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EDITORIAL POLICY
The Midwestern Archivist, a semi-annual journal published by the Midwest
Archives Conference, is concerned with the issues and problems confronting
the contemporary archivist. Submissions relating to archival theory and current practice are solicited. Diversity among topics and points of view is
encouraged. Ideas and opinions expressed by the contributors are not necessarily those of the Midwest Archives Conference or its Editorial Board.
Material in a wide range of formats - including articles, review essays,
proceedings of seminars, and case studies of specific archival projects or functions - will be considered for publication. Guidelines for authors of articles
and case studies are available on request from the editorial board chair.
Manuscripts should be sent to the incoming board chair, Anne R. Kenney,
Western Historical Manuscripts Collection, University of Missouri-St. Louis,
8001 Natural Bridge Road, St. Louis, Missouri 63121. The editorial board uses
the Chicago Manual of Style as the standard for style, including footnote
format. Decisions on manuscripts will be rendered within ten weeks of submission. Offers to review books or suggestions of books to review should be sent
to the incoming book review editor Karen Benedict, Nationwide Insurance
Archives/Library, One Nationwide Plaza, Columbus, Ohio 43216.
MAC members receive The Midwestern Archivist and the MAC Newsletter
upon payment of annual dues of $7.50; institutional memberships are $15.00.
Single issues of the journal are available at $3.50 plus fifty cents for postage
and handling. An index to Vols. 1-8 (1976-83) is available at the single-issue
price. Inquiries regarding membership or purchase of journal copies should
be directed to Dennis Meissner, MAC Secretary-Treasurer, Minnesota Historical
Society, 1500 Mississippi Street, St. Paul, Minnesota 55101. The Midwestern
Archivist is also available in microform from University Microfilms International.
Articles appearing in this journal are abstracted and indexed in America:

History and Life and Library and Information Science Abstracts.
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EDITOR'S NOTE:
INTO A SECOND DECADE
Truly mature institutions celebrate centennials. This journal is proud of the
ten years in which it has contributed to professional archival literature. During that time we have published eighty-five articles and 148 reviews. More than
80 percent of the articles were derived from conference presentations: thirtyfour were read at Society of American Archivists annual meetings, thirty-three
at Midwest Archives Conference meetings (including a MAC-sponsored Conference on Archival Networks), and two at meetings of other archival organizations. Sixteen articles had not been presented prior to their publication in
The Midwestern Archivist.
The eighty-five articles represent the work of seventy-nine authors, seven of
whom contributed more than one article. Forty-nine authors were men and
thirty-one were women. Sixty authors were archivists, fourteen were historians or professors in other academic disciplines, two were librarians, two were
graduate students, and one was a records manager.
Seventeen individuals have served on the editorial board, all of us sharing
the functions of initial screening of articles submitted and working with authors
on editorial revisions. Mary Lynn Ritzenthaler, Lydia Lucas, Anne Diffendal,
and David Klaassen have chaired the board. Nicholas Burckel, Warner Pflug,
and Anne Kenney have coordinated book reviews. J. Frank Cook, Charles
Elston, and Frank Mackaman have handled production. The seventeen members, and their terms of service, are: Karen Benedict, 1985- ; Nicholas Burckel, 1977-79; J. Frank Cook, 1976-80; Anne Diffendal, 1980-85; Kenneth
Duckett, 1976-78; Charles Elston, 1979-84; Timothy Ericson, 1985- ; Toby
Fishbein, 1979-82; John Fleckner, 1976-78; Holly Hall, 1976-79; Anne Kenney, 1984- ; David Klaassen, 1981-86; Lydia Lucas, 1978-84; Frank Mackaman, 1982- ; Warner Pflug, 1979-85; Patrick Quinn, 1980-81, 1984- ; Mary
Lynn Ritzenthaler, 1976-80.
This first issue of our second decade represents one of our infrequent thematic
concentrations. Four articles explore the implications of analyzing the use of
archives and applying that information to archival administration. The authors
arrive at different conclusions, and we invite reader responses to enrich the
dialogue in the "reader's forum" in subsequent issues.
For the first time, the "reviews" section transcends the printed word to
include seven reviews of computer applications programs, accompanied by an
introduction by Glen McAninch, editor of Sun: Newsletter of the Software
Users Network. We encourage those who are already veterans to share their
experiences, either through letters to the editor or by offering to review additional packages.
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THE VISIBLE HAND:

CREATING A PRACTICAL
MECHANISM FOR
COOPERATIVE APPRAISAL
MAXJ. EVANS
ABSTRACT America's decentralized system of government and the tradition
of pluralism have resulted in a diffuse and uncoordinated national archival system. The archivist often is informed more by custodial attitudes than by awareness of a larger body of documentation. The appraisal of records falls victim
to this heterogeneity. Appraisal is certainly one of the archivist's most difficult
and intellectually demanding tasks, and is made even more difficult because
it is often carried out without sufficient knowledge of the decisions made by
other archivists at other times and in other places. Improving the appraisal
process depends upon having access to a body of past appraisal decisions. A
model for sharing such appraisal data is found in jurisprudence, specifically
in Anglo-American common law, where precedent forms the basis for future
decisions. Mechanisms to support this model in the achival world might include
published appraisal case studies in professional literature, supplemented by
indexed abstracts of such case studies. However, a more efficient device would
employ an emerging national data base of archival descriptions, expanded to
include descriptions of active office records, whether or not they are scheduled
for transfer to archival custody. Such descriptions, complete with retention and
disposition decisions and justifications for these decisions, would constitute an
on-line data base of shared appraisal cases. This article discusses both the model
and the mechanisms, especially a seven-state shared appraisal project.
Appraising records is the archivist's most important and intellectually
challenging task. Although much has been written about appraisal, most of
the literature does not help guide an archivist on a day-to-day basis. No single
set of appraisal standards can be generalized to fit the multifarious needs of
hundreds of archival institutions; each institution must develop its own
appraisal methods and standards based on its own corporate culture.' "Corporate culture" is a complex of inter-related factors: institutional bureaucratic
placement, clientele served, relationships with libraries and other information
agencies, staff resources, space and facilities available to store and maintain
archival material, and, most importantly, the perceived mission of the institution. The fact that archival institutions appraise and select records accord-
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ing to a wide variety of standards and are guided by various philosophies and
outlooks, means that the historical record is richer than it would be if a single
monolithic set of appraisal standards were used by every institution. To borrow from Adam Smith, there is an "invisible hand" guiding the selection of
archival material from the so-called universe of documentation. Each archival
institution, acting in its own interest, has contributed to the diversity and richness of archival material. The sum of individual appraisal decisions, each driven
by a unique set of circumstances, has resulted in an imperfect body of records
preserved in archival institutions, but one that has, for the most part, served
us well.
After those reflections, one might ask what an apparent proponent of laissezfaire has to contribute to a discussion of cooperative appraisal. The answer is
found in the following working definition of cooperative appraisal. Cooperative appraisal means sharing appraisal decisions - revealing the invisible hand,
if you will. It does not mean common standards or formulae applicable to all
archival agencies. A useful simile can be drawn from jurisprudence. To insist
upon a common standard or formula would be like the imposition of statutory
law based on a formal code, while sharing appraisal decisions would be similar
to Anglo-American common law. "As distinguished from law created by the
enactment of legislatures, the common law comprises the body of those principles and rules of actions,.., which derive their authority solely from usages
and customs.., or from the judgments and decrees of the courts recognizing,
affirming, and enforcing such usages and customs .... 32
The notion that the American archival community could come to any agreement on uniform standards of appraisal, or that archivists would accept
appraisal guidelines or a formula imposed by a higher authority, is ludicrous.
The training, institutional loyalties, and outlook of our profession are too
diverse; and such conformity would, in any event, be undesirable even if
achievable.
Yet it is clear from informal conversations with other archivists and from
the surveys which public records archivists continually conduct to determine
what their colleagues are doing, that there is a need for better information
about appraisal. At professional meetings we repeatedly hear about the apparent duplication of information collected at various levels of government, especially by the states and the federal government. No one really knows the extent
of the duplication. We generally do not know what appraisal decisions are being
made about these supposedly duplicate records, nor do we know the rationale for such decisions. It is obvious that this situation can lead to the unnecessary retention of records containing duplicate information, or the destruction
of valuable information, depending upon what uninformed assumptions guesses, really - are made by the appraising archivists.
The need for statements of principle guidelines, and rules-of-thumb has been
adequately met. The Spring 1985 issue of American Archivist contains an extensive bibliography on the literature of appraisal. What is lacking among all
of that literature is a body of case studies. Archivists have tried to avoid the
use of case studies in their professional literature since case studies can easily
become mere self-serving reminiscences. 3 But this aversion to case studies unfortunately obstructs the sharing of expertise and information about one of our
fundamental and often most difficult activities. Let us return again to the simile
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of jurisprudence. When we make appraisal decisions we are acting as judges.
We review the facts, listen to arguments from colleagues, consider extenuating
circumstances, weigh the impact of the possible choices, and then pass judgment. Unlike judges, however, we fail to subject our decisions to review by our
peers or by the public. It is ironic that although we are a profession concerned
primarily with documentation, we have not created a permanent body of
and
documentation, or precedent, upon which we can base future decisions
4
which we can use to train future generations of archivists. A body of
published or easily accessible appraisal decisions, together with professional
principles and institutional guidelines, would not only improve our appraisal
decisions, but would help us develop a more professional outlook.
Archivists sometimes write informal, unpublished, appraisal memos for their
own institutional records. These often contain the arguments for and against
retaining a particular body of records. The sum of these memos, for a given
institution, constitutes an informal policy statement - a kind of case law
upon which to base future decisions. Naturally, not all decisions need this
documentation; but the "judgment calls," the unusual or unexpected decisions,
or the ones in which new practices are initiated (such as sampling) should be
clearly and rationally justified. We should assume a professional responsibility
to make these appraisal memos accessible to the wider archival community.
Making such briefs available would provide a more trustworthy intellectual
foundation for appraisal and would assist individual archivists to make betterinformed decisions.
In order to effectively share appraisal data, we must develop mechanisms
for disseminating these internal appraisal briefs and disposition schedules. One
mechanism would be to report significant decisions to an appraisal journal or
newsletter. The Society of American Archivists (or perhaps NAGARA or the
regional archival associations) should consider the publication of such a journal. 5 Other archivists, historians, and interested members of the public should
be encouraged to read the appraisal decisions and be invited to make specific
comments which would likewise be published. The dialectical process would
improve the way we do our work; it might also raise the consciousness of our
principal clientele, the historians, to the complexity inherent in many of our
decisions. Furthermore, it would provide a case book for students preparing
for archival careers who should be required to study and critique appraisal cases
6
as part of their education. The parallel with training for the law is obvious.
The principal use of these appraisal reports, however, would be to assist other
archivists faced with similar decisions. Clearly, appraisal is one of the archivist's
most intellectually demanding and difficult tasks. Pressure to keep records
comes from members of the research community who see value in almost everything. Pressure to destroy comes from the genuine and immediate constraints
of limited space, limited resources to preserve, and limited staff to arrange and
describe new accessions. Appraising records of modern bureaucracies such as
7
state, local, and federal government bodies is further complicated by the
repetitive nature of these records. Although each record series is unique, there
is, in fact, much redundancy. The records of a field office may contain the same
information found in records maintained by the central office; the records of
a local government may be duplicated in part by the records of a state agency;
and certain records of a state agency for all practical purposes may be
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reproduced in those of a federal agency. Furthermore, because the programs
of one state are similar to those of another (many programs are federally mandated or are simply copied), the records documenting them, while not identical,
contain much the same information.
Ideally, the appraising archivist discovers redundancy by gathering information about the distribution of multipart forms, about general office
procedures, and about the flow of information in an agency. The archivist also
needs to know how the information is duplicated at various levels of government, and how other states are disposing of similar records. Sharing this
information would permit archivists to be guided by decisions made elsewhere.
For instance, an archivist might reason as follows: "Since most other state
archives do not keep leave-reporting forms, I have determined to do likewise."
Or, "I can see that most other state archives keep insurance company annual
reports only for companies based in their states. I therefore can throw away
the reports my state classifies as 'foreign' but had better keep the domestic
companies' reports since other states are discarding them." On the other hand,
"I determine that one or more other states are doing an adequate job of
documenting bingo licensing. This is a function that needs to be documented,
but not fifty times over, so I will not keep the files from my state's bingo licensing board."
Clearly, archivists must not mindlessly follow the lead of others. Each institution must make its own appraisal decisions based on its own mission, needs,
and resources. Yet merely knowing what others have done, and why, would
help place each particular body of records in a reliable context, and permit
the appraising archivist to view the records from a new perspective.
But using appraisal data in this manner would require more than a simple
appraisal journal or a body of published "case law." As the legal profession has
found, locating the needed precedent among the great mass of case law is a
very expensive and time consuming endeavor. Case law publishers and other
entrepreneurs have developed legal data bases and automated indexing systems,
and a growing body of published archival appraisal data would soon require
similar treatment.
Not only published appraisal data, but also the mass of unpublished information about appraisal should be indexed for internal uses. Any archivist who
has tried to find previous appraisal data within his or her own institution has
encountered the need for an information retrieval system; each state archives
would benefit by having access to a convenient local file of its own appraisal
data. Having such data in machine-readable form would facilitate internal
access and - assuming conformity to agreed-upon minimum technical and
content standards - would be only a short step away from creating a multistate data base.
Under such a multi-state system, once the appraisal data were entered in
a repository's local data base, dissemination would be largely free of overhead
costs since it would develop as records were daily entered into the system.
Instead of creating a published body of appraisal data and then later indexing
it, archivists should join together now to develop a cooperative on-line data
base of appraisal cases. In fact, the potential of sharing appraisal data may
be the major incentive for public records archives to maintain a national
archival data base.
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Imagine this scenario: Each time a series of government records is appraised
by an archivist at the National Archives, at one of the fifty state archives, or
at a county or city archives, information about that series is entered at a computer terminal. The information consists of data on the provenance of the series
(the creating agency and the functions, activities,statutes, rules, and procedures
which account for the series); data on its content (time of coverage, geographic
focus, unit of analysis and population, and "topics"); data on its current uses
and the rate of accumulation; and appraisal data (retention period, ultimate
disposition, and justification for the decision). Further, imagine that this information is available, not only for newly scheduled series, but for all series
previously scheduled as well. Now imagine that all of these data are available
on-line at terminals at all of these government archives and in the offices of
records managers.
How would this change the work of those who schedule and appraise
records? First, those who actually draft the schedules could search the data
base for descriptions of similar series. These descriptions would be copied and
edited to conform to local practices and standards. Because we know that in
most cases the records being scheduled are very likely to be similar to records
already scheduled by the office down the hall, or by the agency across town,
the records manager could take advantage of the work already done. There
is no penalty for plagiarism in this business. These draft schedules would then
be flagged as needing review by the appropriate authority. Second, those who
review the schedules and make recommendations regarding ultimate disposition would find these proposed schedules in the file, and search the data base
to find related or duplicate forms of the records. They would study the arguments made by other archivists for and against keeping particular series. Based
on this information from the data base, as well as on the information gathered
from a physical inspection of the records, interviews with records custodians,
and consideration of institutional factors, the appraising archivist would make
a recommendation, perhaps also writing an appraisal essay. Once the recommendation was accepted, it would become a part of the shared data base,
together with the descriptive data and the appraisal essay. The net result would
be not only a more efficient workflow, but better, more informed, appraisal
decisions.
Such a scenario, though not yet at hand, is now at least within reach. In June
1985 the National Historical Publications and Records Commission granted
$380,000 to the Research Libraries Group to fund a project using an existing
mechanism - the Research Libraries Information Network (RLIN) - to
support the exchange of data about archival holdings and to permit the sharing
of appraisal data. Seven state archives have been invited to participate in this
pilot project. They are Alabama, California, Minnesota, New York, Pennsylvania, Utah, and Wisconsin. As a group these seven represent states large and
small, states from various regions in the country, and states with new, revitalized, or mature archival programs. Each is committed to entering descriptions
of a portion of its archival holdings, and (significantly for this paper) descriptions of selected records that already have been scheduled. Many, if not most,
of these scheduled records are slated for destruction and thus will never find
their way into archival custody. Each of these series descriptions and disposition schedules will be fully accessible to the archivists in the participating states
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(as well as to all others with access to RLIN). The expectation is that the archivists in these states will begin to search the RLIN data base each time they
appraise a group of records, and that when they find related series from other
states, they will use the information in the file to assist them in their appraisal
decisions.
The ability to locate the records schedules relevant to a specific case is the
key to the appraisal project. Agencies which carry out similar functions in
different states often have similar names and they may produce records with
similar titles. Users searching by the name of the agency or by the keywords
in the series title may attain desired records. But in many cases agency names
and series titles may be so different that an alternative approach is needed. To
achieve more precise results, RLIN permits each record to be tagged with other
data elements, two of which, when used together, constitute a proxy for the
nature of the record series. They are "form of material" and "function:' "Form
of material is the term used to describe a culturally defined information package
(such as a diary, an invoice, or an application for employment) .... -8 Controlled vocabularies of these terms have been developed, and this data element
is searchable in RLIN.
The notion of "function" - "a culturally defined work package (such as
licensing, appraising or teaching)" 9 - has not been as well thought out.
RLIN does not permit searching of this data element, nor is there yet an
accepted controlled vocabulary. Given that agencies with different names but
similar functions produce similar records series, the "function" is a facet of provenance for which we need a systematic method of access. Indeed, part of the
project is devoted to the development of a preliminary functional authority list.
If this project initiates a serious discussion of the need for and value of a functional authority file, it will have accomplished much.
In his 1946 SAA presidential address, Archivist of the United States Solon
J. Buck presented his vision of "The Archivist's One World.' 1 He conceived
of the records of the human race as one grand fond, each subunit of which
bears a relationship to every other. He reasoned that as the world grows ever
smaller - through advancements in communications and transportation archivists must carry out their responsibilities within the context of archival
activities in other parts of the world. His vision was colored by contemporary
events: the conclusion of World War II and the establishment of the United
Nations which fostered optimism for the world's future.
Buck's idealistic global view, narrowed and focused to the archival condition in this country, leads to the belief that archivists in the United States have
much in common and that they have reasons to work together toward common
objectives. This optimism is based not on idealism but on pragmatism. The
centrifugal forces that pull us apart are real, and they are not likely to be overcome easily or quickly. But the centripetal forces that push us together are also
real. The much-discussed "poverty of archives" - the paucity of resources available to accession and manage an ever-increasing load of recorded material in
an "age of abundance" - mandates the sharing of resources and the avoidance of duplicated effort. On-line sharing of appraisal data is a pragmatic step
to that end.
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FOOTNOTES
1. Max J. Evans, "Appraising State Government Records: The Wisconsir Approach." Paper
presented at the annual meeting of the Society of American Archivists, Chicago, Illinois,
September, 1979.
2. "Common Law," Black's Law Dictionary, fourth edition (St. Paul: West Publishing Co.,
1951), pp. 345-346.
3. Much of the literature, in fact, consists of generalizations based upon limited cases.
4. An important exception is the published results of the FBI appraisal project: National Archives
and Records Service, Appraisal of the Records of the Federal Bureau of Investigation: A
Report to Hon. Harold H. Greene, U.S. District Courtfor the Districtof Columbia (Washington, DC: National Archives and Records Service, 1981).
5. The editorial board of The Midwestern Archivist has announced that it will accept case studies
which will "offer the opportunity to report on experiences and activities that have not lent
themselves to traditional articles."
6. Francis X. Blouin, Jr. proposed the case study method, based on practices in legal education, as a model for training archivists. "The Relevance of the Case Study Method to Archival
Education and Training," American Archivist, 41 (January 1978), 37-44. While Blouin
emphasized the value of cases studies in the training of archivists, I emphasize their value
in archival practice.
7. This paper has so far dealt with general appraisal issues applicable to nearly all institutional
settings. From this point on the paper deals specifically with government archives. The principles described in the paper, however, if not the specific examples used, apply to most
archival settings, especially non-governmental institutional archives, such as colleges and
universities, businesses, and churches.
8. David Bearman, "Adequacy of Documentation as a Program, a Concept, and a Goal." Paper
read at the NASARA meeting, July 28, 1984, Washington, DC.
9. Ibid.
1O.American Archivist, 10 (January 1947), 9-24.
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THE USE OF USER STUDIES
WILLIAM J. MAHER
ABSTRACT One of the most fundamental components of archival and manuscript programs is the service offered to users. Despite the centrality of use
to archival work, it has been, until recently, largely neglected. This article is
intended to: 1) convince archivists that analysis of use deserves greater attention; 2) outline methodologies for regular analysis of daily use and for specialized studies of specific aspects of reference service; and 3) provide examples
of results of both kinds of user studies.

