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Archival Applications and Software

If the latest archival automation software is any
evidence, the archival profession seems to have the
relationship between the MARC format and
archival description and control backwards. Minaret
(reviewed in this issue by Glen McAninch), tries to
give archivists the flexibility to view the MARC
format through the eyes of their own institutions
and processes. The software permits users to define
local views of MARC data and yet export
" information as a true MARC record - precisely
what Frank Burke called for from programmers in
the last issue of Archives and Museum Informatics.

But Minaret’s success as a tool for automating
archives is limited. Minaret, like MicroMARC:amc,
is a means of automating data entry and reporting
from the MARC format. What archives need is
software which helps them use information acquired
as they schedule, appraise, and transfer records, and
perform a variety of subsequent actions, as
descriptive data to create finding tools, and to
thereby provide for use. )

Archivists still need a software package with a
template of input and output screens linked together

in a way that reflects the real processes that archives

perform, and which provides easy to use tools for
the customization of these screens and reports to
reflect local practice.  Minaret has correctly
recognized that modified screens can still be output
in MARC format, but it hasn’t provided an
application sensitive to archival practice. Until
archivists encourage software designers to focus
more attention on archival procedures and lavish
less on data entry, we will continue to automate in
order to exchange MARC data, rather than
exchanging MARC data in order to improve
archival practice and research access.

DAVID BEARMAN, Editor
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CIMI: Computer Interchange of
Museum Information

DAVID BEARMAN

On April 28, the Board of the Museum Computer
Network (MCN) voted to establish a Committee on
Computer Interchange of Museum Information
(CIMI). The MCN sees its CIMI initiative as a first
step in a long process of advancing the internal
automation of museums, bringing material culture
evidence into scholarly research databases, and
making museums accessible over the public
information networks of the 21st century.

Museums in the United States are at a relatively
carly stage in automation of public and scholarly
access to their unique cultural resources.
Collections management, education, and exhibits
and museum based research are following more
routine data processing for membership and
development, museum shop sales, and personnel
management into the information age. Yet, the
stage at which museum automation is poised is ideal
for realizing the potential of information exchange.
A variety of museum professional organizations are
preparing to standardize their documentation
practices, and the major vendors and networks are
interested in reaching agreements before their
investments in different approaches make
information exchange more difficult.

Within the past two years, the International
Council on Museums (ICOM) has endorsed a
standard protocol as a framework for museum
mformation exchange; the American Association
for State and Local History (AASLH) has
completed a study of the information needs of
cultural history museums; the art museum
community has launched the Art Information Task
Force (AITF) to define exchange requirements of
art museums; and the Association for Systematics
Collections (ASC) has begun planning for a natural
history museum data definition project. In response
to the articulations of data requirements by each of
these museum sub-commurities, and in harmony
with its own goals, the MCN has proposed the
CIMI working group to guide the process of
defining requirements and creating the protocol for
the interchange of data between, as well as within
communities.

MCN and CIMI

The Museum Computer Network is an cighteen
year old professional association of more than 700
individuals and institutions that includes museum
computing professionals from art, history, and
science museums, as well as botanical gardens,
zoological societies, living history museums, and
archives. Its Board of Directors includes the
directors of the national museum networks of
Canada and the UX. and the international
Conservation Information Network, as well as
leading museum automation vendors, consultants,
and users from throughout the United States.

The CIMI project is central to the Museum
Computer Network’s mission. Each of the formally
adopted objectives of the MCN relate directly or
indirectly to the goals of CIMI:

To support the development and implementation
of standards for automated recording and retrieval
of information about museum collections;

To create mechanisms for interchange of
information about museum holdings;

To encourage building data and image bases
relating to museum collections;

To promote the development, and application of
software to meet the full range of automation
requirements in museums;

To publish and report on automation standards,
techniques, and applications of relevance to
museums;

To foster interchange of technical information
among current and prospective users of computers
in museums. -

