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			Preface

		

		
			Archives can be traced to the first efforts to document and preserve traces of activities and transactions. The earliest accumulation of records resulted from commercial transactions, payment of taxes, enrollment of soldiers, and administration. They were written on wood, stone, metal, clay, and later papyrus, parchment, and paper. Over the millennia, the knowledge derived from them has formed the subsequent civilizations and shaped our cultures.

			Early archives were housed in the offices of the administrations producing them, often in the treasury or secret cameras. Democratic societies kept them in public buildings (e.g., the Tabularium in ancient Rome, the Metroon in ancient Greece, the Great Library of Alexandria in Egypt) and gave the public access to them. 

			Archives as understood today can be traced to the French Revolution and the establishment of the Archives Nationales (1794) as the repository of the records of the ancient regime for which the new state took responsibility on behalf of the citizens, and the Archives Départementales (1796) as the repositories for current government records as well as the local archives of the prerevolutionary period. Today’s archives are responsible for public and private records throughout their existence, regardless of medium and form. Archival concepts, principles, and practices as developed for more than six thousands years provide the foundation for the archival endeavor and guide professionals through the challenges presented by continuous technological as well as cultural change. 

			Purpose, Scope, and Target Audience

			The purpose of this Encyclopedia is to present the various and evolving interpretations and perspectives on archival concepts, principles, and practices. It is designed to aggregate the views of contemporary, well-established, and highly regarded archival scholars and professionals and those of new and aspiring scholars and professionals into one, comprehensive work describing past achievements and leading the archival field toward the future. 

			The Encyclopedia of Archival Science is a foundational reference work containing 154 articles contributed by 110 authors. The entries are presented in alphabetical order. Each entry includes keywords, related entries, and a basic bibliography. The encyclopedia is completed by an index and a brief biography of each author. 

			The encyclopedia was conceived as an essential resource for present and aspiring records, archival, and other information professionals and scholars, as well as allied professions, users, and the public at large, so that all those who are interested in archives will have an opportunity to understand their nature and the mission of the profession that is responsible for them.

			The Development Process

			The encyclopedia was almost three years in the making. The process began when the co-editors, Drs. Luciana Duranti and Patricia C. Franks, identified a need for a work that would consolidate the reflections of contemporary archival professionals on fundamental archival knowledge. To aid in the preliminary work, an advisory board of distinguished scholars—including Adrian Cunningham (Australia), Fiorella Foscarini (Canada and the Netherlands), Patricia Galloway (United States), Giovanni Michetti (Italy), Shadrack Katuu (International Atomic Energy Agency), Kenneth Thibodeau (United States), and Geoffrey Yeo (United Kingdom)—was established, and its members were asked to compile a list of potential encyclopedia entries, recommend authors for each of the entries, and volunteer to complete at least one entry in their own area of expertise.

			Each proposed entry was carefully considered and designated either a key term to be used as an entry, a related term that should be included in the index, or a term that should be discarded. More than 200 archival terms were identified, 154 of which were considered key terms for inclusion in the encyclopedia. The remaining terms are listed in the index and refer the reader to one of the 154 entries. 

			Nominations for authors were solicited from the advisory board and other authors who accepted invitations to participate. Invitations were sent to those considered to be authorities in the area about which they were asked to write, as well as emerging scholars and archival students who had distinguished themselves by receiving awards for their papers, in order to involve the next generation in this endeavor, which is intended to be continuing through regular updates and additions. 

			The advisory board ensured that the selected terms would provide a view of archival science as an interdisciplinary field that harmonizes a universal body of theory and a practice directed toward the development and implementation of international standards, with a practice addressing the specific, local, and unique aspects of archival material. 

			Authors were asked to write a clear, simple, rigorous overview of the concept, principle, or practice. They were encouraged to write on the basis of their personal expertise and/or perspective but represent common or alternate points of view on their topics, if such views existed. Each author is identified within the entry, and a complete list of authors with brief biographies is provided in the “About the Contributors” section. 

			The entries were reviewed and edited by the co-editors, and Mark Driskill, a recent graduate of the Master of Archives and Records Administration degree program at San José State University, was employed to check the citations and references included in the bibliography. 

			How to Use This Encyclopedia

			Entries are arranged alphabetically. To locate a specific entry, refer to the index at the back of the book. To locate entries by a specific author, refer to the “About the Contributors” section.

			In sum, relevant articles can be found by

			
					entry title (alphabetical arrangement of articles in the encyclopedia), 

					specific topic (index at the end of the work). The index includes alternate entry titles that will refer the reader to the main entry, or

					author name (alphabetically in “About the Contributors”).
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			Access/Accessibility

			A record’s value is realized through its use. In order to use a record, it must be accessible. A record’s accessibility changes throughout its lifecycle and is influenced by how it is used, organizational policies around access, and applicable laws governing access and disclosure.

			The Concept

			The concept of access concerns whether an individual has permission or privilege to view or use a record or group of records (ISO 15498-1:2001). Users can include people, technology, and business processes that need to use records for a given purpose.

			Provisions that govern access to records change over time and are also dependent on the sensitivity of the information contained in the records, including any associated metadata. Records are typically more highly controlled during their active and semi-active periods while fewer access restrictions exist as records pass into their inactive phase.

			Organizations will take steps to protect active and semi-active records from unauthorized access and disclosure. Access controls are one part of a broader approach to securing information through an information security management system (ISO/IEC 27001:2013). The level of access controls needed to secure a record is determined by the sensitivity of the information contained in the record in conjunction with the identified security risks related to that information. Both sensitivity and risks are influenced by internal and external drivers, such as possible harm to the organization if information is inappropriately accessed or laws that require certain information is safeguarded against access by unauthorized individuals.

			Most government organizations in advanced democracies are subject to Freedom of Information (FOI) laws, also known as Access to Information laws, that permit public access to records in the organization’s custody or under their control (Roberts 1999). An important consideration for dealing with FOI laws is that the legal definition of record is much broader than the archival definition. A record in law is essentially any recorded information regardless of medium or format (ATI [Can]; FOIPPA [Can BC]). Therefore the scope of materials that need to be managed under the legal definition of record is much larger than what would be necessary under the archival definition. 

			Despite the fact that FOI laws allow for a legal mechanism to access records, they also include limited exceptions to withhold information contained in records, and sometimes even entire records, from disclosure. Even though access under FOI is defined as a legal right, there are provisions where a government organization can, or must, withhold records or information. It is also important to note that private organizations are not subject to FOI laws. As such, private organizations have no obligation or expectation to respond to a public request for records.

			Another major legal consideration that governs access to records is protection-of-privacy legislation. Unlike FOI laws, which apply predominantly to government organizations, jurisdictions that have adopted privacy laws have made these laws applicable to both governmental and nongovernmental organizations.

			The intent of privacy legislation is to protect the privacy of individuals through how information or data about those individuals is collected, used, managed, secured, stored, shared, or destroyed. Depending on the country and jurisdiction, there may be overarching privacy laws that apply to both the private and public sector, or many laws that apply to government and the private sectors depending on the types of information they use and the activities with which they are involved. An example of an overarching privacy regime is the European Union’s Data Protection Directive (Directive 95/46/EC). Its aim is to provide one law that harmonizes how personal data is handled throughout the European Union. An example of a “many laws” approach to privacy is seen in the Unites States, where privacy rights are spread across many laws and enforcement agencies depending on sector or the types of personal information that is being protected. For example, personal health information is governed by the Health Information Portability and Protection Act that is enforced by the U.S. Department of Health and Human Services’ Office for Civil Rights, whereas credit-reporting information is governed by the Fair Credit Reporting Act, which is enforced by the Federal Trade Commission.