One of the goals of the current "archives and society" initiative promoted
by the Society of American Archivists is to secure a better public understanding
of archivists, archives and their importance to everyday life. A key element in
the current campaign is to make the public aware of who archivists are and
what they do. Success in gaining the public's attention may cause unforseen
problems unless archivists can formulate careful answers to the public's questions. Once a curious public begins to notice archivists and wants to know what
an archivist is, each archivist had better be 'able to provide an answer that anticipates the inevitable retort, "so what?"'
One of the best and most interesting ways to tell someone "what archivists
do" is to describe the use of archival and manuscript holdings. This presents
an activist image that can counteract substantially the stereotypical view of
squirrel-like archivists lurking in basements, moving dusty boxes from shelf to
table and back again. Explaining archival and manuscript work through
description of use is far more effective than pointing to the challenges of appraising and preserving documents for some indeterminate future. The more
archivists know about the use of their holdings, the more ammunition
2 they will
have in the battle to convince people that archives really matter.
As much as one might hate to admit it, archivists exist within a utilitarian
society, and they must be able to demonstrate that what they are doing is worthwhile - that there is a purpose to the preservation of archives and manuscript
collections. Unfortunately, while many archives have a few numbers to show
that their holdings are used and there is little systematic ongoing analysis of
statistical and textual information about use. As a result, most archivists' understanding of the use of their holdings is sketchy at best, and thus they are
hampered in making program modifications intended to increase and facilitate use. Moreover, they are depriving themselves of an important tool to justify
programs and secure greater resources.
For the purpose of this article, use will be defined as the retrieval of information from archival and manuscript holdings, finding aids, reference tools,
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and staff memories - in other words, reference service. Any such retrieval of
information, regardless of its purpose (eg., research for publication, genealogy,
administrative action, or personal curiosity) should be considered as use.
On this basis, use or reference service should be distinguished from other
services an archives or manuscripts repository may render, such as records
management, historic sites interpretation, or public programs. Use, then, is one
of several functions an archival or manuscripts program may fulfill in addition to preservation, administration, or research. It should however be considered as a primary function.
Underlying these comments is a conviction that use is the core function of
archives and manuscript repositories. When one examines archives in the light
of the broader society in which we live, it would be foolhardy for archivists
to deny that preservation without use, or the reasonable prospect thereof, is
untenable. In this context, the archival profession has a responsibility to analyze and understand this core element of its mission. The need to examine use
is even more compelling as archivists seek to obtain a broader public recognition and understanding of archival work.
Statistical Measurements of Use
It is important to develop and maintain systems for the ongoing measurement of use for several reasons. First, a user tracking system provides important
information for program justification. With data on the use of archival and
manuscript holdings, an archivist is in a strong position to explain and document the utility of the program to administrative superiors. Many administrators do not understand readily the intangible benefits of archival
preservation, but they often can be persuaded by solid data on use when
requests are made for expanded budgets or for support for policies that advance
the archives' basic goals.
Second, data on, and analysis of, users provide information that is valuable
for key archival operations such as appraisal, arrangement and description.
For example, if use data show a high level of research in photographic materials, archivists may want to revise appraisal decisions which otherwise would
destine for destruction a mediocre collection of a local amateur photographer.
If use patterns show large numbers of patrons requesting biographical information on short notice, archivists will want to develop arrangement and
descriptive techniques to speed access to appropriate holdings.
Third, user studies and analyses provide information for internal administrative purposes, such as staffing, space utilization, and storage locations. Data
on use may show that an academic archives experiences its largest number of"
patrons in mid-semester, but the largest amount of records used per patron
occurs during summer and semester breaks. Based upon this information,
archivists may want to schedule extra staff capable of handling large volumes
of ready reference service at mid-semester, and make sure that staff schedules
guarantee the presence of skilled reference archivists during vacation periods
when monograph and dissertation writers are involved in extended research
projects.
Data on use - especially if it is compiled at the series/collection level - can
help to determine shelving locations so that the most heavily used series or boxes
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are stored closest to the reference area. Most archivists think they have an
instinctive sense of what is used most, but without data to substantiate this
sense, they are working in the dark.
Finally, tracking use and users provides an indirect benefit, as it fosters an
understanding of research that can permeate archival staff and become a part
of ongoing operations. At the University of Illinois Archives, the process of collecting and collating user data leaves the reference staff far more knowledgeable about which holdings best answer patrons" questions. For example, to
collect information about subjects of inquiry, the staff often asks users questions which stimulate them to explain their topics in terms that suggest additional sources for their research. Clearly this is an intangible benefit which one
cannot plan on achieving, but it is real nevertheless.
What Should Be Measured and Analyzed?
Few archivists would dispute that both use and user studies are important.
However, when it comes to the issue of how use should be counted, there is
a cacophony of opinions. Present practice reveals a great deal of variance in
what is counted and what is done with the data once they are compiled.
Some institutions count numbers of questions, others count user days, numbers of letters received, in-person visits, and phone calls. For some repositories, the number of boxes or folders retrieved is the most important criterion.
For others, the number of books, articles, and dissertations produced is the key
statistic. Clearly, each measurement reflects archival services and attempts to
explain the relationship between the repository and its user communities. Unfortunately, no single one, by itself, provides a sufficient measurement of
research use.
Admittedly, the commodity one chooses to measure will have to vary to meet
the reporting requirements and programmatic priorities of one's parent institution. A government archives may need to focus on the sheer number of public users while a local historical society may need to be far more interested in
the breadth of dissemination of information on its holdings through local publications and media projects. Although measurements may have to vary from
repository to repository, there are several commonly used statistics which are
less essential and problematic as indicators of use.'
Regardless of institutional setting, there are certain elements that should be
incorporated into all ongoing user analysis systems. These include:
1. Who uses the material? Most repositories can identify five or six categories of users that accommodate the diversity of their clientele. At the University of Illinois, users are divided into six different classifications: administrative
staff; faculty; graduate students; undergraduate students; public; and other
universities.
2. What are the purposes of the use? A fixed set of categories that can be
checked off in multiple-choice format will provide the best data for subsequent
analyses. Common purposes of use might include: administration; genealogy;
dissertations and theses; classroom or course paper work; personal; and research
for publication exhibit or performance.
3. What is the specific subject of inquiry of each user? What is the question being asked of the archives? Researchers should be queried closely, but
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unobtrusively, about their topic of research. If a user indicates an interest in
a local art-deco movie theatre, one should inquire further to determine whether
the mechanical structure, exterior decoration, or program of entertainment is
the focus of study. Only through collecting and reviewing these kinds of data
on individual topics will archivists be able to obtain information for the
appraisal of new collections.
4. What records are used? Since a key goal of user studies is to understand
the use of archival holdings, it is essential that the data collection system record exactly what holdings are used by researchers. This will be easiest if each
record series and manuscript collection has an identifying number. The use
of finding aids, reference volumes, and other supporting tools can be tracked
through utilization of standardized codes.
The following example should help clarify the elements about use of holdings that are monitored at the University of Illinois Archives. A graduate student working on a seminar paper inquires about archival holdings relating to
native American land claims in the 1920s. She cites an article in an anthropology newsletter describing a collection of faculty papers held by the archives.
Following examination of the collection's finding aid, three boxes of the Julian
Steward Papers are retrieved for the researcher. The user registration card would
note the graduate student's name, address, and subject of inquiry; boxes are
checked off for the patron's status (graduate student) and purpose (course
paper); and the identifying number for Professor Steward's papers and a code
for the finding aid are recorded under the heading of "material used" Once
the user has written her name and address, the balance of the process takes
less than a minute, often less than ten seconds.
The Use of Informationfrom User Studies.
There is more to user analysis, however, than merely collecting information
from patrons. If the process of gathering statistics is to be worthwhile, one must
invest considerable time in collation and analysis. Monthly and annual statistical summaries should provide tables showing the number of users as well as
the number of series, collections, finding aids, and reference tools used. These
data should be broken down into scparate columns for the type of user and
the purpose of use.
At the University of Illinois, reference statistics are tabulated monthly and
have been summarized on annual tables since the establishment of the Archives
in 1963. The following data from 1984-85 is illustrative of the detailed statistics
available on the Archives' users. In 1984-85, there was a total of 5,168 uses. Users
were divided into the following categories: graduate students - 26 percent
(1,325); faculty - 22 percent (1,134); undergraduates - 17 percent (859); public - 14 percent (700); persons from other universities - 11 percent (583); and
administrators - 11 percent (567).
The data is also compiled into similar tables to illustrate the general purposes
of use They show that research for publication of exhibit was the most common
purpose (41 percent); followed by course papers (17 percent); personal (13 percent); administrative (12 percent); classroom use (12 percent); and dissertations
and theses (5 percent).
At the same time that these detailed tables are prepared,
Archives compiles data from user cards to show the number of times each the
record group was
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used. For example, during 1984-85, these data indicated that the five most
heavily used record groups were: Student Affairs and Organizations; Alumni
Association; Public Affairs; President's Office; and Board of Trustees. Finally,
the statistical analyses are supplemented by an annual review of all user cards
to prepare a list of all subjects researched and compile lists of the most popular topics of inquiry.
The accumulation of these data over a period of years provides a very solid
basis for analysis of trends and comparisons of types of users and types of
projects. Graphs have been prepared from the annual tables of types of users
and purposes of use These show, for example, a steady growth in undergraduate
and administrative users in the early 1970s, and a moderate decrease in faculty
use in the late 1970s. Despite these changes in the types of users, graphs illustrating the purposes of use indicate an increase in research aimed at publication projects. The key finding of this analysis, however, is that despite the
volatility of some user groups, the overall pattern reveals an increased use of
the archives by all groups.
Despite the detail provided by existing methods of collating and reporting
use data, the current system is being revised to permit retrieval and reporting
of information on the use of each record series and manuscript collection. This
will provide information on which specific series and collections are used most
heavily. For example, such detailed data may indicate that a collection quite
popular ten years earlier for research on campus architecture now is little used.
Obviously, such data can form a solid basis for appraisal and reappraisal
decisions.
Not all user analysis is statistical. The current annual list of research topics
serves as an outline of the kinds of studies that can be based upon the Archives'
holdings. Annual "popularity polls" may show trends in reference use, especially use that consumes much staff time. For example, if analysis of use data
indicates that genealogical inquiries are increasing, the archivist should review
existing reference tools to make sure that there are specialized finding aids to
guide patrons to the genealogical information they need quickly. Use data also
may be used as a way to monitor the creation and deletion of files from the
archives' vertical reference file of "ready" information on popular topics.
There are, however, several important issues which the above methodology
cannot address: What is the relationship between the number of questions
"satisfaction"
asked, the number of records series and collections used and the
of users? What is an appropriate measure of user satisfaction? What would
users like to see an archives do to improve access to its holdings?
Reference CorrespondenceAnalysis
A system for the regular collection and analysis of survey data on all users
can provide substantial information for program reporting and justification.
However, it often needs to be supplemented by specialized studies of particular
aspects of the process of research and reference service. 4 For instance, questions about how users find out about archives, how well archives meet their
needs, or what kinds of finding aids are most helpful all warrant attention.
Unfortunately, these questions cannot be answered from general user survey
data described above, but need to be studied through follow-up contact with
users after they have left the archive's.
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In one specialized study of users, the University of Illinois Archives' reference
correspondence file was analyzed. Admittedly, there are limitations to this
methodology - the reference correspondence file reflects only a portion of the
Archives' users and that portion is not truly representative of the entire range
of users. Moreover, information for this analysis was drawn from reference
inquiry letters rather than from researchers' answers to direct questions.
Nevertheless, a careful review of the reference correspondence provides valuable
insights into how users approach archives.
The reference correspondence file for 1983-84 included 159 written inquiries
made by 148 individuals, or 10 percent of the 1,482 total users during that
period. From other studies, we knew that about 4.1 record series were used by
each researcher.
Reference inquiries and responses were analyzed to obtain information on
the following variables: location, status and purpose of researcher; how the user
found out about the archives; object of inquiry; subject of research; and the
type of response sent.
To an extent, the analysis confirmed many previously held assumptions, such
as that a large percentage of reference letters came from faculty and students
at other universities. However, the analysis also provided additional data that
placed these assumptions in perspective by revealing that an equal number of
written reference inquiries came from the general public, businesses, and the
media.
An examination of reference letters for purpose of use, revealed a substantial difference from the Archives' overall use patterns. Historical research for
publication was the purpose of 62.9 percent of the reference letters, and "personal" was the purpose of 20.1 percent. This suggests that those who write
reference letters are involved in "serious" or longer-term projects with a schedule
that permits them to write to an archives.
One can extract even more specific information. The data relating to three
areas - object of inquiry, type of response, and how the researcher found out
about the archives - are particularly interesting.
Object of Inquiry
To obtain a clearer picture of how researchers structure their questions, reference letters were analyzed to determine the object of the researchers' inquiries.
Although each researcher was interested in a different subject, their searches
can be classified into broad groupings, as displayed in Table 1.
These data suggest several things about reference use at the University of
Illinois Archives. First, unlike many governmental archives, genealogy accounts
for only a small, 3.8 percent, portion of use. Second, when one combines two
similar categories - inquiries for specific documents and inquiries for photographs - there is a substantial amount, 34.0 percent, of very directed inquiries.
In fact, if one combines inquiries for specific documents, photographs, and
specific data, it appears that 43.4 percent of all reference letters are relatively
narrow requests with clearly stated goals, although such simple or direct questions often require extensive searches and lengthy responses. Nonetheless, these
data suggest that a sizeable portion of research by correspondence begins with
a well-defined object of study.
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TABLE 1
OBJECT OF INQUIRY

