible scholarly resource, it increased student
interest in viewing the original works after being exposed to the digital version
consequently creating new museum audiences, and it invigorated scholarship in both the

universities and museums (McClung and Stephenson, 21-63).

MESL was successful in disseminating about 10,000 digital images for educational
purposes, but officially ended in July of 1997 (Besser, Issues). The overarching point of
conducting this project was to discover the advantages and the drawbacks for using such
a system in the future, an objective that was accomplished. As the final report from
February of 1998 concluded, “MESL made a contribution to our understanding of higher
educational use of digital museum documentation, but left a number of critical issues
unresolved,” (Bearman, 72). The one major benefit is that this experiment proved that
such a consortium is possible and that it can bring museums and universities into a new
era of collaboration, best expressed by University of Maryland art historian Sally M.
Promey (McClung and Stephenson, 21):
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At the heart of the MESL project has been the idea of collaboration: among students in a
single course and in different courses; between different professional constituencies in a
single institution and between the two principle types of participating MESL
institutions...As scholars and educators in museums and universities, we share
commitments 1o the preservation, elucidation, and interpretation of visual cultural
heritage.

XIIL Creating a Model Consortium for the HUC-JIR Museums
As Thave hopefully demonstrated, there is a need for a consortium of HUC Museums.
By creating such a collaboration, the vast number of resources on each campus would be
available to all four campuses including its museums, students, faculty, and greater
Jewish communities. The structure that I am proposing is one that would fully integrate
the museums into the schools, correcting an important shortcoming within the current
structure. One of the central issues that my thesis has highlighted is that the museums
operate somewhat independently of the greater HUC institution. How can the museums
cooperate when they do not communicate with the greater institution? In order for this
consortium to successfully operate, it must have a central. authority, such as a committee.
An HUC Museum Committee would consist of the museum directors on each campus,
one faculty member from each campus, one student representative from each campus,
one HUC board member, and one additional Skirball Cultural Center staff member. The
14 members of the committee could meet using HUC’s already-existing teleconferencing
system. The Skirball Cultural Center would need to play an integral role in the
establishment of this consortium because it is the only HUC museum that operates
outside of its local campus as well as having resources, such as a significant full-time
staff, that the other three campuses cannot support. While the Committee would be
equally comprised of members from all four campuses, office space, technology support,

and a staff member would operate out of Los Angeles.

Due to the distance between all four museum locations as well as the benefits that are
known from projects such as MESL and AMICQ, it is imperative that the permanent
collections of the HUC Museums be digitized and accessible online. The process of

digitizing would take place over a five to seven year period because it is time consuming
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and costly; therefore it realistically could not be accomplished on a short-term plan,
especially for the 25,000 works in the collection at the Skirball Cultural Center
(www.skirball.com). The digitized collection would be accessible to the four Museums,
faculty, and students through the HUC website in which they would login with a
username and password. The site should also be accessible to UAHC congregations for a
small annual fee. With an average of 900 congregations in the Union, for a fee of $36 per
year would produce a total of $32,400 (www.uahc.org). The Museums could use that
money to accomplish the digitization and then to maintain the digitized collection. A
portion of that money could also be used as a stipend for a Los Angeles education student
to work as an intern on the project. With this structure, the collections would be a
resource open to the entire affiliated Reform Jewish community, even beyond the college,
and hopefully would encourage Jewish educators throughout the country to use HUC

Museums in their schools and programming.

The calendar of exhibitions themselves would be a simple system in which every year,
one campus would be responsible for the traveling exhibition, although the other three
campuses would still participate. While the curating campus would develop the
exhibition ideas, the HUC Museum Committee would approve the final themes so that
exhibitions would be suited for all campuses. The exhibition would open on the campus
that curates the show and then be shown for three months on each campus. An example

of an annual schedule, if the Los Angeles campus curated, would be as follows:

* Los Angeles: exhibition opening, February-April
* Jerusalem: May-July
e New York: August-October

» Cincinnati: November-January

Each campus would exhibit the show for about two and half months, considering travel
time, installation, and de-installation. One important point to consider is that the

exhibition should always be shown on the Jerusalem campus during the months of May-
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July because Jerusalem is a fully operational campus during the summer with the first
year students beginning sometime in May or June (www.huc.edu). While the stateside
campuses offer summer class sessions and programming, the Jerusalem campus is

without question the most active during the summer months.

