Session One – Understanding the Issue
Paper based on panel contribution points – Michael Piggott

As the final commentator in this session, and having previously read Adrian’s and Maggie’s prepared papers, I can only begin by saying I agree with everything they have written and said! Inevitable really, because like them, I have “form” on this issue. Each of us is now retired and can look back over careers which included roles as collection builders and shapers of the documentary environment which gives rise to them. And each of us has been interested in and written about the broader implications of what we tried to do.
Today, somehow, we must – we all here must – try to lift our eyes beyond institutional and sectoral and media and professional and subject discipline boundaries. In my experience, the ability to do that is not very common. Even within a particular profession, it is not common. We develop loyalties to our institutional employers, to special interest communities; we become engaged by the challenges of digital recordkeeping or film archiving or indigenous issues. At the end of a busy week, who has any interest in or the spare time to worry about anything else? And if we do, documenting Australian society requires a truly “big picture” perspective.
And today we have to do something else which doesn’t come naturally – to focus not on what’s out there, but what’s not out there or barely there and should be. We have to find a framework for focussing on the theoretical wood, not the existing trees – on what a national documentary heritage “desiderata” list might look like.
If not us, who? At the moment, it is no one’s responsibility. At the moment, a thousand-plus libraries, a thousand-plus local and family history societies and museums, dozens of halls of fame, two million small businesses, innumerable private corporations and religious organisations are creating and managing what is and what becomes part of the stock of Australia’s documentary heritage. 
At the moment, the federal state and territory archives document the work of their governments. But with what overall result? Without perhaps realising it, what collectively are they overlooking or under representing?
At the moment, scholars will perceive a gap in resources relevant to their interests can singlehandedly do something about it. Then eventually look for a more permanent solution. As Maggie mentioned, from these little Noel Butlin acorns, big archive centres can grow.  At the moment, prime ministerial libraries continue to pop up. Governments continue to receive proposals for new national cultural institutions. 
Against what policy framework should all this effort be considered?
---------
I’d like to believe we will get there. So imagine the year is 2025.
· Australia is still a constitutional monarchy, although Waleed Aly has replaced Brendan Nelson as Governor-General; and we are still a parliamentary democracy, with Tanya Plibersek now PM;
· The Murray Darling river system Basin Plan is still a muddle of good intentions, uncooperative federalism and vested interests; and
· National cultural institutions that don’t have “war” in their names are still subject to efficiency dividends.
Conscious of our Canadian and New Zealand guests, ... I should add that in 2025 
· the Wallabies still haven’t won the Bledisloe Cup, last won in 2002, and that strangely addictive Canadian sitcom, Schitt’s Creek, is into its twelfth series.
And in 2025 the national priorities framework for documenting Australian society has been operating successfully for several years. 
· Now a kind of benign cultural Gaia principle forms the background thinking about documentation across the country. Be they publicly funded libraries and archives, community keeping places, corporations, thousands of local and family historical societies, PMLs or halls of fame - all the same players from 2018 are still free of course to do what they do. 
· But now they think about national priorities as much as their own interests, priorities which have been developed through wide consultation with results mapped against a set of Australian Historic Documentation Themes, drawing on the ADB’s recommendations committee structure and the NMA’s key moments.
[bookmark: _GoBack]Already, evidence of improvement is encouraging. Already, the behaviour of collecting institutions is changing and being rationalised, nominations to the Australian Memory of the World are changing and so are the guidelines for Cultural Gifts and Community Heritage grants. And proposals for an Andrew Fisher PML, for an Australian equivalent to Michigan’s Ferris State University Jim Crow Museum of Racist Memorabilia and for a new National Centre for Australian Children’s Literature are being advanced in part referencing the new national priorities, and indeed assessed. A hundred flowers have bloomed.