			Privacy laws may also be written either as rules or as principles. Those pertaining to more sensitive types of information or government activities tend to be more rules-based. This approach hinges on two factors. First, sensitive personal information can lead to significant harm if it is inappropriately accessed and used. Here the intent is to ensure a higher level of protection around sensitive personal information by ensuring proper management through stricter requirements. Second, governments have the power to compel or require personal information in order to provide services or protect society. Here, rules-based laws are in place to ensure there are appropriate checks on the power of government to collect, use, and provide access to personal information.

			Privacy laws that resemble principles tend to be applied within the private sector and are based on the Organization of Economic Cooperation and Development’s Guidelines on the Protection of Privacy and the Transborder Flows of Personal Data. Principle-based laws balance an individual’s privacy with an organization’s ability to carry out business that relies on personal information (OECD). These types of laws tend to rely on individual consent and reasonable actions taken given the particular circumstances governing how personal information should be managed and accessed. An example includes Canada’s Personal Information Protection and Electronic Documents Act (PIPEDA). Not only do principle-based privacy laws allow the organization to use discretion when implementing reasonable measures to manage personal information, but they also include rules specifying where exercising discretion is not seen as appropriate.

			Inactive records that have been donated or transferred to an archival institution become more accessible as their use primarily shifts to research purposes. This is seen in both the mandates of many public and private archives and the inclusion of specific provisions allowing access in many FOI, privacy, and archival laws. An example of this is the Library and Archives of Canada Act, where Library and Archives Canada is provided the mandate to “be a source of enduring knowledge accessible to all” (LAC [Can]).

			Another example of where laws allow greater access over time is British Columbia’s Freedom of Information and Protection of Privacy Act. This law determines that it is no longer an invasion of privacy to disclose personal information about an individual who has been dead for twenty or more years or where the record has been in existence for one hundred or more years (FOIPPA [Can BC]). Similar provisions exist in the UK FOI Act that classifies records as “historical” after thirty years from their date of creation. After thirty years several exceptions to disclosure no longer apply (FOI [Eng]).

			Despite the fact that many laws have provisions allowing access to records for research purposes, there are still inconsistencies in privacy laws that make secondary use difficult. A review by Iacovino and Todd showed that privacy laws across the UK, Australia, the European Union, and North America still do not adequately address archival concerns and impose limits on using personal information for research purposes (Iacovino and Todd 2007). One recommendation they make is to streamline how personal information may be de-identified and re-identified for research purposes. This, they conclude, would help with maintaining the integrity of the records while also supporting access to records for research that complies with privacy laws.

			In addition to privacy concerns, there are other considerations that affect access to records in an archival institution. These considerations become apparent when physical and intellectual control is established by the archives. At the point records are first transferred or donated and accessioned into the archives, the archivist determines whether there are any donor restrictions or preservation concerns that would limit access. Further, there may be lingering confidentiality restrictions that exist for records transferred within an organization to its archives, such as records related to state security or secrets that would only become publicly accessible after an extended period of time.

			Conclusion

			Access is an important consideration for both records managers and archivists as it impacts how records should be managed. Records managers need to take a broad view of the records in their organization based on the expansive legal definition of record and the many organizational and legal requirements that influence how records are managed. Archivists also need to be mindful of the laws governing access to records even though they may be diminished in power and applicability within an archival setting. While laws may be diminished in how they impact archives, they are still a significant consideration for accessibility and can be supplemented by additional restrictions imposed by donors and other factors such as preservation concerns. In both cases, records managers and archivists must ensure that all access restrictions are properly captured and linked to the records to which they apply.—Greg Kozak
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			Accountability

			Accountability is commonly understood as a quality possessed by a physical or juridical person, whereby they are willing or required to furnish an explanation, to provide an account, of their actions; the 2011 Oxford English Dictionary defines accountability as “the quality of being accountable; liability to account for and answer for one’s conduct, performance of duties, etc.” Regarding accountability’s relationship to archival materials, accountability may be supported through provision of, or access to, records created and maintained through the normal course of a creator’s activities. With regards to accountability and archival institutions, the identification of resources (persons, facilities) responsible for access to and preservation of the materials indicates a sponsoring body’s interest in preserving evidence of its activities; accountability may be supported by an archival institution’s stated mandate, policies, and procedures, and the degree to which those principles and processes are adhered. Adherence by archivists to accountability as a principle flows from their custodianship, their responsibilities with respect to the practices of appraisal, selection, arrangement, description, provision of access, and preservation of archives, and their observation of professional codes of ethics. While archives’ use for accountability purposes is most immediately associated with the records of government and other power institutions, accountability can be broadly considered as applying to the act of acquisition of personal records by archives with such mandates; in this regard, acquisition of these materials is understood as preserving source material with archival value for accounts that may further understanding of society. 

			Commentary

			A trustworthy account of a matter may be supported or refuted by both the act of providing access to responsive records, and the analysis and verification of the thoroughness of any procedures and regulations applied to the records; processes and rules that, to greater or lesser degrees, have governed their use, care, and disposition. The enduring value of archives to provide explanation of actions and decisions is evidenced by the ancient origins of archival repositories, buildings dedicated to housing selected documents inscribed on durable or semi-durable media, for the purposes of consultation, be it for political, legal, administrative, or historical purposes. It is argued, therefore, that archives’ purpose and the activities of the recordkeeper have always included their use as tools of accountability, regardless of the person, organization, or state with the authority to establish an archival repository and to cause the setting aside of documents. The very development of diplomatics, as a means to analyze documents in their procedural context and to verify authenticity, indicates archives’ role in accountability activities. 

			Although accountability as a noun did not come into common use, especially in relation to archives, until the latter half of the twentieth century, various writings cited by Parkinson (1993) serve to illustrate the emerging idea that effective management by and of the early modern state was linked to efficient and systematic recordkeeping, and that the creation of written reports detailing the accounts of government contributed to increased expectation of state accountability. The concept of accountability in the European archival manuals of Muller, Feith and Fruin, and Jenkinson is conveyed through their charge that the work of the archivist is to preserve the value of selected records as evidence of administrative activity, through the authority delegated to archivists by records creators (Parkinson 1993). With the expansion of modern government and advancement of society, Schellenberg’s writings on archival administration illustrate what may be regarded as competing responsibilities of preserving records’ primary and secondary values, the duties of records managers versus archivists, and the broader purposes for keeping modern archives (Schellenberg 1956). In the twentieth century the development of archival science, the development of the profession, and attendant work toward archival standards are themselves evidence of the inherent responsibility placed on archives and archivists with regards to accountability.