The idea of this consortium is not to have every single exhibit travel, but for the
campuses to have access to a variety of resources for collaborative exhibits as well as
individual exhibits. Working on one significant traveling exhibit annually atlows the
Museums to collaborate without losing their individual identities. There are other
collaborations that could come out of an HUC Museum Consortium as well, such as
partnerships with national and international Jewish institutions. In 2002, one such
opportunity presented itself with Lilith Magazine, the feminist Jewish magazine. The
magazine contacted the New York HUC Museum to help them curate an exhibit to
commemorate their 25" anniversary (www Lilith.org). Lilith Magazine: The Voice of
Jewish Women opened at the New York campus in January of 2003 and then started
traveling in March of 2004 to various Jewish community centers and small synagogue
museums throughout the country (see Appendix 2). The collaboration with HUC New
York made sense given that Lilith Magazine offices are located in New York, but the
theme of Jewish women is one that speaks to a larger audience. This situation perfectly
displays how capitalizing on the ties that each campus has, the greater institution can
benefit. As a national magazine, Lilith has a far-reaching audience but by collaborating
with HUC in particular, it furthers the partnership between the Reform community and
the greater Jewish community. Unfortunately, the exhibition has not made it to any of
the other campuses, but it is something that we are working towards, Many other
opportunities ate possible between the HUC Museums and various Jewish organizations
such as the Joint Distribution Committee, the Federation, Reform Judaism Magazine, the
National Association of Jewish Chaplains, the Central Conference of American Rabbis,
and so on (www.uahc.org). By working together in an HUC Museum Consortium, the
institution and the Reform movement itself could have far-reaching partnerships and

influence that just is not possible with the current staggering of resources.
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Staggering of resources is also an issue when dealing with development. The fundraising
policy of HUC is that no campus is allowed to individually fundraise, but instead HUC
raises money as one institution and then disperses the monies to each campus. While this
certainly breeds some dissent, the policy keeps the institution tied together. Although the
Museums have a line in the budget, they do have to fundraise and seek grants
individually by campus (Rosensaft). This clearly separates the Museums from the rest of
the HUC institution. By forming 2 consortium, the collections and staff resources could
not only be shared, but fundraising efforts could be consolidated as well. With respect to
at least the traveling exhibitions and digitizing process, the Museums could appeal to four
different “markets” instead of just one, in addition to appealing to those outside of the

campus cities such as congregations that use the digital collection.

The final component to an HUC Museum Consortium is the direct benefits it could bring
to the student body. The Museums have a captive potential audience working and
studying in the same building, yet they are not informed or educated about the Museums
or the exhibitions. With each exhibit, traveling or local, the Museums should focus some
of their public relations on the faculty and students at least two weeks in advance, instead
of the 24-hour notice that is currently given. There should also be two or three tours for
each exhibit, especially for faculty and students, offered at various times to accommodate
their schedules: one moming tour, one tour during lunch, and one in the early evening.
Currently there are no such tours and those already on campus have to “tag along” on a
public tour. As the available exhibition space in all museums is small, none of these
tours would represent a great commitment of staff time - a half hour per tour should be
sufficient. A promising step has been taken on the New York campus with respect to
student interaction with the Museum. New York has been given the task of piloting the
new statewide curriculum, including a class that is being developed by history professor
Carol Balin on Jewish art and history (Rosensaft). It is a step in the right direction and
hopefully it will be seen as a crucial component of the core curriculum for student rabbis,

cantors, and educators. By having one required course on Jewish art that uses the
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resources of the campus Museums, the students will carry their knowledge into the field

as professionals and be vocal ambassadors for the HUC collections.
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Conclusion