Number of letters
Specific subject
Specific document
Photograph or film
Specific record series
or collection
Specific data
General subject
General holdings
information
Genealogical information

42
32
22
19

Percent
26.4
20.1
13.8
11.9

15
12
11

9.4
7.5
6.9

6
159

3.8

Not surprisingly, a substantial number of inquirers, 26.4 percent, sought
information about relatively specific subjects. Meanwhile, the number of those
asking broad or general subject questions - about student life or university
history, for example -

is considerably lower -

7.5 percent.

Type of Response Provided.
To determine what kinds of actions the Archives took to meet the needs of
researchers, reference letters were classified according to the type of response
provided. Table 2 illustrates the major categories of responses.

TABLE 2
TYPE OF RESPONSE

Enclose documents or data
or provide information
to order copies.
Enclose documents/data and
provide narrative
Provide narrative account
Enclose finding aid(s)
Sorry, we cannot answer
your question
Invitation to visit
We need more information
Not answered
Referred elsewhere

Number of letters
59

Percent
37.1

20

12.6

19
17
22

11.9
10.7
13.8

11
4
4

6.9
2.5
2.5

3

1.9

159
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The most striking point about these data is the large number of times that
the staff was able to provide documents, data, ordering information, narratives or finding aids which pertained to researchers' questions. If these first four
categories are combined, they account for 72.3 percent of the responses to reference inquiries.
The "Sorry" responses were divided equally into two types: "sorry, we do
not have the answer to your question", and "sorry, we do not have the answer,
but you might consider the following.... "When the eleven responses of the
latter type are added to 115 substantive responses above, it appears that the
Archives was able to provide relevant and helpful information to 79.2 percent
of its mail users.
The other categories of "non-helpful" responses deserve comment. In some
cases, researchers' questions were so complex or broad that they could not be
answered through the staffs examination of finding aids and holdings. In such
instances, the users were encouraged either to visit the archives and do their
own research or hire a graduate student to do it for them. In this sample, 6.9
percent received such an "invitation to research" as the primary response to
their inquiry. A small number, 2.5 percent, were told that their question needed
5
to be narrowed before the staff could begin research.
As an example of how user studies may be utilized in archival administration, the informatki from this survey suggests possible changes in the Archives'
procedures. Because staff now can categorize and quantify types of responses
to reference letters, the Archives has the basis for preparing forms, or a preformatted text, that can reduce the repetitive nature of reference responses.
While this may sound like subjecting users to an assembly-line process, the data
show that the staff was writing the same kinds of responses to numerous users.
Use of forms or a form text could increase efficiency and consistency, and should
release time to assist users further.
How Researchers Find Out About Archives.
There has been considerable discussion of ways to improve access to archives
and manuscript collections through national subject surveys, subject guides,
union lists, and computer-based information systems. These methods aim to
centralize information about archival holdings so that researchers have efficient tools to help them locate relevant primary source material. Unfortunately,
most of the discussion and work on such access tools has proceeded without
the benefit of information on how researchers currently find out about archives
and obtain access to the information they need. These efforts, instead, have
been based on the simple, but unexplored, assumption that better finding aids
automatically result in better access.
Unfortunately, sustained contact with researchers suggests that this may be
the exception more than the rule. Anyone who is serious about major efforts
to improve access should begin with a detailed investigation of how researchers
presently locate archival material. The study of 1983-84 reference correspondence represents only a small portion of the picture, but it is a beginning that
answers some questions while pointing to others needing more attention.
The 159 correspondence reference inquiries were examined to see what made
the researcher think the University of Illinois Archives might have information
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for a particular study. In many cases, the researcher either specifically mentioned an external source or the letter's context suggested a source. The letters
were classified according to ten different ways the researcher had located the
Archives (see Table 3).
Several conclusions can be drawn from these data. First, reference letters
do not provide a definitive basis for conclusions about how researchers find
archives, especially since inquirers often do not indicate what caused them to
write Second, some categories lend themselves to more definitive answers than
others.
It seems clear, however, that provenance and referral by others has brought
the most users. When added together, provenance, referral from others, and
referral from university offices accounted for 49.1 percent of the inquiries.
Obviously, many logically minded researchers assumed that the University of
Illinois has an office responsible for providing historical information about the
institution. However, while provenance is a sound archival principle, few
researchers discover an archives based on the concept of provenance Frequently,
such inquiries are addressed to the university president, university librarian,
public relations department, alumni office or registrar. When they are
addressed to the archives, they may lack the archivist's name or the proper title
of the office responsible for historical records.
The data also show that subject and name access reference tools accounted
for only a small portion of users. The National Union Catalogof Manuscript
Collections (NUCMC) and American Literary Manuscripts (ALM) and other
subject guides account only for 11.9 percent of inquiries. Perhaps these tools6
are used more than we think, but researchers are not inclined to cite them.
The fact that NUCMC is underutilized by researchers is illustrated by the num-

TABLE 3
HOW DID USERS FIND OUT ABOUT THE ARCHIVES?
Referral
Provenance
Follow-up on
previous inquiry
Referral from University
office (e.g. Alumni Assoc.)
Citation
Blanket survey
A.L.A. referral or
admin. use
NUCMC
American Literary
Manuscripts
Other published subject
guides