The Museum Computer Network is currently the
recipient of funding for two related projects. The
first, funded by the Council on Library Resources,
has been assessing the applicability of the MARC
Visual Materials (VM) format to three dimensional
objects, and will be completed before CIMI would
begin its work. The second project, funded by the
New York State Council on the Arts, will result in
the publication of a guide to planning for museum
automation. Hopefully, that guide be able to point
to the framework for interchange adopted by CIMI
as a fundamental requirement of museum
automation systems.
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Nature of the Project

Enabling museums to exchange information about
their holdings through national information
networks would allow museum professionals to take
advantage of the curatorial research of their
colleagues, and permit resecarchers access to a
universe of material evidence that is now seriously
underutilized.  As humanities scholarship in
numerous fields finds itself looking towards
non-textual evidence, the standardization of museum
information interchange is the only path to building
databases that can provide scholarly access to the
cultural heritage.

Toward these goals, the CIMI committee will be
charged with determining how American museums
will use the communications protocol endorsed by
the International Council on Museums (ISO-2709)
as a framework for the interchange of museum
information.  CIMI will distinguish between
structural standards for communication protocols,
which will be the focus of its efforts, and upon
which agreement can be achieved with relative ease,
and discipline based content standards for
description practices and vocabulary control, which
are the appropriate domain of each discipline. The
work of CIMI will be to define a structure that can
accommodate present and future museum data
interchange requirements. The CIMI protocol, like
the MARC formats used to exchange information
about library and archival materials, will provide a

means for such exchanges to take place and for

common databases to be created. Because it will
belong to the same family of standards as MARC
(ANSI Z39.2/1SO 2709), the CIMI protocol will be
compatible with systems that process library
databases and consistent with computer-to-computer
dialogs using ANSI Z39.50.

The proposed work of CIMI is deliberately
narrow in definition and modest in scope because
standards efforts have had a checkered career in
museums and elsewhere in the humanities. There
has been a tendency to try to impose standards
created out of a perceived need for standardization,
rather than to implement standards developed by
consensus. The CIMI project takes as its objective
the establishment of an open and permissive
standard. To be open, it is necessary that the
standard continue under some auspices to be
available for community amendment, especially as
its use demonstrates unrealized opportunities. To

be permissive, the protocol must be able to carry
any information that a museum might wish to
exchange between itself and another museum, or
between its own computer systems. MARC AMC
is an example of the sort of open and permissive
standard envisioned by CIMI. Developed as a result
of the SAA National Information Systems Task
Force, and now maintained by the Library of
Congress with participation from the archives
community, amendments to allow the format to
accommodate new needs are continually being
proposed and adopted.

The CIMI committee will test the viability of its
proposed protocol by shepherding two working
groups, one representing disciplinary specialization
(natural history museums, art museums) and one
representing specialized activities within museums
(registration, exhibits), through the process of
defining the data that they need to communicate.
Task forces to define what data is required by
various disciplinary communities already exist.
CIMI will work with these groups to model
mechanisms for continued evolution of the protocol
once the framework is established and accepted.
For example, the Common Agenda for History
Museums is a project of several years standing
organized under the auspices of AASLH. It has
received funding through the Pew Charitable Trusts
to test its data models with ten museums in
Philadelphia that will be cooperating directly with
CIMI in planning for their- information exchange.
The Art Information Task Force (AITF), organized
by the J. Paul Getty Trust, held its first mcetings in
June of 1989. The AITF selected MCN Executive
Director Deirdre Stam as the coordinator of its
forward planning group, and that group is now
structuring AITF activities so that its data definition
efforts can directly feed into the CIMI project. The
Association for Systematics Collections (ASC) has
long been a leader in the standardization of
information for exchange. In 1990 it will be
organizing a committee to define the data required
to integrate library, archival and specimen records
in natural history museums, and has invited the
MCN to help define information exchange
mechanisms. The products of the ASC committee
will be provided to CIMI to assure that the broader
protocol accommodates the natural sciences
community.

In addition, the CIMI committee will map such
requirements for information interchange as those
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that are dictated by the standard facilities report,
developed by Registrars Committee of the
American Association of Museums, standard loan
agreements, institutional certification reports, and by
accepted museum community practices. CIMI also
hopes to receive input from the Archives and
Museum Information System (AMIS) of the
Research Libraries Group, which is defining a
system for nationwide exchange of museum data in
an archival and bibliographic network, and to
support the mapping of this data into an acceptable
information exchange protocol.