			Discussion of the concept of accountability with regards to archival material, archival institutions, and the responsibilities of archivists in societies, democratic and otherwise, has increased along with the scrutiny of power institutions, as well as the concern over the accessibility and reliability of digital and digitized records. Kenosi (2012, 141) draws attention to a general awareness of records as “objects of accountability. . . . Records are an important cornerstone of accountability in relation to how they help to enable, enforce, limit, ignore, and deny accountability.” Postmodernism’s challenge to notions of universal truth, records’ fixity, and the perceived objectivity of records’ unassailability as evidence of facts, acts, and events, has been considered at length in the professional literature. However, as Eastwood (2010, 159) points out:

			Records themselves do not reveal either all the facts of any matter or speak its truth. We know enough about the dangers of trying to separate fact from value or interpretation to be skeptical that records can render an account of past actions in some straightforward way, but the archival faith is . . . a faith in the power of rational discourse resting on evidence of past actions. 

			Introduction of archival legislation, as well as access to information and privacy-protection laws, raises expectations concerning the rigor of processes meant to manage records throughout their lifecycle; the use of records in documenting human rights violations, in identifying war crimes and acts of genocide, and in providing evidence of illegal activities reveals the role of records to assist in redress; and the analysis of perceived failures of recordkeeping to prevent harmful actions focuses attention on the workings of juridical systems and the place of archives within them. 

			Conclusion

			Accountability as a term originates in the actions of counting and enumeration, of providing an explanation or narrative, or a statement as to the discharge of duties (Oxford English Dictionary 2011). Accountability is inextricably linked to the use of records to explain past actions, where the physical or juridical persons involved cannot themselves provide the required or needed account. It is understood that responsibility to provide an accounting of facts, acts, and events is a key reason for creating institutions that support preservation of the archives. Understanding a juridical system, the context of records creation, the recordkeeping systems in place to manage records use, disposition, selection, arrangement, description, access, and preservation, are critical steps in determining archives’ effectiveness as tools for accountability.—Lara Wilson

			Keywords: archives, evidence, responsibility

			Related Entries: Archival Custody; Archives (Institution); Archives (Material); Documentary Evidence; Primary Value; Records; Secondary Value
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			Acquisition

			Acquisition is the process by which an archival institution obtains care and control of its documentary holdings. Acquisition typically involves the formal transfer of ownership of archival material through donation or purchase from a private person or corporate entity, or the official transfer of records from a creator that is part of the same organization, such as between a government agency and archives, where formal ownership does not change. Virtually all archival institutions engage in acquisition as the means of developing their holdings. As a concept, acquisition is similar to accessioning, though there are significant distinctions in usage. Accessioning also incorporates establishing basic physical and intellectual control over the records, which may include creating an accession record and other actions that are not considered processing or archival description. 

			Acquisition and Accessioning: Evolving Concepts

			Broadly defined, acquisition encompasses all activity from the development of an acquisition policy, appraisal, and negotiations with creators, through to the transfer and receipt of physical custody and the accessioning of records. More narrowly, it might exclude appraisal and refer simply to the legal or physical transfer of records. Professional usage suggests that we more often speak of accessioning in a government-records context and acquisition in a private-archives context.

			How archivists have thought about acquisition has evolved in the past century. The modern founders of the archival tradition said surprisingly little about “acquisition.” The Dutch Manual for the Arrangement and Description of Archives (Muller 1898) referred primarily to “transfers” of records from government agencies that are “officially received” by the archives. In a similar vein, the British Manual of Archive Administration (Jenkinson 1922) discussed the transmission of records, stressing the importance of an unbroken chain of custody. With its emphasis on continuity, acquisition was a foreign concept. For Jenkinson, archives that acquired material from private sources risked damaging the integral “archive character” of the records. For the founders of the modern archival theory, steeped in the public records tradition, archives did not so much acquire as they received transfers of records in an orderly and official fashion. Archives were kept, not acquired.

			Archivists in the postwar era conceived of institutional records as following a natural lifecycle, and later a records continuum: both models served to emphasize, in varying degrees, the continuity or flow of the record from creation to archives. T. R. Schellenberg scarcely mentioned acquisition in his major works, which focused on appraisal, classification systems, arrangement, description, and preservation. He did briefly define accessioning as the activity, following appraisal, that brought “records that are judged to be valuable into the physical and legal custody of the archival institution” (Modern Archives 1956, 118). Acquisition was implicit or assumed in the business of an archives, and unremarkable on its own except in the practice of appraisal and accessioning. A Modern Archives Reader (Daniels and Walch 1984, 339) preserved the distinction that only private archives were acquired, defining acquisition as “the process of identifying and acquiring, by donation or purchase, historical materials from sources outside the archival institution.” In contrast, they defined the verb accession in a form embracing all archives: “To transfer physical and legal custody of documentary materials to an archival institution.”

			But the concept of acquisition was broadening. The Society of American Archivists’ Archival Fundamentals Series consciously expanded its meaning (Ham 1993, 2–5) to include both public and private sources by adding transfer to the definition, along with donation and purchase: “The process of acquiring records from any source by transfer, donation, or purchase, or the body of records so acquired.” Indeed, Ham decried the traditional distinction between institutional archives and collecting repositories, “that one appraises and accessions while the other solicits and acquires,” treating instead “the two types of acquisition programs . . . as part of a seamless whole—the archival selection process.” In this broadened conception, acquisition encompassed appraisal and the receiving of transfers, in a manner that emphasized that a change of custody and control still occurred on receipt of records from a government agency, if not a change of ownership.

			This expanded, more inclusive understanding of acquisition is reflected in more recent publications, such as the Australian manual Keeping Archives, which defined acquisition as “the processes associated with acquiring records that are relevant to your archives” and applicable to both in-house and collecting archives (Crush 2008, 208). Citing Ham, the SAA’s Glossary of Archival and Records Terminology (Pearce-Moses, 2005) primarily treats acquisition as a physical noun rather than a process (e.g., the “materials received by a repository”), and links it to accessioning: “As nouns, acquisition and accession are synonymous. However, the verb accession goes far beyond the sense of acquiring, connoting the initial steps of processing by establishing rudimentary physical and intellectual control over the materials by entering brief information about those materials in a register, database, or other log of the repository’s holdings.” The Glossary well captures the more nuanced usage of accessioning as the first step of administrative control over a new accession or acquisition; the registering of documentary material in an archival system or creation of an accession notice to demonstrate that it has been acquired. For some archivists, accessioning is the first step of archival care for the records, rather than the last step of acquisition.

			Variations in Practice

			The broadening of acquisition to cover all archives, however, masked continuing divergence in the practices of government and in-house archives on one hand, and private and collecting archives on the other. Keeping Archives (Crush 2008, 207) observed:

			The simplest acquisition process is the transfer of inactive archival records from the business unit that created and maintained them to the in-house archives of that same organization. With in-house archives, ownership of the archives does not change at the time of acquisition, custody does. For the collecting archives, the acquisition process is considerably more complex. Decisions need to be made about whose records to collect, how to go about collecting them, who will own the records and how their access to researchers will be managed.

			In the former case, as with a legislated relationship between a government agency and archives, much of the doubt is removed; the archives will acquire the records of that department, though perhaps not as simply as the manual suggests. The essential decision is which records will be acquired and which will be destroyed. In an era of records abundance, appraisal thus has assumed tremendous importance in the acquisition of government records and is defined in procedures and policies and carefully monitored. After archivists have made their appraisal decisions, records deemed archival are transferred to archival control while authority is granted to the creating agency to dispose of those rejected. The process, authorizations, and documentation required will vary from government to government and archives to archives, but are adhered to rigorously to ensure legal accountability and compliance. But when the records are in the care and control of the archives (perhaps after a stay in a records center), and an accession record has been created, the acquisition process is complete.