Number of Inquiries
30
27
22

Percent
18.9
17.0
13.8

21

13.2

13
13
14

8.2
8.2
8.8

7
7

4.4
4.4

5

3.1

159

24

THE MIDWESTERN ARCHIVIST

Vol. XI, No. 1, 1986

ber of times the Archives received letters from experienced researchers asking
whether it held the papers of "X, Y or Z," when NUCMC already included
a listing of their papers. Instead, researchers often seemed to rely on provenance. To the extent that provenance and referral remain primary access tools,
a greater emphasis on repository-wide guides may be of more service to
researchers than special subject lists, guides, and databases. If additional study
reinforces this conclusion, archivists should make sure that national bibliographic utilities, such as OCLC and RLIN provide strong provenance-oriented
access points, as well as better hierarchical descriptive mechanisms than are
presently available.
It is difficult to ascertain exactly how each researcher found the Archives,
but the data argue for a diversity of access tools. Therefore, the continued support of several specialized tools, such as NUCMC and ALM, should be a part
of long-term plans for broader access. Archivists should not focus all their efforts
on facilitating access through one or two mechanisms.
From these data, one also may conclude that what a researcher is looking
for will often determine the means used to find the archives. While tools such
as ALM can be extremely helpful to researchers with narrowly focused questions, the best mechanism for those with broad topics may be provenance. This
suggests that, as new archival information systems are developed, primary arrangement schemes and finding aids should continue to be structured on the
principle of provenance.
Overall, it appears that the most important factor in determining how a
researcher locates an archives will be the nature of the inquiry, not the specific
types of access tools available. These tools, which occupy a large place in the
archival world, apparently are not a significant part of the researcher's world.
Certainly, archivists can work to change this situation through more extensive
outreach programs and more useful access tools, but they also must work within
the inherent limits of the research process.
This review of written reference inquiries received during 1983-84 has provided useful insights into what kinds of information users seek, what kinds of
responses they receive, and how they came to contact the archives for assistance.
Obviously, conclusions based on this study will have to be checked carefully
through systematic follow-up surveys of users. 7 Two results of the study are
indisputable: First, user analysis can help archivists advance their knowledge
of the reference process so that changes can be made to improve service and
increase efficiency. Secondly, considerable additional research needs to be done
to obtain more precise data as to how patrons locate archives and archival
holdings.
Conclusion
Key aspects of use of archival and manuscript collections can be quantified
and analyzed. The results can provide the basis for an entire range of studies
of policies and programs. By looking at two different types of user studies (ongoing statistics on use and a specialized study of reference correspondence),
it becomes apparent that each contributes substantially to archivists" understanding of users. While there is a place for both types of surveys, the more
important is the ongoing statistical survey of all archives users. It should be
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a basic program responsibility of archivists to collect and report such data regularly. These statistics also will provide a firm basis for additional and specialized studies. The results of a specialized one-time study will be all the more
valuable when they can be linked to ongoing data on use.
Given the need to maintain ongoing user data, it is important to develop
statistical measurements that are easy to use and which provide consistent data.
How a repository collects the data, and what it chooses to count, may vary,
but all systems should do the following:
1. standardize data collection categories for all types of- users;
2. measure use of materials rather than staff effort or format of inquiry;
3. provide statistical breakdowns by type or status of user as well as purpose of use;
4. indicate the volume and types of materials used.
Case studies of individual repositories will yield important results, but data
from several institutions will be even more valuable for comparative studies.
Such cross-institutional data can help answer such questions as whether the
type of repository - be it private historical society, governmental archives, or
academic institution - affects the types and purposes of use. The profession
should consider establishing a national clearinghouse for use statistics. This
would open the possibility for a better understanding of use while laying the
basis for substantial research.
More is needed, however, than just a statistical profile of users. To determine
the effectiveness of archival services and the accuracy of user statistics and
analyses, archivists should begin a dialogue with users to examine their perceptions of access problems, and to learn more about the research process. Users
may not see things as archivists do, and their suggestions may have to be tempered with "archival realism", but archivists have a basic responsibility to enter
into such a dialogue.
Archivists should not lose sight of the fact that theirs is a service profession
that draws its legitimacy from the quality and quantity of information they
provide. Archivists, therefore, have a fundamental obligation to report on the
service they render and take advantage of reporting processes to develop a better
understanding of use which will, in turn, help them to improve user services.
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FOOTNOTES
1. This article is based upon a paper delivered at the 1985 Annual Meeting of the Society of
American Archivists. The audience reaction to the paper, and the papers presented by Paul
Conway, Jacqueline Goggin, and Roy C. Turnbaugh, suggest that many archivists are beginning to be persuaded of the importance of studying users. There is, however, considerable
diversity of opinion on the nature and level of such studies. In its revised form, this article
explores components of two key forms of user studies. It does not purport to be a definitive
study of survey methodology nor of all issues one might examine through specialized studies
of users. Articles by Conway, Goggin, and Turnbaugh, based upon their papers, appear
elsewhere in this issue of The Midwestern Archivist.
2. This product-oriented approach to public relations is well developed in Elsie T. Freeman's
article, "Buying Quarter Inch Holes: Public Support Through Results", The Midwestern
Archivist, 10:2 (1985) 89-97.
3. These include: number of boxes, folders or volumes retrieved; conveyance or method of
inquiry (such as telephone calls, letters or in-person visits); user hours or days in the reference room; and number of questions asked. While these measurements are used by several
repositories, they do not provide a reliable basis for understanding the use of archival holdings. Their value is limited to administrative matters (such as describing reference room
load), and they reveal little about what has been used, by whom, and for what purposes.
4. A good example of a specialized user study is Jacqueline Goggin's thorough analysis of use
of collections in the Manuscript Division of the Library of Congress. "The Indirect Approach:
A Study of Scholarly Users of Black and Women's Organizational Records in the Library
of Congress Manuscript Division", The Midwestern Archivist, 11:1 (1986) 57-67.
5. In examining the statistics for responses when information, copies or finding aids were not
provided, one is tempted to conclude that these letters of inquiry contained poorly phrased,
or too general a research question. The data show, however, that such is not the case. Frequently, invitations to visit and requests for more information were made in response to
reference letters whose object was a specific subject, specific series, specific document, or
specific data. This provides a good illustration of the value of doing such studies - they
show that some assumptions about reference use (in this case, the assumption that only those
with overly broad topics are invited to visit, or are asked to supply more information) are
not supportable.
6. This is illustrated by citation patterns of the ALM users - only about one-half of those starting
their inquiries from ALM actually name that publication as the basis for their inquiry.
7. An excellent basis for such a follow-up study would be the survey form which Paul Conway describes in "Research in Presidential Libraries: A User Survey", The Midwestern Archivist, 11:1 (1986) 35-56.

ARCHIVAL MISSION AND

USER STUDIES
ROY C. TURNBAUGH
ABSTRACT User studies provide archivists with a useful tool for internal planning and analysis, but they are less reliable when used to justify programs to
authorities outside the archives. They should be based on a well-defined sense
of institutional mission rather than serving as the basis from which to create
such purpose. User studies are normally limited to reference services, implying that reference is the primary function of an archives. Although such a definition may be more appropriate for manuscript repositories, it places
government archivists at a serious disadvantage and devalues archival functions other than reference. Appraisal and disposition of records are the key
activities, and any definition of use should reflect such activity. The author uses
examples from his experience at the Illinois State Archives to demonstrate the
futility of developing programs in response to perceived needs based on studies
of existing patterns of use. The key to user studies in a governmental context
is to broaden the definition of use to include all areas in which the archives
acts so as to reflect the governmental as well as the cultural function that the
archives serves. This can provide the basis for embedding the archives in the
processes of government so that standard operations are automatically funded.
Archivists and manuscript curators are giving increased attention to the use
of their holdings and are engaging in user studies. These studies have their
greatest value in providing an archives with a method for self-examination and
self-diagnosis. If performed dispassionately, the results can be useful for planning and for allocating resources. However, these methods should be combined
with a well-defined sense of institutional mission, and should not be used to
seek or create such purpose. User studies are most effective when they are
limited to internal planning and analysis, and become less reliable when they
are used to justify programs to authorities outside the archives. In fact, the
process of program justification can be deceptive While persuasive arguments
can indeed be made on the basis of user studies, persuasive arguments can be
made on many other grounds as well. In many instances, such justifications
are more a formality than a reality.
User studies have traditionally focused on research use* of holdings. William Maher's article in this issue of The Midwestern Archivist makes explicit
an assumption that is tacitly shared with other discussions of the role of user
*"Research use" and "reference use" are employed interchangeably in this paper.
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studies. Maher distinguishes between research use and other types of service
provided by an archives, and excludes these services from the scope of user
studies. He states that "use is the retrieval of information from archival and
manuscript holdings, finding aids, reference tools, and staff memories, in other
words, reference services."' This definition is far too limiting for a government
records repository.
For example, every time an archives accessions records from an agency, use
occurs. It occurs because the archives has acted on records. This use is far less
related to the extraction of information from those records than is research use,
but it is no less real. Every time an archives refuses to accession records, or
approves their destruction, use occurs. The archives is being used at a fundamental level, one which does not require an elaborate panoply of finding
aids, but one which does require the highest professional qualities from the
archivist. In simplest terms, use of an archives is not limited to an operation
designed to satisfy people who come in to look at records.
Hilary Jenkinson expressed this in his Manual of Archive Administration,
when he wrote: "Archives were not drawn up in the interest of or for the information of Posterity." He went on to add:
The duties of the Archivist.... are primary and secondary. In the first
place he has to take all possible precautions for the safeguarding of his
Archives and for their custody.... subject to the discharge of his duties
he has in the second place to provide to the best of his ability for the needs
of historians and research workers.
But the positions of primary and secon2
dary must not be reversed.