MCN has been encouraged by the support
museum professional associations have indicated for
CIMI. The national museum networks of Canada
and the UK. have agreed to participate, which
could help establish an international standard.
Invitations to participate in CIMI have been
accepted by the American Association of Museums,
the Association for Systematics Collections, and the
American Association for State and Local History.
Invitations have also been extended to the
Association of Directors of Art Museums, the
Association of Science Museum Directors, and the
Association of Living Historical Farms and
Agricultural Museums. The Research Libraries
Group, the Conservation Information Network, and
the Canadian Heritage Information Network have
agreed to participate at their own expense.
Participation of museum community automation
vendors in CIMI working groups will be actively
pursued to assure rapid implementation of the
consensus standard that results from the project.

Project Methodology

The project will be conducted under the overall
direction of MCN Executive Director Deirdre Stam.
The CIMI committee will be chaired by MCN
President David Bearman. The MCN will conduct
a nationwide search for a project officer to hired for
the term of the project as the full-time staff of
CIMI and its working groups. The project officer
will prepare necessary background materials and
briefings for the full committee and working groups,
publicize the project to the museum community, and
represent the project at professional association
meetings.

CIMI will seek political consensus and technical
solutions. The technical solutions will be proposed
in briefing papers written by the project officer, the

committee chairman, and outside experts. The
political consensus will be sought through
publication of CIMI working papers, and publication
of excerpts, abstracts and popularizations in the
literature of each of the participating professional
organizations.

The committee will meet twice annually during
the three year project. At its first meeting, the
committee will receive briefings on the ISO 2709
protocol and the ways it has been used by others,
and on its potential for museum information
exchange. At its second through fourth meetings,
CIMI will explore frameworks for structuring the
protocol, so as to permit future growth into new
areas of museum information and to assure that
disparate communities of users and purposes of use
will be able to exchange the data they require.
During these first two years, CIMI will assess
proposed frameworks using data that its working
groups identify as necessary for interchange, and
will take into account the views of vendors and
networks about implementation difficulties. It will
suggest approaches to disciplinary task forces, such
as the Common Agenda Project, and networks, such
as the Conservation Information Network or the
Research Libraries Information Network, that are
experimenting with information interchanges.

In the third year, the committee will agree upon
a framework, and define strategies for its project
officer to pursue in gaining acceptance for the
framework. These strategies may include helping
CIMI working groups to implement information
exchanges using subsets of the protocol. At this
point the committee will also take its proposals to
the National Information Standards Organization
(NISO) for approval. At its final meeting, CIMI
will conmsider proposals for the long-term
maintenance of the protocols and propose means to
further elaborate the structures it has defined.

The working groups will meet approximately
three times a year for two years. They will compile
information about the data used in their specialty
areas, and will forward to CIMI both data
dictionaries and guidelines they propose for the
clustering of data based on the way that it is used in
automated systems. Since software vendors will be
involved in deliberations of the working groups, and
will be given an opportunity to respond to working
group proposals, CIMI will have the benefit of a
pre-test of implementation constraints while
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conducting its deliberations. Since participants will
be asked, for the purposes of informing CIMI,
though not necessarily for their own larger
purposes, to avoid judgements on the value of the
data they find in systems, CIMI will have an
opportunity to construct an open and permissive
framework - one that permits any data to be
exchanged, as well as one that will support agreed
upon description standards when such standards for
content are adopted within specific disciplinary
communities.

The Final Product and its Dissemination

A communication protocol is not intended to be:

a popular text, but it is critical that its principles are
understood and that the details of its application are
clearly defined, have been tested, and can be used.
Manuals for the use of MARC AMC and MARC
VM are examples of the way in which a protocol
can be explained, with examples of use, for the
benefit of practitioners. Following the adoption of
a protocol, MCN will publish a similar handbook of
examples and guide to use.

The implementation of a communications
protocol is more important than its publication.
The Museum Computer Network will use its
quarterly newsletter, SPECTRA, and its annual
meetings, as well as other promotional avenues, to
publicize implementation wherever it occurs. MCN
will also incorporate materials to train professionals
about the protocols into its workshops and
publications programs.