			Acquisition of private archives follows its own pattern. Collecting archives develop and implement a collecting or acquisition policy that focuses acquisitions activity in the fields most relevant to its mandate. Many will adopt a form of documentation strategy to direct and prioritize this activity, perhaps even developing a collaborative approach with other archives. In the absence of a mandated relationship between archives and creator, archivists must identify the most relevant creators in their documentary universe, those most likely to have archival material that best fits their institution’s criteria for acquisition, and contact those creators in hopes of acquiring their fonds, or at least provoking a response.

			The creator’s response may range from reluctant or hostile to indifferent or enthusiastic, and this response will determine the course of acquisition. Negotiations may stall or take many years, even generations, or proceed quite quickly. Conversely, many other prospective donors will contact the archives to offer documentary material to an institution, which may or may not fit, with varying degrees of relevance, its acquisition criteria. Archivists will have to evaluate these offers and weigh them against their acquisition policy and available resources. This latter scenario is sometimes referred to as reactive or passive acquisition, while initiating contact with priority creators is sometimes called proactive acquisition (Craig 2004). Contradictorily, proactive acquisition can involve long periods of inactivity waiting for a response while passive acquisition can invoke frantic activity. In either scenario, acquisition can only take place when both parties are in agreement.

			Archival institutions have two key mechanisms to complete the legal transfer of ownership of private archives: donation and purchase. Donation is often accompanied by a tax credit based on a monetary appraisal of the material. Purchase is perhaps less common, but may be the norm for creators where there is an established market for their archives. Indeed, purchase and donation may be combined for one acquisition. Some archival material will be sold at auction. Donations will generally be formalized through the signing of a deed of gift, while some form of purchase agreement will be signed to complete purchases. In the past, many fonds changed hands simply through a handshake or an exchange of correspondence. Such arrangements may result in disputed ownership, often contested by the donor’s heirs, and archivists now insist on more formal agreements. These legal instruments provide vital documentation of the terms and conditions of the donation or sale, usually including an annex with an inventory or description of the material. This transfer of physical ownership may also be accompanied by a transfer of intellectual property rights—copyright—with the fonds. Institutional policies will vary on this, for in attempting to acquire copyright, the archives might lose the acquisition. Writers and artists, for instance, will be reluctant to transfer copyright without remuneration, if at all. The terms of access to sensitive or restricted material may also be stipulated in the deed of gift, though they might also be negotiated later after the content of the donation is better known.

			In some cases, however, archives may acquire material without acquiring ownership, with a deposit agreement. It acquires custody of the documents and preserves them without acquiring formal ownership. Such deposit arrangements may be dissolved by either party. Deposit is generally not an ideal means for an archives to acquire material, but it may be the only way the creator will agree to its transfer to archival custody, and it improves its long-term prospects for preservation. It is a calculated risk for an archives to invest resources without ownership, but a risk that is often later rewarded with a formal donation.

			New Currents in Acquisition

			The traditional waters of acquisition, which assumed the transfer of physical custody of the records, are being muddied by postcustodialism. Archivists are increasingly allowing for the possibility of distributed custody, where physical custody, particularly for digital records, remains with the creator after appraisal. For example, in the case of a complex database that remains on the servers of the creating agency, but that cannot be disposed of without archival authorization, the archives may be said to have acquired care and control of the record, but not custody. Postcustodialism perhaps shifts the meaning of acquisition from “custody and control” of the records to “care and control.”

			Archivists are rethinking custodial approaches in other ways in an era of records abundance and resource scarcity. The growing volume of records and storage costs are making archivists increasingly willing to consider deaccessioning or systematic reappraisal. Deaccessioning to other archives has long been an option, but receptiveness is increasing to returning material to its original donors or even the destruction of records formerly appraised as archival. Archivists are more accepting of the potential impermanence of acquisition.

			Conclusion

			Acquisition is vital to the establishment and growth of an archives. From the development and implementation of an acquisition policy through to the legal transfer and accessioning of records, the acquisition process covers a broad sweep of core archival activity. Though continuing to evolve in concept and practice, it is difficult to imagine archival practice without acquisition.—Robert Fisher
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			Acquisition Policy

			An acquisition policy, in the United States more often referred to as a collection-development policy (Marshall 2002), but also called collection policy and documentation policy, is a written statement by a collecting archives of its goals for acquiring new collections (and often containing appraisal guidelines that apply to material within a collection). Collecting archives are also referred to as manuscripts repositories, special collections libraries, and collecting repositories—all terms for institutions that acquire material through deed of gift from private entities—distinguishing them from institutional, or internal, archives that accession only records generated by their parent institution. Though some writers have referred to acquisition policy as appraisal from a macro perspective, others have attempted to distinguish it from traditional appraisal altogether:

			The final decision regarding whether to acquire an individual fonds must be made with an eye on the larger universe that is defined by broader acquisition development policies. Stated another way, the principles of appraisal help us to answer the question, “Why am I saving this?” While acquisition policies force us to answer the equally important question, “Why am I saving this?” (Ericson 1991–1992)

			Acquisition policies are necessary to ensure that collection development is planned, rational, tied to institutional needs and priorities, and realistic compared to repository resources rather than haphazard, knee-jerk, based on the interests or whims of individuals, and largely impractical. Collecting policies have been urged for archivists in the professional literature at least as far back as the mid-1950s and as recently as the 2000s, with different authors proposing different sets of components for a model acquisition policy. Between the mid-1980s—when several authors argued that acquisition policies should be based on full surveys of extant holdings, because it is difficult to decide what to collect if there is no information about what has been collected and why (Endelman 1987)—and the early 1990s, collecting policies were a frequent topic of discussion in archival journals. Much of this writing built on the framework for collecting policies proposed by Faye Phillips, which remains the most detailed (though not necessarily the most relevant) model available in the archival literature (Phillips 1984).

			Acquisitions Policy—Why?

			Ham cried out in 1975 (5), “Is there any other field of information gathering that has such a broad mandate with a selection process so random, so fragmented, so uncoordinated, and even so often accidental?” Formal acquisition policies account for and therefore minimize wasteful competition among repositories and the fragmentation of material related to a particular topic or place, and are more likely to result in integrated and interrelated holdings of maximum value to students, scholars, and other researchers. Yet this call was not universally heard. Fifteen years after Ham’s jeremiad, Timothy L. Ericson reflected that:

			most of our current acquisition policies are too broadly conceived to be realistic in the Information Age. . . . Just as our professional forebears began to use appraisal to help limit their intake of records at the fonds level, so must we begin to use acquisition policies to limit our intake at the repository level. (1991–1992, 72).

			Around the turn of the century several significant critics continued to complain that the profession remained recalcitrant in adopting and implementing all but the most generic acquisitions policies. In 1998, surveys of over thirty-five hundred repositories in twenty-one states found that less than 40 percent of them had a collection-development policy (Sauer 2001). A survey at the beginning of the twenty-first century found that barely half of even the most elite special collections repositories in the United States had formal collection-development policies. A more recent survey of collecting policies on repository websites discovered only 38 policies out of 884 sites investigated (Marshall 2002). 