The tendency in American practice is to reverse Jenkinson's priorities, and
the result has been to confuse what little sense of identity members of this
profession have. When research use is viewed as the primary function of an
archives, then an archives is only as important as this function, and this is simply
not true. By insisting on a definition of use which is limited to reference services, archivists needlessly limit themselves. Those archivists who are responsible for government records place themselves at a serious disadvantage.
If the books in a library do not get used, they may well decline in value. It
is not quite the same with an archives. It is entirely conceivable that a record
in the custody of an archives is rarely, if ever, used, and yet the clear responsibility of the archives is to preserve that record without regard for the occurrence
of use. If the same record were accessioned on the basis of anticipated research
use, and then that use did not occur, the record would decline in value. Much
is bound up in the appraisal process, because appraisal is the primary means
by which an archives acts.
This does not apply as strongly or as clearly to manuscripts repositories. Here
Jenkinson's priorities may well be reversed without damage, because, even
though it is a truism, archives and manuscripts really are different. These differences have been blurred in practice by a poorly articulated consensus which
has fastened on shared techniques as the means by which this profession is
defined. The issue of user studies reveals the importance of drawing a distinction between the two fields. The contention that research use is the raison d'etre
of manuscripts repositories may well be true. However, use in this narrow sense
is not the fundamental purpose of an archives. Use in the more generous sense
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is. The single key activity which can be performed by an archives is establishing
the disposition of a record. This ultimately determines research use, because
when appraisal and disposition are flawed, everything which succeeds them
is flawed. Disposition is the nexus which joins records creator, archivist, and
research user. Determination of this disposition is a responsibility that properly
belongs to an archives. The emphasis on reference use as the dominant factor
in an archives program is symptomatic of the failure, or the refusal, of archivists
to acknowledge that the responsibilities of archivists and the activities which
take place in an archives are part of a continuum. To shatter this continuum
does no good. To seek validation for an archives program in reference use
devalues the other major activities and functions of an archives.
What does a broader definition of use mean that archivists should do? How
does it relate to user studies? Archivists should begin to keep information on
all the various functions of an archives. When put together, these should provide
at least a rough composite picture of how the entire institution is used. It is
especially important for a government archives to keep track of all contacts
with agencies. It is vital to learn which agencies participate in archives
programs and why they do so. This participation makes them users, just as the
people who enter the reading room of the archives are users.
Many of the same questions that would be asked in a study of reference use
need to be asked in this expanded context. The essential question, however, is
how is an archives used? This may be followed by a host of other questions,
such as: Who are the users? With which agencies does the archives have regular
contact? Which agencies remain aloof or uncooperative? Are agencies exclusively concerned with retention schedules? Is the archives being used as a dump
for records not important enough to keep in office space but which the agency
lacks the will to destroy? Who decides what the disposition of a record will
be? What role does records management play? If records management is separate from the archives, how well do the two cooperate? Is space in the archives
being occupied by records of high value? low value? no value? What role does
the archives play vis-a-vis its constituents? Does the archives serve any
educational function, training students in archival practice? Does the archives
train people with responsibility for records to be better custodians? All of these
areas of activity, and more, can fairly be considered to be areas of use, and can
be examined objectively.
One reason for this barrage of questions is to reinforce the thesis that most
of what is done in an archives is immediately use-oriented. To narrow the vision
of this to include only reference users is to embrace an unnecessary handicap
and to shortchange the remainder of an archives operation. Much of the reason
for this has been the fact that the tasks that have been stressed by this profession are post-accession activities - arrangement, description, restoration, reference, access, information exchange - which are directed toward reference.
In government records, many of the pre-accession duties of archivists have been
taken over by, or abandoned to, records managers. The remaining custodial
function is not one which archivists find wholly fulfilling. Perhaps it smacks
too much of janitorial duties. Consequently, archivists look for activities that
will be more congruent with their academic training.
Studies of reference use can have serious limitations when misconceptions
enter the planning process. Only after the fact do events seem to follow the
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kind of clear, linear trajectory that lends itself to analysis and intervention. In
a general sense, the point of user studies is to help an archives develop an atmosphere of realism on the part of the staff, to teach it to cope with situations
as they are rather than as they might be or as one would like them to be. It
does little good to develop programs for groups of users who aren't going to
appear. In different ways, to different degrees, archives and manuscripts repositories are defined by their users. Definition produced by reference use is more
important for manuscripts repositories than it is for archives. User studies will
and should identify users and the records being used. Consequently, these
studies can help an administrator bring into focus that part of an institution's
identity which is shaped by reference use. If the resulting portrait is unsatisfactory, user studies can provide some of the information necessary to begin
to reshape an identity.
An example of how this works can be drawn from the experience of the
Illinois State Archives. Ten years ago, use statistics at this institution revealed
that use was heavily governmental. By itself, this information means very little. A number of reasons, such as the Archives' separation from academic and
population centers, worked to reinforce this tendency. Many would argue that
use of a state archives should be predominantly governmental. In this case, however, additional study revealed deficiencies in the elements of the program that
were directed at the public. Consequently, leadership at the archives began
to redirect reference services toward the public. This whole analysis was combined with the judgment that domination of the reference function by government was not desirable. Within a few years, the archives had registered a heavy
increase in use by the public. In fact, use had become preponderantly public,
without losing the absolute numbers of governmental users. On the surface,
then, this illustrates an archival success story. It demonstrates how a review
of user statistics enabled an archives to detect an imbalance in its reference
program and then to procccd to correct it. It should be noted, however, that
the preconception going into this whole effort was that a state archives should
do more than governmental reference; that in fact, a state archives should be
a research institution.
This example becomes more interesting when an analysis of available user
statistics shows how the perceived imbalance was corrected. The large numbers that were added to the public use column came from virtually a single
source: genealogists. Other sources of public use remained dormant. In other
words, no scholars came in to use the holdings of the Illinois State Archives.
By this yardstick, the Archives did not become a genuine research institution.
Moreover, the large numbers of genealogists who used the Archives busied
themselves with a handful of resources. Most important were the U.S. census,
state censuses, military and veterans' records, and a massive card index of
names. The bulk of the 75,000 cubic feet of records in the custody of the State
Archives remained untouched. The two resources most in demand, the U.S.
census and the name index, were not properly Illinois government records at
all. By making these available, reference was filling a convenience function.
The bleakest aspect of the illustration just sketched is that it suggests strongly
that some of the weaknesses revealed by user analysis may simply be outside
an institution's control. It is fair to say that for several years, until staff disillusionment became pervasive, the State Archives put a premium on academic
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users and saw them as somehow within reach. Because of this perception, it
addressed a major portion of its program efforts to this constituency, in-the hope
that if it just hit on the right tactics, these users would be drawn to its holdings. To proceed with this example, in 1978 the State Archives published A
Descriptive Inventory of the Archives of the State of Illinois, a major descriptive guide to the records in its custody. This guide was designed for the so-called
serious researcher, not for the amateur or genealogist. An extensive subject index
was developed and appended to the guide. Several -hundred copies were distributed. The response to this guide can only be characterized as disappointing.
Would a more carefully constructed and deliberate user study have changed
the direction the Archives took? It is unlikely. Even if the Archives could have
foreseen in some way that this guide would not work as a device to attract a
new and different type of user (and sustained contact with scholars prior to
construction of the guide indicated precisely the opposite), even given this level
of recognition, the guide project served too many purposes to jettison. Perhaps
the question how one comes to use an archives should have been asked, but
an answer might not have been forthcoming. It is unlikely that the best user
analysis, performed before the fact, would have tipped anyone off. In other
words, the Archives became involved in a situation where user studies were of
little help, yet it was a user-oriented situation.
At roughly the same time that the guide project was under way, the Archives
launched the Illinois Regional Archives Depository system (IRAD) to provide
for local records with permanent value One anticipated benefit of the system
was the increased scholarly use that would accrue from housing these records
on university campuses, where faculty and students would have only to make
their way across campus to the library. The results were dismal. The bulk of
the system's users are and have been genealogists. With the exception of a few
instructors who routinely run their classes through a depository, academic use
is hardly worth registering.
The point of this is not to carp about scholarly users of public records, but
rather, to get at an area that is not always clearly understood to be closely allied
with user studies at the outset of such activities. The two programs just mentioned, the guide and the IRAD system, were based in large part on a perception of the Illinois State Archives as a certain type of institution. Because it
wanted to translate this perception into reality, and had the resources to complete its side of the bargain, the Archives needed to find serious researchers to
complete itself. When the Archives sought these users, it failed to find them.
The user analysis that was performed only reinforced the direction that was
taken. It was quite clear, after studying the numbers, that not very many
scholars were using the Archives. It was also clear, after studying the holdings
of the Archives, that substantial and significant research could be done with
these holdings. That being the case, the Archives made the conscious decision
to go after scholars.
It would not have been satisfactory for the Archives to have said: "genealogists are easy to please and exist in large numbers, therefore we shall become
a genealogical reference operation." If anything, it would have been even more
depressing than the failure to draw scholarly users, because nothing more
clearly reveals the bifurcated role a government archives must play than an
analysis of the resources used by genealogists coupled with a composite view
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of those holdings not used by genealogists. The disparity between number of
users and number of holdings used is striking and disturbing.
Examination of another example of applied user analysis yields a slightly
more encouraging result. Before the Illinois State Archives realized that the
bulk of its public users were and will remain genealogists, it proposed to convert its public domain land sale records to machine-readable form. The Archives realized that this would create an informational resource with enormous
scholarly research potential. As the conversion project developed, it became
evident that initial projections of its scale and the length of time necessary to
complete it were too low. Little demand for this resource came forth from the
scholars for whom it had been designed, and it became apparent that they
would represent, at best, a miniscule part of the project's beneficiaries. Genealogical users could provide the numbers necessary to justify completion of this
massive project. This reflects what eventually happened. Genealogists dominate the users of this file of 550,000 names, while other groups use it infrequently, if at all. If the Archives had not been able to point to this very real
constituency, it would have encountered difficulties in seeing the project
through to completion. This project could not have been undertaken exclusively
for genealogists, yet it would have been difficult to continue to pour resources
into it without their presence.
These examples reinforce the notion that user studies are important. Only
by performing them can one get a reliable picture of one's reference function.
However, they also reveal that user studies do have limits. It is not always possible to accomplish all of one's goals. User studies are neutral in this respect.
They yield information about situations, but they do not give directions for
future program development. Even more important, in taking the results of
a study and developing a plan of action, a host of preconceptions that might
not always be evident enter the equation. These preconceptions become dangerous if they are not identified early on.
Is it wise to point to user studies when asked what an archivist does? Only
if the definitions they provide are comfortable ones. Such responses could be
grim, especially for those who work with government records. Here, a statement could be reduced to: "We serve government employees and genealogists."
Those are the users; that's what archives are, reference services for persons tracing their ancestors and a kind of adjunct to agency files. Who has the stomach
for this? More to the point, would this be an accurate description? It would
be accurate only for those who are willing to limit their sense of identity and
purpose to what can be derived from reference use.
A serious problem with using reference as the linchpin for a public records
program is the fact that reference veers toward a cultural, rather than governmental, mission. However, a government archives is a part of government and
exists to be of use to its government. The cultural functions of such an institution, although important and even fundamental, do not lend themselves to
competition for resources in a government environment. How can they? How
can historical studies be placed on a plane with programs for the elderly, for
highways, or against crime and child abuse?
The answer is painfully obvious. If an archives chooses to place its cultural
function first, it cannot expect to compete for resources with such programs.
A program with purely cultural objectives that functions in a governmental
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milieu will be far down the list of priorities. In reality, the competition for
resources is what discussions of user studies are all about. Reference use would
not be perceived to be so important if archives were not constantly having to
struggle for subsistence levels of resources. Studies of reference use can and
should make one's reference operation tighter and more suited to real demands
for information, rather than imaginary ones. Such studies can substantially
strengthen a manuscripts repository's position when it is time to negotiate for
operating money. The situation is more complex when it comes to government
archives. In a crude way, absolute numbers of users can have some immediate
impact on the authorities who allocate resources, especially if those authorities are elected and if the archives is a substantial part of their domain. This
is a capricious situation, however; most likely, any justification will suffice when
money is available, and when it's not, the best justification in the world won't
be good enough.
This doesn't mean that user studies should be ignored or abandoned. For
one thing, they are a powerful aid to more efficient reference programs. The
key to use, and to user studies in a governmental context, is to broaden the definition of use, to explore the areas in which the archives acts, to study each area
from the perspective of use. The goal is to embed one's institution in the
processes of government, to make it a natural part of these processes, so that
standard operations are automatically funded. Focusing on reference use alone
will not do this. For this reason disposition, rather than reference, is the elemental function in a public records environment.
ABOUT THE AUTHOR: Roy C. Turnbaugh has been the Oregon State
Archivist since 1985, after serving on the staff of the Illinois State Archives. His
article is based on a paper presented at the annual meeting of the Society of
American Archivists in Austin, Texas, in November 1985.
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RESEARCH IN
PRESIDENTIAL LIBRARIES:

A USER SURVEY
PAUL CONWAY
ABSTRACT Improved information about actual users is a key element in
developing user-responsive archival administration. The findings of a 1984
survey of researchers in four presidential libraries are summarized. Rather than
compare libraries, the study identified patterns of behavior within groups of
researchers. The questionnaire collected information well beyond what is available on standard registration forms and linked researchers with the basic
elements of reference service: preliminary correspondence, orientation interviews, and direct reference room assistance. The findings emphasize the academic affiliation (faculty, students) of over three-quarters of respondents and
the predominance of traditional political and diplomatic topics of study.
Researchers generally have made some advance preparation and have had
previous research experience. These factors have a strong bearing on whether
they adjusted their preferred and actual research styles in the course of a visit.
High researcher satisfaction ultimately has more to do with whether they
located useful archival materials than with the quality of particular reference
services.
Archival priorities are not cast in bronze, nor should they be For many years
the primary focus of the archival profession has been acquiring and preserving historical materials. Recent journal articles, conference presentations, and
task force activities, however, point to a need to change the emphasis. It is time
to take into account the equally significant needs of those who use archival
materials. To do this we need to know much more about our researchers, beginning with who they are, their topics of study, how they prepare, and how they
conduct archival research.'
Improved information about actual users is a key element in developing userresponsive archival administration. Indeed, the Society of American Archivists'
Goals and Priorities Task Force has now called for a broad three year project
and
to develop systematic measures of use and to unite the work of archivists
2
librarians who have been studying the needs of specific groups. Archivists
who would strive to build programs based on user needs must have hard
evidence to supplement the wisdom of experience.
From April to August 1984, reference archivists in four presidential libraries
distributed a survey to researchers as they completed their work. The question-
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naire collected information well beyond what is available on standard registration forms and linked researchers with the basic elements of reference service:
preliminary correspondence, researcher orientation, and direct reference room
assistance. The study was not designed to make comparisons of presidential
libraries, but rather to isolate patterns of behavior within groups of researchers,
especially the forms and degree of advance preparation, and to identify some
of the elements of a successful visit to an archives.
The Setting of PresidentialLibraries
While to outsiders they may sometimes seem like the spoiled children of the
archival world, the presidential libraries as a system are an almost ideal laboratory for studying users in a multi-institutional setting. The highly visible repositories, showered with about equal doses of praise and criticism over the years,
are marked by diverse settings, but similar administrative structures. 3 The
older libraries (Hoover, Roosevelt, Truman, Eisenhower) are in rural or nonacademic locales, while the more recently established libraries (Kennedy, Johnson, Ford) have built close ties with universities. This trend of academic affiliation continues as plans for the Carter, and Reagan libraries proceed. A central
office in Washington, D.C., procedures handbooks, staff mobility and relatively
frequent meetings of library directors unify the system while allowing for considerable flexibility in implementing specific procedures. While the diversity
of settings and procedures may complicate the comparison of presidential
libraries as institutions, the key purpose of any multi-institution study should
be to cut through individual diversity to identify and understand the behavior
of groups of users.
Gathering and analyzing user data is not built into the presidential libraries
reference system. The basic form used to register researchers collects only minimal information on their background and intended use of the holdings. It is
not meant to be a log of research activity or a tool for evaluating reference services. Sporadic exit interviews typically pick up complaints or tips about potential research use, but they are not sufficient to fill the gaps in statistical
information. This overall lack of available information about researchers led
directly to the user survey.
The questionnaire contained twenty-six multiple choice, closed-ended questions, some of which had multiple parts. Descriptive questions solicited information about length of stay, subjects of study, expected results, background
preparation, and occupation. Evaluative questions encouraged researchers to
rate the usefulness of any reference letters received, the orientation interview,
and the finding aids. Finally, several "experimental" questions tapped user attitudes and approaches to research well beyond basic evaluations of current services. Included in this last group were inquiries on the type of subject access
researchers may have desired, the level of overall satisfaction, and their prefer4
ences and practices in carrying out research.
Archivists in each participating library attempted to give a questionnaire
to all researchers over 14 years old using historical documents. Excluded were
those whose primary purpose was the use of audiovisual holdings filed separately from documentary resources. Of the 170 questionnaires during the four
month survey period, researchers returned 120 usable questionnaires, for a
response rate of about 70 percent.
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Basic Groups of Researchers
For the period of the survey, five distinct groups of researchers visited
presidential libraries. Taken together, the first three comprised over 75 % of
all respondents. The largest, fully half, identified themselves as college or
university faculty. Another quarter were students - ten percent undergraduates and sixteen percent at the graduate level. No high school students
completed questionnaires.
A fourth group (18 %) may be thought of as "professional" researchers. Journalists, lawyers, federal and state government employees, and individuals
affiliated with research organizations fall into this category, along with a whole
host of "others", including autograph dealers and graphic designers. Professionals are not a homogeneous group, and much of the variation in research
behavior uncovered by the survey may be partly explained by the diversity of
affiliations.
People in the fifth group (5 %) were primarily avocational users, such as
genealogists, amateur historians, and others with little interest in publishing
the results of their work or using the information professionally. The small number of researchers who placed themselves in this category limits the conclusions
that may be drawn from their responses. Institutions with greater numbers of
private researchers will see greater variation within this group than will be
evident from this survey.
Since the study took place during a time of relatively low use, these five
groups may best be thought of as the core presidential libraries clientele; they
are not necessarily representative of the full range of use. Indeed, a decade of
statistics from the National Archives shows that presidential libraries are visited
by significantly more students (46%), including high schoolers, fewer faculty
(24 %) and about the same proportions of professionals (18 %) and private
researchers (9 %), though the latter group has been imprecisely measured by
the libraries. 5 How researchers approach their work and react to services is
more significant than the size of any particular group.
As repositories of presidential files and related materials, presidential libraries
might be expected to attract researchers interested in studying political history, public policy and foreign affairs - topics relating primarily to the business of national government. In the survey, researchers indicated the broad
subject of their research and then listed a second topic if they felt that their
studies covered more than one major subject area.
A combination of researchers' first and second choices on the surface strongly
confirms the primacy of traditional political topics. International relations and
political history together comprise over half of all research subjects listed. Public
policy, social and economic history and public opinion research account for
an additional 31 percent. Given the constraints of the questionnaire's multiple choice format, researchers listed a wide variety of "other" topics, ranging
from the expected - biographies and speech writing - to the surprising
an opera libretto. Lawyers, journalists and other professionals made up a significant portion of researchers listing "other" topics.
For at least a decade presidential libraries have grouped researchers by academic discipline, rather than by their subject of study. Statistics show6 greater
dominance by history departments (60%) than the survey uncovered. A truly
open-ended evaluation of subject focus would probably find even greater var-
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Libraries Reference Services:

A Survey of Researchers

IZI
Thank you for taking a few minutes to complete this questionnaire.
The purpose of this survey is to get useful information from
researchers using historical manuscripts in presidential libraries.
An analysis of your responses will help us to understand more
completely how you make use of the reference services we provide.
Our goal is to provide you with the most responsive and useful
reference system.
Identical questionnaires are being filled out by researchers in the
Franklin D. Roosevelt Library, Dwight D.Eisenhower Library,
Lyndon B. Johnson Library, and Gerald R. Ford Library.
Please think of this questionnaire as a kind of conversation. We will
outline what information we are trying to obtain. You should think
about the research work you have just completed or are about to
complete. We are most concerned with how the most important reference
services we provide helped you carry out your research.
In order to
evaluate your responses, we will also ask you some background
questions. You will not have to provide any personal information.