The Museum Computer Network is currently
seeking grant support for the CIMI project, and
hopes to hold the first meeting of the committee in
January 1990. For further information, contact
Deirdre - Stam, Executive Director, Museum
Computer Network, Syracuse Umversnty, Syracuse,
NY 13244-2340.

Real Archivists DO Use MARC:
A Reply to Frank Burke

MATTHEW B. GILMORE

In his provocatively titled essay in volume 3,
number 1 of Archives and Museum Informatics,
Frank Burke discusses the archival profession and
the MARC AMC format, considering especially the
appropriate amount of effort archivists should make
(and how much they have to make) to learn and use
it. His title is deceptive, in that he is not against
AMC per se, but against spending a lot of time and
effort on it.

Actually Frank Burke is right, in part. Archivists
shouldn’t get all that worked up about MARC
AMC. They should accept it, use it, and leave
development of it to the experts, but archivists must
make sure that development is informed by praxis.
What is MARC AMC after all? A standard. It is
a structure for information, that is all. And if
archivists can get together and agree on how
information about collections might be structured,
all the better. (MARC AMC isn’t that hard.)

Professor Burke considers MARC coding to be
a programmer’s problem. It is here he goes wrong.
If archivists don’t know and understand what it is
their programmers are manipulating, how can there
be any pretense to effective communication? And
if the programmer says, "No, that is not possible”
how could an archivist not up on MARC AMC be
sure s/he was not just dealing with an unimaginative
programmer?

Burke’s suggestions of how much easier it could
be to use well designed systems with pop-up menus,
help files and online thesauri are very well taken.
Systems are moving in that direction and various
software already extant have some of these features.
Cuadra’s STAR system can already maintain an
online thesaurus which will automatically provide
the correct subject heading, for example. But we
need Burke (or a willing archivist) to sit down and
talk to a programmer and tell him what he needs

Matthew B. Gilmore is Public Services and
Manuscripts Librarian, Special Collections, Gelman
Library, The George Washington Uhniversity,
Washington, D.C. 20052.
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and wants, and Burke (or whichever archivist) will
have to know the MARC AMC format to do it.

Archival materials do present different, though
analogous, problems in intellectual control and
physical handling from bibliographic materials.
However, the shared purpose of the information
professions is to provide information, whatever its
format. This is particularly true where archives are
housed with or in close proximity to library
collections. Burke clearly sees archivists as separate
from other information management/information
science professionals - librarians, etc. (Why is not”
clear, actually - librarians are "information analysts
and describers" too.)) This is a shortsighted
perspective, and the consequences of continuing to
partition archivists away from the rest will be sure
to further upset Burke.

Archivists are struggling with their role, much as
librarians have. Librarians have come up with
various solutions, good, bad and indifferent, to
problems they have faced: MARC formats, LCSH,
OCLC, RLIN, WLN, local systems. In turn these
have been modified and adopted by archivists. But
wouldn’t it be more profitable to be there when
decisions are made?

Arguments, in addition to those mentioned by
Burke, can and have been made against the
treatment of archival materials in any way like
cataloging books. The argument that each
institution has unique needs is fallacious - the AMC
format has, or should have, a niche for any bit of
information that an archivist might need to express
about a collection. The argument that the structure
is either too structured (too many subfields) or too
inflexible, has its merits - some archivists may not
want to use all the subfields and some subfields may
indeed be poorly designed.

Institutions can and will do exactly what Burke
says they won’t -have two standards - one for local
information and one for the bibliographic utilities.
Some institutions will create AMC records too big
for OCLC and pare them down; similar
circumstances may arise with RLIN. And the
argument that MARC AMC is not needed because
archival materials are unique information and
shared cataloging is not an appropriate concern is
dubious as well. In creating a database of archival
and manuscript resources in the Washington, D.C.
metropolitan region, we had to use AMC. We

surveyed over 200 institutions, creating over 700
individual records for collections and archives. If
there was no standard database structure, we would
have been sunk. If it didn’t exist, we would have
had to create it, to coin the cliche.