			“The evidence reveals . . . incredible gaps in the documentation of even traditional concerns” (Ham 1975, 6) such as a state’s businesses by a state historical society. A survey conducted in the mid-1990s, for example, found that mid-nineteenth-century family-owned businesses were documented very heavily in major repositories in the United States, while twentieth-century businesses of any sort were barely documented at all (Greene and Daniels-Howell 1997). “The evidence . . . showed that many archivists waste time and space preserving random bits and pieces, as well as large accessions, of the most dubious value” (Ham 1975, 6). The appearance to an outsider, critics have noted, may be less that of a professional selecting what matters and more of a community attic. 

			A 2001 (limited) survey also indicates reasons for abjuring collection development policies: not enough time/staff; policy is not necessary; do not want to be limited by policy; no active collecting. It is important to note that even when collecting policies are present, they may not be functional; the 2001 survey discovered that repositories with written collecting policies were far more likely than those with informal policies to accession a collection because of a fear that the collection might otherwise be destroyed, even though the material did not fit within the policy. Ericson (1991–1992, 69) criticized this very action twenty years ago. “Our instinct is still to see ourselves in the role of a twentieth-century Horatius-at the-Bridge: the last line of defense between preservation and oblivion. This causes us to make utterly ludicrous decisions regarding acquisition by cloaking ourselves in the virtue of maintaining culture: if I don’t save it, who will?” To avoid ludicrous acquisition decisions requires a sound written acquisitions policy.

			Good acquisitions policies accomplish even more than improving the selection and appraisal of collections for a repository. First, particularly where an archives’ administration and resource allocators are concerned, not only does formal policy demonstrate a clear degree of professionalism when endorsed (as it should always be) by that same administration, but it also helps ensure that the people who matter understand what the repository is doing and why. This means they are more likely to (a) back up the staff if a donor complains and (b) not sabotage the policy by making unilateral decisions to accept (or reject) collections. Second, it permits the repository to more accurately allocate resources to reasonable goals. It also permits the possibility of cooperative collecting, which is an even more efficient use of resources. Third, explaining selection and appraisal decisions—particularly negative ones—to donors is much easier and more effective when the decisions are based on formal policy. Fourth, a policy permits curators to gauge success in documentation in a manner that is accessible to resource allocators—there is evidence of how successful an acquisition policy is or is not. Fifth, a collecting policy permits reassessment and recalibration as time passes—as resources, users, and/or competition changes. Thus a policy permits reappraisal, which at its simplest is merely the application of a current collecting policy to existing holdings. 

			Acquisition Policy—How?

			“Collection analysis, the evaluation of the characteristics of a repository’s holdings, is one methodology through which archivists can determine the nature and strength of a repository’s holdings in specified areas and then use this knowledge to develop explicit collecting priorities” (Endelman 1987, 341). Collection analysis is the widely acknowledged first step in creating a responsible and effective acquisition policy. While the backlogs of unprocessed collections that plague many repositories hamper such analysis, it is possible to use students in a university setting (volunteers in other settings) to conduct abbreviated analysis sufficient to inform deliberations over policy. One state historical society that undertook to analyze its business collections (its largest collecting area) approached the process this way:

			Our analysis therefore divided all business collections into 20 categories by industry sector, and for every collection specified title, dates, size (in cubic feet), date first accessioned, and codes representing the predominant record types found in the collection (e.g., minutes and board packets; annual reports and financial statements; daily accounting records such as journals and ledgers; advertising material; employee records; sales or manufacturing data; sound and visual material; correspondence; government regulatory reports; legal files; research and development files). (Greene and Daniels-Howell 1997, 175–76)

			“The development of collection analysis is part of a larger process of increasing systemization and standardization in all areas of the profession” (Endelman 1987, 341). After understanding extant collections, the next steps in developing an acquisition policy can be simple or complex, depending in large part on the overall holdings of the repository. An ideal approach is to involve as many members of the repository staff as possible in the collection inventory/assessment and, where possible, in the following steps as well (Collection Development Policy [a], 2008). It is important to keep the archives’ director’s supervisor apprised regularly of the direction and progress of the policy. True success of an acquisitions policy depends on both staff “buy-in” and approval from the administration.

			Additional steps in developing an acquisitions policy are: (1) Reexamining the repository’s mission statement, priority constituents, resources (for donor relations and acquisition, accessioning, processing (including supplies), storage, reference, and outreach); reference must be assessed because certain collecting areas might overreach the reference archivists’ subject or language expertise, making their work extremely difficult. (2) Surveying the larger documentary universe—that is, determining which other repositories’ collections or collecting activities duplicate those at the archives working on a policy—and paying close attention to the universe of secondary resources to ensure awareness of how thoroughly a topic or set of individuals might be documented therein. 3) Defining—based on the repository’s particular mission, resources, and clientele—a broad set of criteria for organizing and prioritizing records creators into comprehensive groups (topical, geographic, chronological, function, significance, etc.); one still-useful referent is the Wisconsin State Historical Society’s (now Wisconsin Historical Society) 1987 list of collection areas (with collecting priorities): an updated analysis using the same 1987 categories is located at www.wisconsinhistory.org/libraryarchives/whrab/pdfs/RecordsAssessment-FinalReport2009.pdf.

			Acquisitions Policy—What?

			Proponents are clear that a proper acquisition plan must focus not on the types of material collected (e.g., correspondence, minutes, diaries, email, photos), as is sometimes the case, but instead on the record groups/collections sought, defined by geography, subject, chronology, or creator. For example, one state historical society’s “broad mandate” included documenting business, so that “any business” that approached the acquisitions archivists offering to donate records was evaluated with the question “Are these particular series any good?” A new perspective, however, brought a new question:

			For [collecting] repositories, at least, we think this is the wrong question. Instead of analyzing record series (or functions, for that matter) first, curators need to prioritize the broad topical areas their repository seeks to document and which records creators will be solicited and accepted within each area. (Greene and Daniels-Howell 1997, 167–68)

			The suggestion to prioritize the goals of an acquisition policy is a paraphrase and extrapolation of macroappraisal, a theory developed in Canada specifically for application to federal government records but ultimately applicable, too, to collecting archives. 

			According to two significant sources—Phillips, 1984, and Wisconsin Historical Records Advisory Board and Wisconsin Council for Local History, 1998—a model collecting policy for manuscript collections should contain the following elements: (a) mission, clientele (in priority order); (b) types of programs supported by the collection (e.g., research, exhibits, outreach, publications); (c) how collecting areas relate to existing collection strengths and weaknesses; (d) record groups/collections sought, defined by geography, subject, chronology, or creator—or types of material sought and acquired within each collecting area—and desired level of collecting to meet program needs; (e) formats sought or declined; (f) languages sought or declined; (g) statement of deaccessioning policy; (h) procedure for monitoring development and reviewing collection-development guidelines. Two sound examples of acquisition policies may be found at www.uwyo.edu/ahc/files/policies/collecting-policy.pdf (Collection Development Policy [a]) and www.library.vanderbilt.edu/speccol/policies/collectiondevelopment.shtml (Collection Development Policy [b]).

			Conclusion

			In a brochure for small repositories, the Wisconsin Historical Society summarizes the purposes for a collection policy as follows:

			
					Decisions are not personal; they are policy.