INSTRUCTIONS
1. Please take about 10 minutes today to complete this
questionnaire.
2. Please answer all the questions.
Your questionnaire is
most valuable if it is complete.
3. Unless given other specific instructions, please mark
only one answer for each question. Circle the number
next to the line that best answers the question. If
you want, you may comment in the margins.
4. Do not sign the questionnaire.
5. Please try to complete the questionnaire here at the
library and turn it in to a reference archivist.

If you cannot complete the questionnaire here, please mail it to:
Reference Services Survey
Gerald R. Ford Library
1000 Beal Avenue
Ann Arbor, Michigan 48109
ALL QUESTIONNAIRE RESPONSES WILL BE KEPT CONFIDENTIAL.
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Q1,

In the box to the right, please indicate the number
of days you spent at this presidential library to
work on your current project.

Q2,

Please look at the list below and place the number one (1) on the
line that best states the broad subject of your research.
11. political history

16. archives administration

12. social history

17. international relations,
diplomatic or military
history

13. economics or economic
history

18. mass media, public opin.
14. public policy (U.S.) or
public administration

19. family or community hist.
20. other

15. comparative history or
politics

(please specify)

03.

Please look at the above list again and place the number two (2)
on the line if you feel that your research covered more than
one major subject category. You may note a more specific
subject in the "other" category.

04,

We would like to know how you intend to use the information
gathered during your visit. Please circle one number below that
best describes the expected result of your research.
11.

course paper

12.

senior thesis

13.

master's thesis

14.

PhD dissertation

15.

conference paper

16.

for use in teaching

17.

article in magazine,
journal or newspaper

18.

book, or chapter in
book

19.

personal use

20.

other
(please specify)
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D5,What

portion of your project will be based on research work at
this library or other presidential libraries?
1.

I hope to use primarily presidential library
sources of information.

2.

I hope to use presidential library resources
and other information about equally.

3.

I hope to use other sources of
primarily.

8.

I don't really know yet.

information

IN ANSWERING THIS NEXT SET OF QUESTIONS, WE WOULD LIKE
ABOUT WHAT YOU EXPECTED TO LEARN ABOUT YOUR TOPIC.

Q6, Please indicate below how

Q7, Considering how quickly you had

satisfied you are overall
with your research visit in
terms of what you had hoped
to achieve.

08.

YOU TO THINK

expected to complete your work,
how much faster or slower did
your research go?

1. much more satisfied

1.

much faster to complete

2.

somewhat more satisfied

2.

somewhat faster

3.

about what I expected

3.

about what I expected

4.

somewhat unsatisfied

4.

somewhat slower

5.

very unsatisfied

5.

much slower to complete

8.

I don't know

8.

I don't know

Considering how much useful
Q9, Considering how difficult you
information you had expected
had expected your research to
to find on your research topic
be, how smoothly did your
are you leaving the library
research go?
with more or less information?
1. much more information

1.

much more smoothly

2.

somewhat more information

2.

somewhat more smoothly

3.

about what I expected

3.

about what I expected

4.

somewhat less information

4.

somewhat less smoothly

5.

much less information

5.

much less smoothly

8.

I don't know

8.

I don't know

PAGE
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ONE PURPOSE OF THIS SURVEY IS TO FIND OUT HOW RESEARCHERS PREPARE TO
USE THE LIBRARY'S HOLDINGS AND HOW THE LIBRARY STAFF CONTRIBUTE TO
THAT PREPARATION.

Q10,

Excluding writing or telephoning the library directly, how did
you find out that the library may have contained information
of use to you? (Circle only one number.)
by librar *y

11.

teacher, professor or
colleague

16.

presentation
staff

12.

archivist at another
institution

17.

visit to a presidentia
museum

13.

newspaper or magazine

18.

ling
I visited without know
what the library had:1.

14.

professional journal
19.

I don't remember

15.

footnotes or citations
20.

other
(please specify)

Q11,

Please think about how much background research you did on your
This may include reading books
topic before your first visit.
and articles, consulting indexes and chronologies, or doing
archival research elsewhere.
Please place an "X" on the scale below representing about how
completely you prepared for your research visit.

14

13

1-

11

extensive
background research

Q12,

15I
very little
background research

Please indicate below if you have ever done previous research at
(Circle all that apply.)
any places listed below.
1.

this presidential library

2.

any other presidential

library__
(please specify)

Q13,

in Washington

3.

National Archives

4.

a federal records center

5.

Library of Congress manuscript division

6.

other archives or historic manuscript library

8.

none of the above

Every presidential library has a list of historical materials
Did you consult these lists for other
for research.
presidential libraries during your visit here?
1.

yes

2.

no

B.

don't know
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Q14,

During your research on your current project, would you have
benefited from greater subject access to the holdings of
other presidential libraries?
1.

Q
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15.

yes

2.

no

8.

don't know

Before your first visit on this project, did you write or
telephone to get information on holdings or services?
1.

yes

2.

Q16.

no

8.

don't know

If yes, did you get a letter back in
response?
1.

0 17.

yes

2. no

If you received a letter in response to your inquiry, we would
like you to evaluate that response.
Listed below are some of
the possible parts of this library's letter to you.
Check
the first box if you did not receive the item. Otherwise,
please circle the number that corresponds to how useful you
found the item in preparing you for your visit.

very
usef ul

W
F

useful

uncertain

hardly
useful

not
usef ul

A. form letter

2

3

4

5

B. body of letter
addressed to you

2

3

4

5

2

3

4

5

D. list of holdings
or guide

2

3

4

5

E. subject outline or
"search" report

2

3

4

5

F. information on
travel or lodging

2

3

4

5

G. other

2

3

4

5

DC.

finding aids

W
WI

8. don't know

part of response

(eg. newsletter,
documents, etc.)

PAGE
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018.

Did you make use of any of the following archival reference
Circle all numbers
sources in your current research project?
that apply.
1.

Guide to the National Archives

2.

National Union Catalog of Manuscript Collections

3.

Prologue, Journal of the National Archives

4.

Directory of Archives and Manuscript Repositories

5.

newsletters or news notes in professional journals

6.

none of the above

(NUCMC)

(NHPRC)

WHEN YOU FIRST VISITED THIS LIBRARY, YOU AND A STAFF ARCHIVIST MAY HAVE
HAD AN ORIENTATION INTERVIEW TO TALK ABOUT YOUR TOPIC AND GO OVER THE
LIBRARY'S REFERENCE PROCEDURES.

Q19.

Did you have an orientation interview?
1.

Q20.

yes

2.

8.

no

don't know

Listed below
If yes, please think about the interview process.
Check the first
are some of the parts of a typical interview.
box if you did not discuss the item in your interview.
Otherwise, please circle the number that corresponds to how
useful you found each part in helping you with your research.

A. overview of library's

very
useful

useful

uncertain

hardly
useful

not
useful

1

2

3

4

5

2

3

4

5'

1

2

3

4

5

holdings

W

B. help tonarrow or1

F]

C. help in locating important collections

define topic

Fl D.

overview of access
restrictions

1

2

3

4

5

Fl E.

organization and use
of the finding aids

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

W
W

W

F. location and use of
other reference tools

G. procedures for safe
handling of papers
H. photocopying procedure
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IN PRESIDENTIAL LIBRARIES, RESEARCHERS USUALLY BEGIN RESEARCH BY
CONSULTING A SYSTEM OF FINDING AIDS.
FOR PURPOSES OF THIS STUDY,
THIS SYSTEM INCLUDES THE TYPED DESCRIPTIONS OF EACH COLLECTION OR
FILE, AND ANY SPECIAL INDEXES DESIGNED TO HELP YOU LOCATE USEFUL
MATERIAL.

Q21,

D
F]
D

Listed below are some of the major parts of a finding aid
system.
Consider for a moment how you may have used each of
these parts.
Check the first box if you did not use an item.
Otherwise, please circle the number that corresponds to
how useful you found each item.

very
useful

useful

uncertain

hardly
useful

not
useful

A. descriptive introduction
or scope and content
notes

1

2

3

4

5

biographical information

1

2

3

4

5

C. series or file group
descriptions

1

2

3

4

5

D. folder title

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

.

W1E.
W1F.

lists

name inde

xe

subject indexes

Q22,

Please think about how you approached your search of historical
materials at this presidential library.
Circle one number
that corresponds to your most significant access point to
important information on your current project.

Q23,

1.

proper names

2.

dates

3.

subjects

8.

don't know

(persons, organizations,

(events, issues,

While working in the research

government agencies)

legislation, etc.)

room, did any of the following

items help you in your research?
A.

card catalog of books

1.

yes

2.

no

7.

didn't use

B.

vertical file of
clippings or ephemera

1.

yes

2.

no

7.

didn't use

C.

subject outlines,
"searches", or bibliographies prepared by
reference staff

1.

yes

2.

no

7.

didn't use
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Some researchers in presidential libraries prefer to rely on their
background preparation or the finding aid system in the research room.
Other researchers feel most comfortable if reference archivists guide
their searches of the holdings.

Q25.

Q24, Please circle

the number
that corresponds to your
personal preference for
doing research at an
archives.

Q26,

Please circle the number that
best describes the way you
actually carried out your
research project.

1.

rely almost exclusively
on the finding aids
and preparation

1.

relied almost exclusively
on the finding aids and
preparation

2.

rely more on the finding
aids than on assistance
of archivists

2.

relied more on the finding
aids than on assistance
of archivists

3.

rely about equally on
finding aids and
archivists

3.

relied about equally on
finding aids and
archivists

4.

rely more on archivists
than on the finding aids

4.

relied more on archivists
than on the finding aids

5.

rely almost exclusively
on the assistance of
archivists

5.

relied almost exclusively
on the assistance of
archivists

8.

I don't know

8.

I don't know

From the list below, please circle one number that
best describes your occupation.
11.

high school student

12.

undergraduate student

13.

graduate student

(Masters or PhD)

14.

faculty

15.

US

16.

journalist, media professional

17.

professional researcher (for publication)

18.

private researcher (not for publication)

20.

other

government employee

(please specify)

THANK YOU FOR TAKING THE TIME TO GIVE US SO MUCH USEFUL INFORMATION.
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iation than this survey's multiple choice approach. Knowledge of the subjects
researchers study is certainly an interesting part of the total picture of use and
may even help make the case for the value of specific types of archival materials.
But when it comes to developing flexible reference services that can respond
to this diversity, knowing more about how researchers approach and carry out
their work can be more useful.
The Background of Archival Research
Archivists have traditionally expected researchers to prepare in advance and
inquire directly. What constitutes advance preparation is a complex question
best answered by breaking it into parts.
Researchers first indicated how they found out the library had useful information other than by directly calling or writing. The question was carefully
phrased to learn about knowledge of holdings, not simply about the mere existance of the archives - an important distinction. Nearly one-third (31%) of
all researchers found out about holdings through printed sources such as footnotes or citations in books, journal articles, magazines, and newsletters. Footnotes and citations were mentioned most frequently, arguing favorably for
building grants-in-aid programs that expect recipients to publish the results
of their research.
Nearly 70 percent of all presidential library researchers relied to some extent
on an information "grapevine" rather than on published sources of information.
Many were told of library holdings by a teacher, colleague, or fellow student.
Others indicated that their prime source of information was unspecified general
knowledge that the library may have contained relevant information. Many
researchers simply assumed that an archives named for a former president in
some way documented that man's career or the issues of his administration.
Notwithstanding previous research, survey responses clearly showed that the
users of presidential
libraries talk to each other about available resources and
services. 7 The existence of a "grapevine" may partly be explained by the relatively high visibility enjoyed by the libraries as a whole. More significantly, users
of presidential libraries may talk to each other about their experiences because
library archivists encourage it through outreach programs, academic symposia, and grants programs.
Some idea of the nature of this "grapevine" may be gathered from Figure 1.
As part of the general picture of how researchers found out about resources,
the survey investigated the use of some of the standard archival reference
sources: the 1978 NHPRC guide and the National Union Catalog of Manuscript Collections (NUCMC). All presidential libraries list at least some of their
resources in these guides. The survey question also included two National
Archives publications, the 1974 Guide to the National Archives of the United
States and the quarterly Prologue, and newsletters or newsnotes in professional
journals.
Only slightly more than 40 percent of all survey respondents used any of the
sources listed. Prologue, NUCMC and the National Archives Guide together
were used by only 16 percent of the researchers surveyed. Twice as many
researchers made use of newsnotes and professional newsletters to track information about relevant sources as any other source listed. Most researchers who
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consulted national sources found newsletters of particular value in their
projects. While we cannot abandon the search for a national archival database, these figures and the evidence of an informal archival "grapevine" argue
strongly for greater efforts to reach researchers through the existing forms of
8
communication they favor, however selective and incomplete they may be.
Archivists have traditionally urged users to prepare thoroughly for a research
trip, regardless of the topic or expected length of stay. Philip Brooks devoted
an entire chapter of Research in Archives to address why and how they should
approach advance preparation. He emphasized carefully defining research
topics, reading secondary literature and national archival sources, locating
appropriate archival repositories, and calling ahead to confirm. More recently
Larry Berman, in Studying the Presidency, advised users that they could expect
better treatment from staff archivists and minimize their personal frustrations
if they took pains to prepare thoroughly.9
The survey also asked users to evaluate their sense of overall preparation prior
to their visit. Figure 2 presents these self-assessments, ranging from extensive
to very little. As a group, researchers reported a fairly high level of preparation.
As might be expected, faculty and graduate students were the most confident about their preparation. Undergraduates, the group of researchers being
urged by their teachers to do archival research, expressed a fair amount of
apprehension at the prospect, even after completing their archival research.