One important use Frank Burke doesn’t mention
is the sharing of information within the institution.
If there is no use of MARC AMC, how can records
be put into local PACs? Libraries would have to
use another MARC format - BKS one would
assume - which is hardly an improvement! Don’t
the archivists want to be there when the local
system is designed and installed? 1 assume they
want some record of their holdings available.

It is quite ironic that Burke can stress accuracy
and completeness of knowledge about the historical
material an archivist deals with, but be content with
recommending only a sketchy knowledge of how
that information might be structured and recorded.
The intellectual and physical control of the materials
go hand in hand, whether creating a finding aid,
filling out the NUCMC data sheet, or filling in
MARC tags. MARC coding might seem an
uncomfortable intrusion of a rigidifying standard,
but such standards can be helpful and useful in
gaining intellectual control.

Burke’s ringing conclusion is worth quoting:
"Archivists are discoverers of history, before it
becomes history; they are the protectors of the past
from the ravages of the present and future; they are
proclaimers of significant and memorable human
events; they are the eternal salvation of heroic deeds
and lost causes; they provide solace to the living
through the lessons of the dead; they are the
keepers of the flame. That is the role of the REAL
archivist. REAL archivists don’t need to know, or
use MARC." Frank Burke has been reading Cicero
perhaps, but his arguments in the paragraphs
preceding vitiate the defiance of his concluding
sentence. His QED is not demonstrandum. REAL
archivists know and use MARC AMC.,

Editor’s note: The database of archival resources in
metropolitan Washington, D.C. mentioned by Mr.
Gilmore is described on page 16.
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CONFERENCES

ICA Symposium: Converging Disciplines in
the Management of Recorded Information

From May 15 through 18th, and continuing with
special events for two more days, the National
Archives of Canada was host to an international
symposium on Converging Technologies in the
Management of Recorded Information. For three
- days twenty exceptionally distinguished speakers
from archives, libraries, data processing, information
management and other disciplines as well as policy
makers from numerous countries and the United
Nations, addressed the two foci of the meeting:
convergence of technologies and convergence of
disciplines.

The conference was opened by keynote speaker
Basil Stuart-Stubbs, who remarked that
"information" had been invented during his own
life-time, superseding the earlier forms of records,
as reflected in the discovery of “intellectual
property" in place of copyright in the 1960’s, and in
the work of Fritz Machlup and his followers on the
information economy. He then treated the audience
to a review of the history of recording of
information, whose major point was that
organizations have been, and will continue to be,
transformed by new technologies. Stuart-Stubbs was
followed by Frank Evans, who expressed the belief
that the previously divergent North American and
European records management traditions might well
be drawn into harmony by the electronic record, but
then presented an historical treatise on archives

which did not return to this potentially exciting

concept.

Evans was followed by Ronald Weissman,
Associate Vice President of Brown University for
Academic Computing, who introduced many in the
audience for the first time to the new world of the
compound document and the user led revolution in
computing. Following Weissman, David Wood of

the British Library provided a view of grey literature -

and Maura Mulvihill of National Georgraphic
reported on a visual information system in use in
her organization. Ralph Smith of Metropolitan
Toronto gave the audience a basic explanation of
geographic information systems.

Thus, on the first day, the conferees heard
spokespersons from each of the traditional record
keeping communities - archives, libraries, image and
cartographic collections - describe systems limited to
the control of those separate modalities of
information, while each ardently claimed that there
was a convergence of.the technologies and the
erasure of traditional distinctions between
informational modalities (sound, image, text) as well
as between published and unpublished documents.
Only Ron Weissman, whose roots were not in a
specific discipline of information management, and
who came as a user, showed no respect for
traditional boundaries between types of records in
his talk or in the technologies he displayed.

Similarly, claims were registered on that first day
by every speaker that this technological convergence
was revolutionary and that its necessary
consequence was the convergence of disciplines, as
the organizers had clearly intended. Again, only
Ron Weissman struck a discordant note, by
illustrating how the evolutionary trends in end user
driven computing suggested that there would be
considerable "collision” before there was much
"convergence.”