					It is easier to decline unwanted materials.

					It is easier to explain acquisitions to donors, your supervisors, and the library board.

					It provides continuity through changes in staff and administrators. (Wisconsin Historical Records Advisory Board and Wisconsin Council for Local History 1998)

			

			There are additional benefits identified by archival authors across the decades: possibility for cooperative collecting; more focused and active collecting (e.g., underdocumented communities, modern businesses, religions beyond genealogical records) rather than random and passive acceptance of what happens to be offered; more rational disposition of existing resources—passively accepting a collection is not “free” because it requires staff time (accessioning, processing, cataloging) and space allocation; and there is much more. Acquisition policies have long since come to be recognized as an essential component of the collecting repository’s strategies for thriving in the twenty-first century.—Mark Greene
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			Advocacy

			A description of advocacy by a British museum association asserts that it is “the process whereby an organization seeks to influence others in order to gain support for its mission, interests or a course of action. In order to achieve this, networks of support are developed and used to lend credibility, wield influence and offer third party endorsement.” One American archivist views advocacy as “an investment we make when we intentionally and strategically educate and engage individuals and organizations so they in turn will support our work” (Hackman 2011, vii). While these perspectives are especially apt for advocacy by and for individual archives, they also apply to advocacy by archival associations and networks. 

			The Concept

			Advocacy is sometimes confused or conflated with outreach, though advocacy differs from outreach as to purpose. The aim of advocacy ordinarily is to influence resource allocators and other decision-makers to act in ways favorable to an archives, while the main objective of outreach is to reach an existing or expanded audience, usually to better inform and serve them, often through new methods or programs. While different, advocacy and outreach are related, even complementary: effective advocacy can help secure resources that an archives needs for expanded outreach, while effective outreach can increase understanding, appreciation, and use of archives by potential advocates.

			Case studies demonstrate convincingly how archives have applied advocacy to strengthen their organizational infrastructure or to obtain other dramatic results. One recent case study, for example, reviews how the first archivist of the New York Philharmonic Orchestra initially identified the internal centers of influence at the orchestra and then systematically fostered strong working relationships with these centers. As a result of this advocacy, the Philharmonic archives became fully integrated into the ongoing operations of the orchestra and viewed as a significant contributor to its success. A second case study explains how the small Butte, Montana, archives used intense customer service and imaginative community outreach to build broad interest and deep appreciation among residents of Butte. A skillful advocacy campaign then drew on this prior relationship building to convince citizens to vote overwhelmingly for a $7.5 million bond issue to rehabilitate the archives building and construct an archival vault. A third case study describes how in the 1980s the New York State Archives developed a highly ambitious statewide agenda for archival development, then addressed one key part with intense advocacy to create strong relationships with local government officials and their statewide associations and with key legislative and executive branch decision-makers. Largely as a result, the archives was able to obtain comprehensive new state laws regulating local government records and archives administration and supporting new State Archives regional offices and millions of dollars of grants for local records work each year (case studies by Haws, Crain and McCrea, and Dearstyne, in Hackman 2011). In a powerful earlier case study, Diary of a Dream, former archivist of the United States Robert Warner recounts the successful campaign to obtain independence for the National Archives from the General Services Administration. Warner explains the crucial leadership, strategizing, and day-to-day personal advocacy by himself and a small staff group and how their work was linked to a coalition of archives, professional associations, and key individuals who could influence members of Congress (Warner 1985). A similar national coalition has advocated, often successfully, to rescue or to increase funding for the grant program of the National Historical Publications and Records Commission valuable to the whole archives community. 

			Effective advocacy for an archives ordinarily involves several closely related tasks. These have been described as deciding what you want, identifying who has what you want, and figuring out how to get them to give it to you. In the first stage it’s useful to assess the archives’ present condition against its vision for the future and to use the gap between as the basis for the advocacy needed. Such an advocacy agenda can identify both long-term goals and required near-term and intermediate objectives, including overcoming barriers that prevent progress toward the larger vision. Initial assessment and planning provides focus for advocacy and avoids wasted effort. 

			 The second task is determining who can make or influence decisions that will meet the archives’ needs. Usually this starts with the office or person directly above the archives, but it includes other internal advocacy targets such as members of a board of directors, senior management, and directors or key staff of core functions such as budget, personnel, legal, communications and public affairs, and technology. Part of this second task, too often ignored, is to identify external individuals and organizations who potentially can influence the internal decision-makers.

			The third advocacy task is acting to convince both significant internal and external parties to support decisions desired by an archives. Gaining such decisions requires imaginative strategies and tactics to bring influence, sometimes direct pressure, to bear on those whose decisions most affect the archives. Of course, the very best basic tool to use in advocacy is a highly effective archives that produces positive benefits that are regularly communicated to targeted audiences, especially the key decision-makers. Regardless of the advocacy targets, being able to “make the case” for the archives is fundamental. Sometimes, as in a capital fund-raising or other formal campaign, it is useful to have a highly polished printed case statement capturing basic facts, arguments, evidence, examples, and endorsements in support of the archives. Every archives needs always to have the elements of this basic advocacy package at hand and in a flexible form that can be adapted for advocacy to suit particular occasions, objectives, and audiences. 

			With the case in mind and in hand, central to successful advocacy ordinarily is to bring “significant others,” internal and external, to understand, respect, and value the archives—and to convey their interest and support to main decision-makers. This is an ongoing task, requiring a proactive approach by the archives to inform, engage, build credibility, and develop relationships with key individuals, offices, and organizations. Social media present new opportunities for an archives to expand public appreciation and understanding of the archives and for engaging some of them to become active supporters. Hard evidence of a growing audience for the archives and beneficiaries of its services usually impresses those whose decisions are critical to the archives, though by itself this may seldom be decisive. Whether through social media or other means, improved awareness of the archives is only one part, and usually the easiest part, of advocacy. Understanding and appreciation in themselves seldom produce major positive change, though they may help enable it.

			In many cases influential internal and external supporters may not even need to advocate directly on a particular issue—so long as key internal decision-makers are aware of their interest and of the high regard in which they hold the archives. While having a substantial number of supporters often helps, it may take only a few prominent outsiders, and a few respected senior insiders, to sufficiently impress the key decision-makers on a particularly important archives issue—and lead them generally to react more favorably to the archives’ needs on a continuing basis. 

			Conclusion

			Experience shows that advocacy can help an archives secure many of the decisions and resources vital to success. This includes not only increases in budget and personnel but also major infrastructure changes such as increased authority, better organizational placement, and policies and procedures more favorable to the archives. To be effective in its advocacy the archives needs to be clear about its goals, to prepare and present an impressive case for the archives and for particular objectives, and to identify and then engage influential internal and external supporters.—Larry Hackman
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			Appraisal

			Archival appraisal is a broad term embracing the theory, rationales, policies, and procedures for identifying, acquiring, and selecting institutional or organizational records, and personal or private records in all media deemed to have lasting value and worth according to criteria that are articulated and documented. 