The four campuses of HUC are joined in administration, curriculum, and mission, but
their museums do not share a partnership. Such a partnership or consortium would
benefit the museums as it would help them towards common exhibition goals, boost
fundraising efforts, and increase access to their collections for faculty, students, and the
larger Reform community. After the exploration of four consortium models, it is clear
that there are a number of possible approaches, each with their own benefits and
drawbacks. HUC could learn from them, taking into consideration their own history and
needs. In “Home: A Place in the World”, five museums in New York City approached
one common theme to create five different exhibits using the resources unigue to their
own institution (“Home Is Where This Consortium of New York Museums® Heart Is.”,
8). All four of the HUC Museums have unique collections from which, combined
through a consortium, all campuses could benefit. “Museums at the Crossroads
Consortium” in Champaign County, Illinois, pooled the resources of local museums for
the, benefit of elementary, middle, and high schools so that students had a hands-on
learning experience that would bring the class topics to life(http://www.m-
crossroads.org/). Likewise, HUC Museums are located in the same building as the HUC
students and therefore, could lend a hand in bringing Jewish history and education alive.
The Art Museum Image Consortium revealed the benefits and possible drawbacks of
delivering of digital information to educational institutions, whether museums or
universities. It showed how crucial it is that responsibility of such an immense task is
shared by all stakeholders (Bearman, 77). In order for an HUC Museum Consortium to
be successful, all campuses must be committed to working towards common goals, from
fundraising to traveling exhibition themes. Finally, the Museum Educational Site
Licensing Project was an experiment that demonstrated how art information and images
could be truly integrated into a university setting (Bearman, 72). HUC has the advantage
of having all of the needed resources at their disposal; a consortium would allow those
resources to be integrated into the classroom, into more than 900 Reform congregations,
and for partnerships between the four Museums as well as the greater Jewish community.

There is a range of possibilities for the diverse collections of the HUC Museums, but the
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resources can only be used to their full potential with the support of the HUC institution

and by working together in an HUC Museum Consortium such as the one outlined in this

thests,
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Appendix 1:
Lesson Plan from Booth Central Elementary School, Fourth and Fifth Grade Levels
Summary Written by Janet Seibert and Marianne Brooks

Our Museum title last year was Turn of the Century Living in Itlinois. We are continuing
with that, but we have adapted things to fit our curriculum.

Our lesson is on Village Life in Rural Northeastern states. In fourth grade, one specific
area we discuss is Old Sturbridge Village (which is introduced in our textbook). We read
and discussed our selection in the book , then we discussed what types of clothing,
fumnishings, tools, and toys were used during that time period and how they have changed
with the times. We observed and compared these changes. We then (right from our own
clagsroom) went on the Internet to the Old Sturbridge Village site and actually took a
virtual tour of this village. It is the largest history museum in the Northeast. The museum
re-creates the daily work activities and community celebrations of a rural 19th century
town. The students can actually see the past ---ex. a blacksmith hammering links in a
chain, a farmer yoking oxen, etc. As we went through this site we watched how things
have changed to our present time. After that tour, we also did the virtual tour of the Betsy
Ross home. They were iwo wonderful sites.

Then our fifth graders, who were involved as fourth graders last year with our Museum
grant, came in and introduced and explained the pictures they had taken from the Early
American Museum .We also had them show the panoramic views, pictures, and actual
rooms they had taken when we visited the Wilbur Mansion, to the class. We then
compared this to what we had seen on our virtual tours. Some of the students have also
visited our focal antique shops and added information from what they had seen there.

The fourth graders were then encouraged to search at home and bring in and share any
artifacts or pictures of artifacts that they had found at home that were similar to what we
had been studying.

The fourth graders then made little books depicting three artifacts they had enjoyed
learning about and compare it to the present time. They drew or colored or cut pictures
from magazines to show old vs. new. (Some of the examples used were irons, baby
walkers, dolls, and saws.)

Fourth graders then shared their little books with the Fifth graders who will be studying
colonization of America. To begin their Fifth grade unit the Fifth graders who were
involved last year with the Museums, showed their panoramic views of the Wilber
Mansion and their pictures taken from the Early American Museum to their classmates.
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Internet sources we used were;
Old Sturbridge Village- http://www.osv.org/

Betsy Ross Homepage- Take a virtual tour of Betsy's house at
http:/fwww libertynet.org/iha/betsy/index.html

We also nsed pictures from the Early American Trades coloring book by Peter F.
Copeland; Dover Publications, Inc. New York 1980

This was a great learning experience.
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Appendix 2:
Lilith Magazine: The Voice of Jewish Women
Assembled by Rebecca S. Levenberg

LILITH MAGAZINE: THE VOICE OF JEWISH WOMEN
TRAVELING EXHIBITION
INFORMATIONAL PACKET
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Title
LILITH Magazine: The Voice of Jewish Women _
An exhibition celebrating more than 25 years of charting Jewish women’s lives