The second day was introduced by Claes
Granstrom of the Swedish National Archives, who
emphasized the need for archivists to be involved in
the definition of national indformation policies in
democratic societies which increasingly share goals
of information access. Granstrom was followzd by
Helen Wood of the U.S. National Oceanographic
and Atmospheric Administration, who gave a basic
introduction to the standards development process
which, while new to many partiocipants at the
conference, was not directly in line with earlier
discussions.

Disappointed that the claims of convergence were
being made by those most obviously trapped in
separateness, and that only a user could see the
utter irrelevance of the separate technologies and
disciplinary perspectives, I decided that my talk
should emphasize the specific nature of the
evolutionary trends toward dissolution of document
boundaries, and suggest concretely what aspects of
archival practice were bankrupted by the
convergence, and what aspects of underlying
archival perspectives were validated by new
approaches to electronic records.
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My talk examined pointers in databases, database
state programming, artificial intelligence, links to
remote sensing and other software programming
innovations that are leading to a change in the
attributability of electronic information, and are
erasing the long held presumption that "documents"
are authored by people and have distinct physical
and intellectual boundaries. I then suggested that
the fundamental approaches of archivists - form and
function as the basis for access - were therefore
even more relevant in an age of rapidly evolving
cultural forms and data employed in functions that
are spread in time and space, but that methods
adopted by archivists in the paper world to
implement these fundamental orientations were
inadequate to deal with electronic records.

Following my talk, Angelika Menne-Haritz
examined how the German archival community has
implemented provenancial control over records,
dynamically representing the organization and its
functions, and how well this approach is suited to
electronic records.

The second half of the conference was devoted to
disciplinary convergence and information policy.
Professor Neil McLean of Central London
Polytechnic explored the failure to date of
information science education to bridge the various
disciplines.  Peter Meinke, President of the
University of Nova Scotia, asked participants to
consider the history of technological innovations and
ask why some technologies succeeded and others
failed.

The final day of the conference opened with
historical discussions of archives and rapidly got
diverted into discussions on fee issues. In the final
session, Diane Sangway reported on a new policy
about to be issued by the British government, which
sounded to me like a reiteration of the central claim
that information must be managed. Ken Thibideau
of the U.S. National Archives argued a counterpoint
that technologies beginning with the word processor
have transformed organizations, but offered no
suggestions as to how to manage information.

The final panel, consisting of Celine Walker
(United Nations ACCIS), Angeline Kamba
(Zimbabwe national archives) Philip McClellan
(Royal Canadian Mounted Police) and Franklin
Reader (U.S. OMB) had the unenviable job of
summarizing this non-converging, non-coalescing

meeting. McClellan argued for celebrating small
successes and continuing to focus on applications
that could be managed. Ms. Walker noted the need
for standards and the potential role of the UN
report in leading the way towards tested solutions.
Ms. Kamba pointed to the hope inherent in
non-answers - the developing world for once was
not behind. Frank Reader emphasized the need to
distinguish between the value of information and
public policy values that might lead to subsidies for
certain informational activities. He pointed out that
technology does transform the nature of information
itself, as in the example of broadcasting legislative
sessions, that we must pay attention to the ends we
seek even at the risk of losing the specific structures
through which we now work, and that we should
examine our successes and find out why they work.

Concluding the conference, organizer Lee
McDonald emphasized what the organizers clearly
had in mind all along and which frustrated me
immensely in the first two days - that convergence
did not mean coalescence and that all the disparate
information professions would need to work
together, in teams, in order to achieve the complex
projects of our information society. While I have
promised myself I would think about this more, my
initial reaction is that proposing to solve problems
by teamwork is a cop out. Instead, we need to
determine what informational traditions and
methods from our separate practices work and
which ones don’t.

David Bearman
Treasury Board Briefing

Following the Conference on Converging
Technologies -in the Management of Recorded
Information described above, the Canadian Treasury
Board (equivalent of our US. Office of
Management and Budget), gave a briefing on a new
information management policy framework, about
to be released for the Canadian government. Gerry
Bethel, Peter Giles and Ed Acheson, senior officials
of the information policy group within the Treasury
Board Secretariat, reported. = The policy is
characterized by the degree of automony it gives
agencies to define specific policy approaches, while
insisting that the effect be to achieve specified
objectives, including management of all formats of
information as a corporate resource subject to
inventorying, security, privacy, and information
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access legislation.