			Origins of Appraisal

			Appraisal for archival acquisition of new material and for selection within a body of material an institution, unit, or program was mandated to acquire or had already acquired emerged from the well-established responsibility of an archival repository to preserve the material charged to its care and keeping by record creators. In concert with record keepers, archivists have debated over time whether they should make appraisal decisions and, if so, what to keep, how to keep it, and for how long retention was either necessary or possible (Williams 2006). It could never be guaranteed that a deposit, transfer, or purposely chosen acquisition will be preserved permanently or remain unchanged. For example, the passage of time could affect the repository’s ability to properly keep records, as the inevitable deterioration of supports and different media would require action. Abstracts could be created to summarize key information or, in some cases, copies would be prepared on new supports which may have a longer life span. Other impediments to keeping records could emerge in any repository. Changes in the repository’s financial condition might have a material impact on its ability to keep the records or to deal with new and changing technical conditions. Moreover, newer accessions could alter the need for the repository to retain records from previous acquisitions. In turn, re-appraisal undertaken on records already acquired through an appraisal process might recommend that certain records be deaccessioned to allow their destruction or transfer to another repository. Therefore, archivists looked for consistent criteria that would assist them in making necessary choices for the retention and destruction of records, leading in many jurisdictions to official schedules covering periods of retention (Procter 2008). For archivists, it was a short step from passively receiving transfers to looking critically at material in the light of the institution’s acquisition policy and storage capability, and of the relationship of new acquisitions to records already held. It soon became clear to many archivists that a more comprehensive look at records well before they were acquired, and often early on in their lifecycle through a process of records scheduling, would better align the space and resources available for the permanent preservation of records with a repository mandate or mission and with the needs of administrators and of the larger user community (Procter 2008).

			What Guides Appraisal?

			Appraisal choices have traditionally been guided either by what can be destroyed or by what should be kept (Kolsrud 1992; Couture 2005). The conditions supporting the development of criteria for each of these lines of thought can be traced historically in various jurisdictions; nevertheless, many different criteria supporting the determination of a period of record retention were similar across repositories and countries (see Couture 2005). Though appraisal criteria differ across countries and archival repositories, they have included such considerations as the needs of law courts for records of cases and decisions; the needs of administrators for records that provided reasons for actions and promoted continuity; the needs of citizens for records at all levels of governance to empower democratic participation and to ensure protection of rights and the acknowledgment of responsibilities; and the needs of society at large to be able to know its past and to have available the building blocks of group social memory (Cook 2011; Couture 2005). While discussion often surrounds the relative merits of evidence, public faith, trustworthiness, and memory (perpetual memory) as the concepts guiding appraisal decisions, largely as a response to changing political, social, and technological conditions, generally speaking, each one of them has continued to support the achievement of the appraisal goals and mandates of archival repositories over the past century (Cook 2011; Duranti 1994).

			Key Themes in Appraisal

			Appraisal emerged in the nineteenth century carrying with it essential concepts intimately associated with the responsibility to keep records—that of impartiality, of evidence, and of continuing memory. Each has played a part in the rationales and decisions affecting new acquisitions and selection from material to be acquired by mandate or already acquired. 

			Once it became clear that some form of selection had to be carried out, the question soon arose as to who should rightly make the decision and what criteria should be employed to determine value. One school of thought associated with the English archivist Hilary Jenkinson emphasized that the creator, or administrator, was best suited to determining what would continue to serve his/her needs. The objectivity of the archivist and the impartiality of the records were bolstered by this position, because the long-term keeper or archivist remained uninvolved with making choices to serve speculative future interests (Cook 2011). This strategy implied though the existence of a strong records management program, to which Jenkinson in his A Manual of Archival Administration referred as the “administrator golden rule” (1965, 153). 

			Another school of thought argued that archivists, as the responsible long-term custodians of records, should be closely involved in making the decisions. Some believed that archivists should be the sole judges of what was to be kept, as they are able to balance the needs of evidence, use, memory, and research that must be satisfied by what is kept for the long term. Emphasis on the archivist as a prime actor in appraisal is associated with the American author Theodore Schellenberg, who, along with his colleagues at the National Archives, segregated the primary value of records to their creators from their secondary values to a broad spectrum of users to serve their future needs for historical evidence and information (Kolsrud 1992). Cook believes that Schellenberg’s shift from passive to active records appraisal also signaled a shift from archival institutions being solely centers of evidence to their being places of memory and narrative-building (Cook 2011).

			In the course of forging workable and balanced answers to the question of who should choose records for long-term preservation and through which criteria the decisions should be made, specialists in records and their uses as working tools, as sources, and as special kinds of information developed theories of value and logical procedures for recognizing types and classes of materials that are prime candidates for long-term keeping. The specific focus of appraisal on the discovery of values in each existing record was undertaken through a bottom-up, or microappraisal, method of analysis based on evidential and informational values (Williams 2006). 

			In the latter part of the twentieth century new ideas have emerged emphasizing a priori strategic planning as a prerequisite to building relevant and consistent documentation on persistent themes or around functions or structures that are key to a society, group, or an organization and to embrace wider groups as active participants in appraisal (Cook 2011). Discussion of appraisal has flowered along with the growth and maturity of archival repositories that serve nongovernmental organizations and loosely defined communities of shared value and need (Cook 2011). The arguments and norms that are a good fit in a large homogenous organization such as a national or municipal government with a long and stable history are not necessarily adequate guides for archival programs responsible for building a collection from the private sector, from persons, from loose or fluid communities of interest, or from multi-institutional or multijurisdictional projects.

			The task of appraisal may focus in the first instance on the records themselves, as appraisers seek to understand what values they may have intrinsically, or structurally in relationship to other materials, or by virtue of their association with a group, or event. However, many appraisal theorists in the twenty-first century agree that, because such a close examination of records is a resource-intensive exercise, and predicting the future value of records based on historical interests is near impossible, appraisal is far better accomplished when it is preceded by a more abstract, strategic thinking process, as in the case of macroappraisal, which focuses on the significance of context, locates records within broader themes, and relates them to a specific mandate or an ongoing and well-defined social responsibility (Cook 2011; Cook 2005; Williams 2006). 

			Appraisal theories emerging in the later part of the twentieth century often began by examining the importance of the function or office or person creating the material—in the case of an institutional repository, or by defining the theme(s), movements, or persons the repository endeavors to document and employing appraisal methodologies such as a documentation strategy or documentation plan—in the case of a community-based or thematically defined repository (see Samuels 1986 and Booms 1991 for introductions to these concepts). Microappraisal of institutional records and macroappraisal defining themes, functions, or movements for which documentation is sought can be joined in a fruitful sequence. 

			From the critique of earlier appraisal ideas has emerged a wealth of theoretical writing and an equally rich practical experience in conducting appraisal for acquisition and for selection at the micro level and at the level of planning and strategy, or macro level. The literature discussing real projects and practical applications of appraisal theory in different countries and within different repositories adds color to the appraisal discourse since practical constraints have always played a large part in recordskeeping (see Craig 2008; Williams 2006). This literature helps us understand that there are factors beyond the control of any single repository that are not countenanced or discussed by appraisal theories. These factors differ greatly, but include the instability of the supports and media for records, legal norms such as freedom of information
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					the name of the entity responsible for establishing and using the recordkeeping system;

					the name of the recordkeeping system;

					the dates of accumulation of the records in the system;

					the form of the documents constituting the system; and

					a brief account of the transactions documented by the system.