Undergraduate
N-11

Graduate
N:18

Professional
Faculty
N:21
N:57
RESEARCHER GROUPS

Figure 1. How Do Researchers Find Out About Holdings?

Private
N:6
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The survey results for professionals suggest that archivists may have to modify
their expectations about what constitutes adequate preparation. It is one thing
to expect faculty and students to do their homework, and quite another to
adhere to similar standards for non-traditional users. Flexibility in reference
services is needed to compensate for lack of preparation or at least lack of confidence.
Since familiarity with specific archival procedures is as important as advance
preparation, the survey asked whether previous archival research, if any, had
been done at a presidential library or another archives. Over three-quarters
of all survey respondents reported some previous archival experience (see Figure 3). Half of this total indicated they had worked in one of the seven presidential libraries, including the one at which they completed the survey.
Not surprisingly, faculty dominate the ranks of the archivally experienced;
undergraduates as a group are archivally innocent. The ranks of the archivally
inexperienced are also populated by a sizable portion of non-academic researchers, both private and professional.
The survey showed a strong relationship between past archival experience
and a researcher's self-assessment of background preparation. Those with any
kind of archival experience tended to be quite confident of their preparation,
whereas the archivally innocent generally downgraded their readiness for research. While only one "extensively prepared" researcher had no previous

ASSESSMENTS
1 Extensive
53 percent
26

31
48

2
3 Moderate
4
5 Very Little

24
35

18

50

27
370

..........................

18 .....
18

.

179
16

~

0~

:~..

Undergraduate
N11

5

21

Graduate
N:19

0
0
Faculty
N:58

Professional
N:21

Private
N:6

RESEARCHER GROUPS

Figure 2. How Do Researchers Assess Background Preparation?
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experience, more than one-third of those who rated themselves nearly extensively or moderately prepared also had never conducted research in any archives.
Archival experience apparently imparts important lessons for researchers that
contribute to their overall confidence in future research trips. Archivists should
value any reference services that offset inexperience and bolster researcher
confidence.
Once researchers have identified a need for a visit, are they calling or writing ahead? Evidently so. Nearly 70 percent of all researchers tapped by the
survey had either called or written before they started research. Of this group
some had done their advance work exclusively by phone but most had received
a letter in response to their inquiry.
Survey responses point to a significant relationship between the tendency
to make advance contact and previous archival experience. Almost everyone
(89 %) who had conducted research in any presidential library made advance
contact. How researchers found out about holdings also influenced their decision to make advance contact. Those told by a teacher or colleague that the
library contained appropriate materials, usually did not confirm that information by phone or letter. Those who developed some idea about holdings
through their own research efforts usually called or wrote to request more information. Taken together, these factors suggest that advance contact is viewed

EXPERIENCE

Presidential Lib.
Other Archives
None

77

73 percent

42

43
38
34 33

33

19

Undergraduate
N11

Graduate
N=19

Professional
Faculty
N-21
N--57
RESEARCHER GROUPS

Private
N-6

Figure 3. Which Researchers Have Archival Research Experience?
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by a significant portion of researchers to be a natural and valuable part of
presidential library procedures.
Orientationto Archival Research
By now it should be abundantly clear that there are differences among
researcher groups, whether it be a specific information need, a frame of mind,
or a set of expectations. The first real opportunity that archivists have to assess
these differences is in the orientation interview, arguably the most personal service an archives provides. Although a reference letter may bring archivists in
touch with researchers and provide some sense of their needs, the eventual shape
of a research strategy can best be determined face to face.
There are at least as many ways to orient researchers as there are archivists
to do the interviews. Although Robert Tissing of the Johnson Library proposed
standardizing the interview around a checklist emphasizing procedures over
guidance, most academic reference librarians prefer a kind of open-ended
question-negotiation format emphasizing active listening and consciously cultivated teaching roles.'Most orientation interviews probably fall somewhere
between these two extremes. To help provide effective personal guidance, we
need to know which elements of the reference interview researchers found most
helpful.
Archivists oriented ninety percent of all survey respondents. Figure 4 suggests that researchers preferred an orientation that helped them get started efficiently. In contrast, researchers found help in narrowing or defining topics the
least useful element of the orientation. The range of procedural information,
including photocopying regulations, and the safe handling of materials, seem
as a group less useful than specific advice on appropriate collections and finding aids.
Faculty and graduate students most appreciated help in locating appropriate
collections and finding aids. Undergraduates and private researchers found
assistance in defining and narrowing topics and other non-procedural parts
of the orientation most useful. Professional researchers most appreciated information on photocopying procedures and found information on related reference tools least useful. Those who contacted the library in advance rated their
orientation interviews slightly lower overall. Elements rated most highly and
most valued by academic researchers were also those elements most frequently
discussed in the interviews.
After completing an orientation interview researchers continue personal contact in the reference room, but with additional complicating factors: card
catalogs, registers, indexes and other finding aids. The ways in which they use
finding aids and the extent to which they rely on archivists to find useful
materials involve relationships that are far too complex to treat fully in a broad
survey such as this. One purpose nevertheless, was to continue the investigation of searching strategies by looking at the balance between archivist and
finding aid."
Researchers and archivists will always have to reach an accommodation
about the amount and level of personal interaction in the research room; something we may call actual research style. If researchers had complete flexibility,
their preferred mix of archivist's advice and finding aid guidance may have

ORIENTATION

ELEMENTS

-7

1. Help locate important collections

68 percent

31

1

2. Organization and use of finding aids
59

35

51

3. Overview of archival holdings
50

41

8 1

50

32

4. Photocopying procedures
45

5. Procedures for safe handling papers
46

40

9

23

m
C)

14

-

6. Use of other reference tools
35

45

15

7. Overview of access restrictions
7

50

34

6

3

m

C)
-4

I
m

8. Help narrow or define topic
35

56

4

5

z

Average
36

60

31

m

RATINGS

Very Useful

Figure 4. How Useful Are Orientation Interviews?
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differed quite a bit from their actual research style. In the most "experimental" section of the survey, researchers answered two similarly worded questions
pertaining to preferred versus actual research strategies. Respondents chose
from a five category scale for each question, ranging from "relying almost
exclusively on finding aids and background preparation" to "relying almost
exclusively on the assistance of archivists."
Of the researchers who answered both questions, 68 percent indicated their
preferred and actual research styles matched; most relied about equally on archivists and finding aids. Of the remaining 32 percent, most preferred to rely
on archivists but actually made greater use of finding aids to locate materials.
The remainder preferred to rely on finding aids but ended up consulting
archivists in their searches.
Explaining why and how a researcher's style varied are complicated matters. Full explanations would consider whether finding aids were sufficiently
useful and whether reference archivists were sufficiently helpful. A complete
analysis would also question to what degree researchers simply accommodated
themselves to the actual situation. As full answers to these questions were
beyond the scope of the survey, the questionnaire was limited to the finding
aids side of the equation.
The survey encouraged researchers to rate the usefulness of presidential
library finding aids. Over 95 percent of all researchers rated the finding aids
useful or very useful overall.' 2 Neither academic affiliation, previous archival
research, background preparation nor length of stay had much bearing on finding aid evaluations.
The survey data strongly suggest that finding aids were not an important
factor in explaining why two-thirds of all researchers had realistic expectations,
yet the remaining one-third had to adjust their preferred and actual styles. Two
other factors were more enlightening. First, those who found their reference
letters very useful were more likely to match research styles than those who
rated them lower. Second, those with previous archival research experience,
especially at presidential libraries, matched actual and preferred styles to a
much greater degree than the archivally inexperienced. Reading secondary
literature or defining a topic in some way cannot impart realistic expectations
in the same way that actual research experience can.
What Constitutes a Satisfactory Research Visit?
Another way to look at archivist-patron interactions is through researchers'
evaluations of their experience as a whole. The survey asked respondents to
"indicate how satisfied you are overall with your research visit in terms of what
you had expected to achieve." Researchers responded to a five part scale ranging
from "much more satisfied" through "about what I expected" to "very dissatisfied."
The major assumption underlying the wording of the question was that satisfaction with a research visit and the set of expectations a researcher brings to
archival research are linked. Simply asking researchers directly how satisfied
they were or how high their expectations were on a five point scale would probably have elicited the same positive responses that researchers gave to reference letters and finding aids. By asking them to relate their satisfaction to their
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expectations, we were able to measure the reactions researchers have when their
expectations are tempered by a research visit.
Very few researchers (6 %) expressed disappointment in their research visits.
Almost half (45 %) indicated they were more satisfied than they had expected
they would be. The remaining respondents were neutral about their overall
experience, neither pleasantly surprised nor disappointed (see Figure 5).
Private researchers were the most positive about their overall research visit.
Professional and undergraduate researchers as a group also expressed a fair
amount of overall satisfaction, although undergraduates were more apprehensive about their background preparation. Graduate students and faculty were
generally neutral about the visit. These groups had the most realistic expectations about what they would find.
The role of various sources of information about library holdings also
influenced user satisfaction. Those who decided to come as a result of their
own investigation (mostly faculty members) were most likely to be neutral
about the visit. On the other hand, those who were told of the holdings by someone else were pleasantly surprised at what they found. Both contacting the
library in advance of a visit and receiving a response helped significantly in
building realistic expectations. As a group, those who did not call ahead
expressed much more surprise at the outcome of their visits, suggesting that
these people may have had the lowest expectations about achieving useful

Figure 5. Who Are Most Satisfied?
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results. They dropped in, hoping for the best, and were pleased by what they
found.
In general the more confident researchers were of their preparation, the more
likely they were to be as satisfied as they expected to be. Those with moderate
or less preparation expressed much more satisfaction and surprise at their overall
experience. The confidence gained from previous archival research of any
kind, either at a presidential library or other archives, also leads to realistic
expectations.
Researchers with no previous archival experience were considerably more
surprised at the outcome of their visit, while those who had previously worked
at a presidential library were neutral about their overall experience. The
similarities among libraries enabled researchers to build realistic expectations
about what they would encounter.
That the most inexperienced or unprepared researchers expressed such high
levels of overall satisfaction speaks highly of personal reference services provided
to patrons. They clearly welcomed added personal attention at the beginning
stages of research and in the research room. Those researchers who relied to
a large degree on archivists to guide their searches marked themselves much
more satisfied than researchers who relied more on the finding aids. Again,
personal assistance seems to leave a much more positive impression than even
very useful finding aids.
A final variable sheds light on why satisfaction seems so high overall. In
addition to asking them to rate their overall satisfaction, the survey asked
researchers how much useful information they found in relation to how much
they expected to find. A comparison of the responses to these two questions
yields striking results. Over 82 percent of the researchers who found about as
much useful information as they expected to find were about as satisfied as they
expected to be In addition over 70 percent of those who found much more useful material than they expected to find also marked themselves much more
satisfied than they expected to be.
It is clearly the challenge of the hunt and the resulting pleasure of discovery that drive overall satisfaction. Researchers often expect archival research
to be tedious, time consuming, and frustrating. But they persist, expecting to
find useful information. Particular reference services are less important to
researchers than the overall usefulness of the holdings and researchers' own
abilities to exploit these resources.
Conclusion
Through their responses to this survey, the users of presidential libraries confirmed the basic soundness of the reference services now in place for the traditional academic researcher. Non-academic professionals, private researchers,
and undergraduate students were much more varied than their faculty counterparts in approaching archival research and responding to services provided.
Despite overall satisfaction with services, the survey also found considerable
variation in the usefulness of particular reference elements and that this variation relates largely to the degree of advance preparation and previous archival
experience.
The survey responses demonstrate that increasing use
non-academic
researchers will require real flexibility in reference services byprimarily
a will-
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ingness to take steps to compensate for inexperience, inadequate preparation
or low levels of confidence in general. Archivists should not routinely expect
researchers to bend to a reference system, but rather should flex the system itself.
Ultimately a user focus is a service focus. Good reference service, like good business, means discovering patron needs, developing the means to meet these needs,
and following up to measure the impact of services. One of the worst disservices we have done to ourselves is to continually call reference service an art
and to use that as an excuse to dismiss analysis of it.
Surveying current researchers is only one part of a user focus, but one that
helps put this role of archivists in proper perspective. The users of presidential
libraries place a high value on personal reference service and will tell others
about their experiences. If we really believe that the "use of archival records
is the ultimate purpose" of our work and that "the widest possible access to
society,:
information contributes to the strength and well being of a democratic
join with presthen we may well revise our tradition of detached service and
13
ent and future users in an active information partnership.
This yearlong project benefited from the encouragement of many people.
Gerald R. Ford Library Director Don Wilson provided basic support and
developed ties with The University of Michigan that made the data processing possible. Supervisory archivists at the Eisenhower, Roosevelt, Johnson and
Ford Libraries made sure that researchers received the survey and encouraged
the project from the beginning. Other archivists at the National Archives,
National Gallery of Art, Bentley Historical Library, and Institute for Social
Research supported and commented on various phases of the project. The opinions expressed in this article are solely those of the author and in no way represent the official position of the National Archives and Records Administration.
ABOUT THE AUTHOR: Paul Conway is an archivist at the Gerald R. Ford
Library. An earlier version of this article was read at the annual meeting of
the Society of American Archivists in Washington, D.C. in August 1984.
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THE INDIRECT APPROACH:

A STUDY OF SCHOLARLY USERS
OF BLACK AND WOMEN'S

ORGANIZATIONAL RECORDS IN
THE LIBRARY OF CONGRESS
MANUSCRIPT DIVISION
JACQUELINE GOGGIN
ABSTRACT Archivists need to understand better the uses to which archival
materials are put, and the role of documentation in the final product. This is
especially the case for scholarly research which results in publications that can
be systematically analyzed to reveal patterns of use. As one of the largest and
most heavily used manuscript repositories in the country, the Library of Congress holds a wealth of information for studying the scholarly use patterns of
manuscript collections. An analysis of the scholarly use patterns of thirteen
collections of black and women's organizational records over a ten year period
revealed that 123 users had published 168 books. Close examination of eightyfive of these books indicated that only thirty-one authors made extensive use
of the archival documentation available for their research topics. The results
of this study support the findings of other studies of archival use among scholars
and suggest that if archivists paid more attention to the users of their collections, current archival administrative practices would need serious modification.