Description
LILITH Magazine: The Voice of Jewish Women, an exhibition celebrating more than
25 years of the award-winning independent Jewish women’s magazine, documents the
impact of feminist Jewish journalism during the pivotal years 1976-2003. The exhibition
includes fine art illustrations for the magazine, original martuscripts, iconic photographs,
and memorabilia supporting Jewish women’s roles in the world. It addresses diverse
topics such as women rabbis and cantors, women and Jewish ritual, Jewish community,
public celebrations, scholarship, health and healing, images of Jewish women, “unheard”
women of the Diaspora, intimate relationships, and body image. In each city where the
exhibition is mounted, local artifacts will be included in the displays of Jewish women’s
activism and scholarship.

“LILITH Magazine is the activist public voice for a changing commaunity of Jewish
women. With compassion and forthright reporting LILITH tackles controversial issues
that are frequently ignored or discredited. LILITH has created a forum in which
divergent opinions can be heard without censure, in which women, often isolated within
their own communities, are reassured and directed to the resolution of their situations.
LILITH is not the traditional ‘self-help’ magazine. Through thought-provoking articles,
first-hand memories, and feisty letters LILITH has created a roadmap of opportunities for
contemporary women,” remarked Laura Kruger, Curator of the exhibition when it
launched in 2003 at Hebrew Union College in New York City..

Read by an estimated 25,000 readers each quarter, LILITH Magazine presents
investigative reports on breaking news such as “J.A P.-baiting” on college campuses,
clergy abuse, body image and eating disorders, new rituals and celebrations, cutting edge
schloarship; news briefs; memoirs; first-person stories; reviews of books, film, and
music; fiction, poetry, art, and photography. In addition to showcasing the work of
writers such as Cynthia Ozick, Grace Paley, Letty Cottin Pogrebin, Nessa Rapoport, Blu
Greenburg, Dara Homn, and Myla Goldberg, the magazine presents the works of emerging
Jewish women writers and “forgotten” foremothers of past generations.



Levenberg 40

Physical Features
-1 donor/contributor panels, gator board, 48” x 36”
-1 opening panel, 24" x 36”
-1 banner announcing the exhibit—says “Lilith Magazine: The Voice of Jewish Women”
suitable for hanging above the panels or in a2 window of the gallery facing outward. Gator
board, 36" x 96”
-20 posters with magazine covers, 24” x 18” each
-10 documentary panels, gator board, 48” x 36” each
-5 t-shirts (to be hung on dowels or hangers, or to be framed)
-4 clear acrylic wall pockets for photocopied reproductions of articles, 10” x 10”
-2 loose-leaf binders with covers and table of contents of all Lilith Magazines
-copies of recent issues of Lilith magazine for perusal by visitors at the exhibition site
-copies of the current issue provided gratis to visitors

Required from Exhibitor
-2 shelves or reader tables for fixed copies of Lilith Magazine, 6-8 feet long
-table for sign-in book, suggestion box, free magazines, magazine order forms
-attractive box or um where visitors can deposit subscription forms and comment sheets
-6 black or white display cases with plexi lids, 36" x 15" x 77’

Materials Supplied

-all materials listed under “Physical Features”

-back issues of Lilith Magazine

-4 special-interest article reprints, one page each, relating to the panet subjects
*Exhibitor will photocopy these for distribution at the exhibit on an as-needed
basis
*Other back-issue articles can be supplied to meet specific educational needs of
each community.

-brochures describing the exhibition and inviting visitors to subscribe to Lilith

Loan Fee: $3,000
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Lilith Magazine: The Voice of Jewish Women

Exhibition Request Form

Institution:

Address:

E-mail:

Phone #:

Contact:

When would your institution like to schedule the exhibition?

Choice #1:  start date: end date:

Choice #2:  start date: end date:

*time should be added to include installation & de-installation

For further questions please contact:
Rebecca Levenberg
Traveling Exhibition Coordinator
(201) 936-5589
rslevenberg@yahoo.com

Please return Request Form at your earliest convenience to:
Lilith Magazine
250 West 57™ Street
Suite 2432
New York, NY 10107
phone: (212} 757-0818
fax: (212) 757-5705
lilithmag{@aol.com
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