			

			
			
					presents information about a single fonds, that is, a set of records in an archives that share a common provenance;

					organizes the information in a manner that reflects (to the extent possible) the organization of the recordkeeping entity responsible for accumulating the fonds;

					provides the recordkeeping context for each recordkeeping system (or series) and, in discussing each system, emphasizes the whole rather than individual documents; and

					proceeds from the general to the specific, avoiding repetition of descriptive information.
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					Business Requirements	Range of archival practice: does the applicability of an AMS correspond to the areas of greatest need? While a comprehensive AMS that spans all archival functions theoretically offers the greatest benefits, if the needs of the organization are concentrated in one or two areas, it might be preferable to select specialized applications for those areas.
	Functional needs: Do the strengths and potential benefits of a particular AMS correspond to the activities targeted in the organizational assessment?
	Records: Is the AMS applicable to the genres and types (analog or digital) of records that need to be processed?
	Data: How well does the AMS provide for the generation, collection, and use of data the institution needs for management of archival work and for other purposes, such as preservation, discovery, and assessment of authenticity?
	Standards: Does the AMS support the implementation of archival and other relevant standards adopted by the archives?
	Adaptability: Can the AMS be fine-tuned to local policies and practices?



					Technology	Infrastructure: Is the AMS compatible with existing or planned IT infrastructure?
	Quality: Is the system robust, secure, and sustainable?
	Usage: Is the system easy to install, adapt, maintain, and use?
	Compatibility: Can the AMS interoperate with other relevant applications across the entire relevant range of its functions?



					Acquisition and Support	Source: Is the AMS free and open source or proprietary? Does the owner or provider appear to be stable? 
	Implementation Options: Does the AMS satisfy local implementation options? Can it be installed on the existing IT infrastructure? Can it be installed by current staff? Can it be configured to support staff who work in different locations, such as at the sites of records creators or donors?
	Support: Does the provider offer sufficient technical and user support at an affordable rate? How much support is needed within the institution itself? Can current staff provide this support?



					Finance	Initial costs: How much will it cost to acquire and install the system?
	Ongoing costs: How much will it cost to operate the system?
	Savings and offsets: Do the benefits offered by the AMS yield actual savings? Will the AMS produce cost avoidances, such as reducing the need for additional staff?



			

			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
					an object of research which may be not peculiar to the discipline and may be shared with other disciplines;

					a body of knowledge related to the object of research that is generally not shared with other disciplines;

					specific theories, concepts, and paradigms according to which its body of knowledge is structured;

					a language embedding its technical terminology and characteristic idiom;

					specific research methods; and

					some institutional manifestation, usually “in the form of subjects taught at universities or colleges, respective academic departments and professional associations connected to it” (Krishnan 2009, 9).

			

			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
					establishes preliminary physical control;

					establishes preliminary intellectual control; and

					documents holdings to facilitate planning, budgeting, and prioritization. (Carnell 2004, 1)

			

			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
					Disaster prevention plans instruct archivists on housing vital records in water- and fire-proof containers. 

					Disaster plans also instruct staff on procedures to undertake during a disaster. Such a document should focus first on staff safety. 

					Disaster recovery plans provide disaster staff and other recovery professionals with instructions to reopen the institution and recover the collections. For instance, in the case of water damage to records, the disaster recovery plan instructs professionals on the steps needed to preserve the damaged records.

			

			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
					Statement of legal authority and authorization to operate, often in the form of a law, charter, or directive from the governing board or chief executive officer of the sponsoring institution.

					Statement of purpose, mission, and administrative setting within the sponsoring institution.

					Work of the program is continuing and ongoing rather than one-time or intermittent.

					Systematic planning processes to regularly evaluate the program, update its mission, goals, objectives, and services, and keep it responsive to the evolving expectations of its parent agency, the changing needs and expectations of its customers, and the impact of shifting technologies.

					Financial resources dependably and continually available that are adequate to carry out the program’s stated purpose.

					Sufficient number of staff who possess, through training and/or experience, professional competence in archives management.

					Adequate, suitable, secure facilities for storing and preserving archival records and making them available for research use.

					Acquisitions policy that describes areas of collecting and appraisal and other criteria that are applied when evaluating particular records to determine if they merit archival preservation.

					Provision for managing archival records regardless of format, including those in electronic form.

					Preservation facilities and practices to ensure the continuing survival and availability of archival records.

					Processes for arrangement and description that meet archival standards including preservation of original order whenever possible.

					Access policies and reference services that make the archival records held by the program available for research on a regular basis, sometimes with appropriate restrictions on their use.

			

			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
					archival: “of or pertaining to archives” (SAA, A Glossary of Archival and Records Terminology)

					standard: “something used as a measure, norm, or model in comparative evaluations” (Oxford Dictionary).

			

			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
					Encoded Archival Description (EAD) for ISAD/G

					Encoded Archival Context (EAC) for ISAAR

			

			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
					organization infrastructure contains twenty-five metrics in five subcategories that evaluate a repository’s staffing, planning, organizational support, financial sustainability, and readiness for long-term preservation; 

					digital object management contains fifty-eight metrics in six subcategories that evaluate a repository’s ability to perform the functions described in the OAIS Reference model from ingestion through access, including preservation planning and information management; and

					infrastructure and security risk management contains twenty-three metrics in the two subcategories of technical infrastructure risk management and security risk management that evaluate a repository’s system monitoring, security, and incident response.

			

			
			
					shall and must for binding and verifiable specifications;

					should for those specifications that are optional, but recommended;

					may for optional specifications; and

					is, are, and will for statements of facts.

			

			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
			
					Chronology: the study, classification, and determination of temporal sequence of past events to locate them historically. The discipline has its origin at the end of the sixth century BC but the first scientific approach was developed by Erodoto (fifth century BC).

					Codicology: the study of manuscripts as cultural artifacts from the point of view of their manufacture.

					Digital forensics: a component of forensic science focusing on the application of proven scientific methods and techniques in order to recover and authenticate data from electronic/digital media.

					Diplomatics: the critical study of concepts, techniques, and processes for assessing the authenticity of records and evaluating their authority as evidence. It has been defined as the theory of records forms, and it is applied today to any writing created for juridical or practical purposes, compiled according to forms and rules able to be compared to models or paradigms.

					Heraldry: the study of armorial devices or coats of arms aimed at recognizing, describing, and cataloguing the graphic elements used to identify a person, a family, a group of individuals, or an institution. Its origin dates back to the twelfth century. 

					Historiography: the study of the discipline of history aimed at supporting the critical interpretation of the historical analysis based on scientific investigations and methodological principles.

					Information science: a large interdisciplinary area of study related to the analysis, collection, organization, management, maintenance, access, and preservation of information.

					Palaeography: the study of the history of writing, scripts, and inscriptions with the aim of reading, interpreting, and critically analyzing ancient texts, establishing their authenticity, and contextualizing their use. The graphic signs are evaluated not on their own but according to their social use and on the basis of genre (notarial, librarian, or cancelleresca) and types (such as Uncial, Beneventan, or Gothic scripts). 

					Sigillography: the critical study of seals as a relevant and sometimes essential tool for records validation, for personal recognition, for legal imputation, for symbol and expression of the authority, and for juridical component for public and, even more, private transactions. A scientific disciplinary approach was developed in the course of the seventeenth century and focused on the diplomatic, juridical, and historical study of the seals.

					Toponomy: the study of names for places and their origins.
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