The new policy addresses specific deficiencies of
the host of previous, record type specific policies on

records management, libraries, and EDP.

management,, as well as the errors of
micro-management and unproductive reporting so
common in centralized information management
policies. A senior agency official is charged with
realizing the philosophical aims of the policies and
provided with some guidance and tools, but allowed
to pursue flexible implementation schedules so long
as they take a strategic (3-5 year) perspective.

I was pleased to discover that Canadian law
requires Government agencies to release software
code under FOIA unless it is proprietary to a
vendor, and that it requires agencies to create
machine readable records from databases, even if
such records did not previously exist in that form, as
long as it is within the capability of the agency to do
so. In these respects Canada has gone far beyond
both the U.S. government and the recommendations
of the state FOIA officers at the Massachusetts
Secretary of State’s 1987 conference on electronic
records.

David Bearman
IASSIST 89

The International Association for Social Science

Information Service and Technology held its annual

conference at the Mount Scopus Conference of
Hebrew University in Jerusalem in May. The
meeting, which was co-sponsored by the
International Federation of Data Organizations
(IFDO), attracted over 120 registrants from 20
countries, including two dozen from North America.
While it was highly informative on a variety of
topics, the conference will be noted for marking a
change in the direction of data archives and data
libraries.

Although IASSIST is a leading professional
association for individuals concerned with
acquisition and administration of computerized
information for secondary analysis, it began fifteen
years ago focussed more narrowly on social science
information. The 1989 program reflected this origin
in its plenary sessions, which examined the central
statistical agencies of eight countries and
developments within each country regarding the

availability and validity of governmentally produced
data. The common theme here was the use of this
information in policy formulation by businesses and
governments, and the discussion was generally
limited to the use of information by social scientists
such as demographers, economists and sociologists.

During the five day meeting, however, there were
strong indications that the organization was moving
beyond the social sciences. The diversity of papers
in the concurrent sessions, which dealt with such
topics as Jewish Art, environmental data and
medical information, revealed interests in other than
numeric machine-readable data files. Papers were
delivered on on-line bibliographic databases, full
text systems and geographic information systems.

In addition, IASSIST formally acknowledged
these new interests in a strategic plan approved in
principle, and in draft, by the governing board. The
introduction to that statement concludes that:

"Some IASSIST members are responsible for
managing centers that support research across many
social science disciplines as well as research in other
fields. IASSIST will continue to focus on social
science information services and techynology and
will recognize the wide range of interests of its
members. However, the expertise of its members in
data management and the operation of information
centers should be promoted among professionals
working in disciplines and information centers

" outside the realm of social research.”

In this vein, the board proposed the theme
"Numbers, Pictures, Words and Sounds: Priorities
for the 1990’s" for its next conference.

Such an acknowledgement that data archives and
data libraries are extending beyond social science
data files into new areas of interests can only be
considered a positive development. Information is
not narrowly segmented into subject areas and the
world of-technology is not confined to magnetic
tape.  IASSIST’s change merely reflect the
information universe as it is, and is changing, today.

Tom Brown
Center for Electronic Records
National Archives and Records Administration

Editor’s note: Tom Brown is President of IASSIST.
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Archival Administration in the Electronic Age

Fifteen state archivists and records administrators
spent June 4-16 in Pittsburgh at an advanced
institute on electronic records and strategic planning
sponsored by the National Association of
Government Archives and Records Administrators
(NAGARA). The intensive educational program
was conducted by staff of the University of
Pittsburgh and invited lecturers including John
McDonald (National Archives of Canada), Margaret
Hedstrom (New York State Archives), Edie Hedlin
(National Archives), David Bearman (Archives &
Museum Informatics), and Ed Levine (Florida State
Legislature). With support from the Council on
Library Resources, the University of Pittsburgh was
able to have Liisa Fagerlund (World Health
Organization) serve as moderator for the institute,
Richard Cox serve as rapporteur, and John Prescott
of the University of Pittsburgh Business School
assist the participants in developing strategic plans.

Prior to the institute, attendees read background
materials and answered numerous questions
regarding the environment for electronic records in
their states, including whether there was a central
authority for information policy or for computer
hardware and software purchases, what
responsibilities the state archives and records
masnagement programs have for electronic records
and what factors are significant in shaping the
situation within the state. The written responses to
these questions from Alabama, Arizona, Georgia,
Iowa, Maine, Minnesota, Mississippi, New York,
North Carolina, Pennsylvania, and South Carolina
are themselves and important step in understanding
where we are in the management of electronic
records and why.

The institute itself, attended also by Ken
Thibideau, newly appointed Director of the Center
for Electronic Records and Charles Dollar, Deputy
Director for Archival Research and Evaluation at
the National Archives, was felt by participants to be
a considerable success. The 1989 institute is
envisioned as year one of a two year program in
which this year’s participants will return next year to
assess their progress and examine other issues
affecting state archives in the 1990s. A report on
this year’s institute may be obtained from Richard
Cox, School of Library and Information Science,
University of Pittsburgh, Pittsburgh, PA 15213,

Electronic Records: A Strategic Plan for the
1990°s

The National Archives hosted a meeting for
government agency administrators on electronic
records management in Easton, Maryland on June
21-23. [Invitees heard talks by Archivist of the
United States Don Wilson, Richard E. Barry from
the World Bank, John J. Franke, Assistant Secretary
of Agriculture, and Webb Castor, Senior Vice
President of Xerox, and participated in working
groups on: '

_ - Organizational and individual responsibility
- Corporate management information systems
- Managing electronic records in the office
- Legal and security issues
- Records management in the design of systems
- Collection and dissemination of information

Meeting on Image Databases

An international meeting on Museums and Art

"Galleries Image Databases was held in London May

18-20 under the sponsorship of Apple Computer
UK and the Museums and Galleries Commission.,
Two days of talks and exhibits of museum imaging
projects, many marrying videodisc and hypercard
stacks, were included. With the exception of the
prototype DVI application, Palenque, developed by
Kathleen - Wilson of the Bank Street College of
Education, none of the demonstrated projects yet
employed CD technology, but some in planning
stages were reported on during the conference. The
Albert Kahn high definition videodisc project
showed a high definition disc by Eduvision.

A similar roundup on museum imaging projects
is scheduled for October 13th in conjunction with
the Museum Computer Network Conference.
Among the cighteen speakers appearing in four
sessions during the day are: Howard Besser,
University of Pittsburgh; Ben Davis, M.I.T.; Martin
Ellis, National Gallery, London; Andrew Eskind,
International Museum of Photography; Michael
Ester, Getty Trust; Paul Kahn, Brown University;
Alan B. Newman, Art Institute of Chicago; Jim
Wallace, Smithsonian Institution; Kathy Wilson,
Museum Education Consortium.
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CALENDAR

July 26-29 Seattle, WA

National Association of Government Archives and
Records Administrators. Includes one session on
standards and electronic records and one on
choosing a computer program. (Bruce Dearstyne,
New York State Archives, 10A75 Cultural
Education Center, Albany, NY 12230)

August 23-25 Arlington, VA

Interactive Videodisc in Education and Training, the
11th SALT Conference. (Society for Applied
Learning Technology, 50 Culpepper St., Warrenton,
VA 22186)

September 6-9 Scattle, WA

- American Association for State and Local History
Annual Meeting. Includes a session on Video in the
Gallery, a report on Collection Data Fields from the
Common Agenda Project, and a tour of Aldus
Corporation, makers of PageMaker. (Annual
Meeting Registration, 172 Second Ave. North,
Nashville, TN 37201)

September 14-18 York, ENGLAND

3rd Annual Conference of the Museum
Documentation Association. Devoted to issues of
data and computing in and between museums.
(Andrwew Roberts, MDA, Building O, 347 Cherry
Hinton Rd., Cambridge CB1 4DH, England)

September 18 Washington, D.C.

NISO’s S0th Anniversary: A Celebration of NISO’s
Past, Present and Future. A conference at the
Library of Co