Only recently have archivists begun to acknowledge the deficiencies in current archival administrative practices and to argue that they should pay more
attention to the users of archival materials. Generally, archivists do not know
how users approach materials, what kinds of questions they are asking, or how
they intend to use the materials that they consult. Archivists must begin to
understand better the uses to which archival materials are put, and they must
continually be aware of current research trends to meet researchers' needs. Elsie
Freeman of the National Archives has contended that all aspects of archival
administration must begin to focus on the users of the records rather than on
the records themselves. Other archivists have pointed out that use patterns of
archival materials should be systematically studied to improve collecting policies, appraisal, arrangement, description, reference, access, and outreach.

58

THE MIDWESTERN ARCHIVIST

Vol. XI, No. 1, 1986

David Bearman, Richard Lytle, Mary Jo Pugh, and Nancy Sahli have advocated that greater attention be paid to users when collections are processed and
finding aids are constructed; user needs, they argue, are generally ignored in
arrangement and description. In addition, the Society of American Archivists'
Task Forces on Goals and Priorities and on Archives and Society have mandated that archivists undertake user surveys to evaluate current archival
programs and to devise ways to increase the use of archival records.' Finally,
the 1985 SAA Annual Meeting devoted considerable attention to users and
user surveys.
This paper will describe the advantages and disadvantages of conducting
an indirect survey of users, or a citation study, to determine how scholars have
used archival materials. Studies of non-scholarly users present more challenging problems for archivists because the results of their research usually do not
lend themselves to publication. In the case of scholarly research that results
in publication, however, the author's use of archival materials can be systematically analyzed. This was demonstrated in a pioneering article published in
the American Archivist in 1981 by Clark A. Elliott, Associate Curator of the
Harvard University Archives. Elliott studied patterns of documentation used
by historians of science and maintained that studies of users could help to
develop a body of theory to clarify appraisal decisions and increase use. He contended that
If we know what is used and how, by knowing our collections or the universe of documentation, we also know what is not being used. Archivists
can never merely react to historians' demands. Citation analysis of
manuscripts.., will help us to know better where our efforts should be
placed, and will increase our opportunity to play a creative role in
promoting the use of documentary
sources that have not been of interest
2
to historians in the past.
Similarly, Frederic Miller, Curator of the Urban Archives at Temple University, conducted a citation analysis of more than 200 recently published articles
in social history journals to examine not only the collections social historians
used, but also the types of materials they used within these collections. 3 My
study was more similar to Miller's, although I owe a debt to Elliott for his pathbreaking efforts.
As one of the largest and most heavily used manuscript repositories in the
country, the Library of Congress holds a wealth of information for studying
the patterns of use of manuscript collections. Since 1968 the Reference and
Reader Service Section of the Manuscript Division has accumulated data on
readers and collection usage. In fifteen years information has been collected
on approximately 125,000 reader visits. On their first visit and every two years
thereafter, readers are required to complete a registration card and indicate
the subject or purpose of their research. Call slips, in the form of IBM computer cards, are completed by each reader to identify the title of the collection and the containers requested. Data on the number of times a collection
is requested and the number of containers used are compiled annually for each
of the approximately 10,000 collections in the custody of the Manuscript
Division. These rich and detailed data provide information on use patterns for
many different types of collections.
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I analyzed the use patterns of black and women's organizational records from
1971 to 1981. The Manuscript Division of the Library of Congress has custody
of twenty-five collections of black and women's organizational records, but only
thirteen of these collections were available for research during the time period
I chose to study. After consultation with numerous archivists and historians
and a statistician, I decided to focus on these thirteen collections because of
their size, the variety of types of materials they contained, and because of my
reference and research experience in black and women's history. These thirteen
collections range in size from the records of the National Association for the
Advancement of Colored People, which fill more than3,500 Hollinger boxes,
to the records of the Women's Joint Congressional Committee, which fill eleven
Hollinger boxes. Seven are records of women's organizations and six of black
organizations; nine are twentieth century collections; three contain nineteenth
and twentieth century materials; and one, the records of the American Colonization Society, contains materials dating from the eighteenth through the
twentieth century.
During the period from 1971 to 1981, these thirteen collections were called
for 12,202 times. The NAACP records were the most heavily used collection,
while the Leadership Conference on Civil Rights records were the least used.
To determihe who used these collections and how they were used, I pulled all
12,202 call slips, which had been filed by date of use, rather than by collection
title. I then arranged the call slips by user; although more than 1,000 call slips
had to be omitted because the user's signature was illegible A computer search
was then undertaken to determine whether or not these users had published
books. Although I presumed that the majority of these users were scholars and
that a large percentage had published books, this proved not to be the case.
Of the total number of users of these collections (924), the majority, more than
800, had in fact not published books. Many have undoubtedly completed dissertations, published articles, or are working on books that will be published
in the future, but limitations of time prevented me from analyzing the patterns of use in articles and dissertations. However, it appears that the Manuscript Division may be serving many more non-scholarly researchers than was
previously thought to be the case.
The computer search revealed 168 books published by 123 users of these
thirteen collections; fifty-three books in women's history, eighty-three books
in black history, and thirty-two books in other fields. Authors in the last category
generally used black and women's organizational records for comparative pur4
poses, or to supplement information gathered primarily from other sources.
I read eighty-five of these 168 books and completed a detailed analysis on
the patterns of use of archival materials: twenty-six in women's history; fortytwo in black history; and seventeen in other fields. The books I read were chosen
randomly-they were the ones that were available on the library shelves during
the time when I worked on this study. Of these eighty-five books, one covered
the eighteenth through the twentieth century, one was devoted to the eighteenth and nineteenth century, twelve focused on the nineteenth century,
twenty-one covered the nineteenth and twentieth century, and fifty were
devoted to the twentieth century. Nine books were intended to interest primarily
popular, non-scholarly audiences, and eight were documentary source books.
About one-fourth of the books were biographies. Scholars in black history
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tended to study institutions, organizations, geographical regions, and individual
communities much more than those in women's history or other fields. Similarly, scholars in black history focused to a greater extent on social history.
Historians of women focused much more on studies of movements, particularly the women's rights movement. Ten of the twenty-six books in women's
history that I read dealt with suffrage or the equal rights movement after 1920.
This no doubt reflects the nature of the women's organizational records in
this study.
That only thirty-one of the books that I read made extensive use of the
archival documentation available for their particular research topics was determined by comparing the footnotes in a publication with the call slips the
author filled out when conducting research at the Library of Congress. The
evaluation as to what was well documented was necessarily subjective, but it
was made by analyzing the role of documentation in the final product to determine whether or not the authors made use of the great variety of primary
source materials available to them. In other words, I judged the authors by
how well they used the collections of organizational records they cited-by
the quality of use. This was a difficult and tedious process because I had to
translate box numbers on call slips to record series and folder titles described
in the finding aids to these collections. The lack of uniformity in footnoting
practices also presented problems. I felt confident, though, to make judgements
about which books were well documented because I have conducted research
in all thirteen of these collections of black and women's organizational records,
either by answering mail and telephone reference questions, assisting researchers in the reading room, or in my own work.
Perhaps a couple examples may help to illustrate what I mean by quality
of use In a book on the origins of the Equal Rights Amendment, historian Susan
D. Becker relied much more on the personal papers of leaders of the National
Women's Party, rather than on the organization's records. The general correspondence is chronologically arranged and is quite voluminous. Because
Becker only sampled this correspondence, she missed several important subjects that were not documented in the personal papers of National Woman's
Party leaders. Historian Ellen Du Bois, also writing on the women's movement,
used the records of the National American Woman Suffrage Association, as
well as the personal papers of its leaders, Elizabeth Cady Stanton and Susan
B. Anthony.5
Generally, authors of books that were well documented posed challenging
new questions and advanced illuminating interpretations based upon exhaustive research in a variety of types of archival sources. While archival sources
were used to some extent by the majority of authors in my study, they were
used primarily to supplement information available in published sources. Most
authors used published secondary sources, such as books and articles, and published primary sources, such as government documents, edited collections of
speeches and correspondence, newspapers, periodicals, autobiographies, and
other contemporary monographs. Several authors in my study looked at black
and women's organizational records at the Library of Congress and did not
cite them in their books, presumably because they found nothing of value.
My analysis included all the types of materials a particular author used,
whether or not the materials were culled from the thirteen collections of

THE INDIRECT APPROACH

61

organizational records, so that I would be able to determine what types of
materials these authors found most valuable The frequency with which
archival materials were cited in these publications reveals that correspondence,
reports, minutes, newspaper clippings, speeches, diaries and journals,
memoranda, oral histories and interviews, and unpublished writings were used
to a much greater extent that other types of materials. Subject files, organizational branch files, legal files, case files, membership, financial, and personnel files were used less frequently. Surprisingly, seven authors used photographs
to document their interpretations. Several authors used maps and artifacts in
this way. Personal papers were cited with greater frequency than were organizational records. Authors who focused on the nineteenth and early twentieth
century tended to use a greater variety of archival sources because the needed
documentation from a single type of source was not available in great quantity
for this period. Scholars in black history tended to use a greater variety of
sources than did those in women's history or other fields. Perhaps this is because
the oral nature of black culture requires that scholars in black history use interdisciplinary research methods to gather information. Another reason may be
that societal racism, until recently, discouraged the collection of black archival
sources, at least by white repositories. While a similar argument may be made
about sexism and the collection of archival sources on women, scholars in
women's history whose work I studied did not use as great a variety of archival
sources. Perhaps this is because the field of women's history is still not as mature
as black history. Much of the research for the books in women's history that
I studied was done before the availability of Andrea Hinding's Women's History
Sources, while a similar guide, Directory of Afro-American Resources, by
Walter Schatz, has been available since 1970. Previous studies of the ways in
which historians have learned about the availability of archival sources have
indicated that researchers do not use published guides. Limitations of time and
the scope of this study prevented me from devising a questionnaire to determine how the authors in my study obtained information on the availability
of source materials for their research topics. 6
This study has limitations because it focuses on a small sample of scholarly
users who published books in black and women's history, and I do not intend
to generalize for all scholarly users; nevertheless, the results that I obtained support the findings of other studies of scholarly use of archival materials. A survey of historians conducted by Margaret Steig revealed that they used printed
sources to a greater extent than manuscript materials. 7 Francis X. Blouin, Jr.,
surveyed articles in Business History Review from 1977 to 1981 and found that
only about seven per cent used corporate archives to any great extent. 8 Similarly, archivists and historians gathered in 1978 to discuss scholarly use and disposition of senatorial papers, pointed out that these collections get very little
use. 9 Leonard Rapport, formerly of the National Archives, found that few
scholarly researchers used the National Labor Relations Board Case Files in
the National Archives; most preferred to use the published reports and decisions. 10 State archives are also underutilized by scholars, who comprise only
a small percentage of their users." Arthur Breton, curator of the Archives of
American Art, surveyed users from 1980 to 1982 and found that only 13 percent were academic researchers. 12 Although I suspect that the Manuscript Division of the Library of Congress attracts a higher proportion of scholarly users
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than most repositories, these scholars are not consulting archival sources to the
degree that I would have expected. Career pressures to publish or perish, shrinking travel budgets and graduate student enrollments, and just plain laziness
may account for the lack of extensive use of archival sources. It is simply much
easier to rely on printed sources available in one's own university library.
It has been my experience that scholars, especially older, well-established,
and more experienced scholars, turn to reference archivists for assistance only
reluctantly. Furthermore, younger scholars are not trained to do research in
graduate school. In my judgment, a primary factor accounting for the lack
of use of archival sources by historians is poor training.' 3 Reference archivists
are - or should be - teachers, instructing scholars in the use of primary source
materials and finding aids to individual collections. No doubt, as Elsie Freeman has suggested, scholars have difficulty using finding aids primarily because
these tools are constructed for archivists, rather than for researchers."
Nevertheless, if scholars conducted research as well as they could, scholarly publications would be vastly improved.
Other factors may account for the limited use of archival sources by scholarly researchers. First, knowledge of the availability of sources may not be as
readily accessible as archivists may claim. Scholars make little use of the
National Union Catalogof ManuscriptCollections, for example, to learn about
sources. This resource is difficult to use, and most scholars do not bother searching its numerous indexes. Announcements of recent acquisitions in scholarly
journals help, but archivists might consider going beyond this simple tactic to
interact with scholars at their professional meetings. Since unpublished research
papers are presented at these meetings, archivists can easily find out what is
currently being studied and then inform researchers about the availability of
relevant archival sources. Archivists must also acknowledge that, in some cases,
printed sources of information are in fact better than archival sources for certain studies. Archival sources may not provide the answers to the questions the
scholar is asking. Archivists must also acknowledge*that there will always be
an imbalance between the use of printed and archival sources by scholarly

researchers.

15

The sheer bulk of twentieth century collections frequently prevents extensive use by scholars. In bibliographical essays on sources used, several authors
included in my study indicated that the vast quantity of sources and the size
of collections available for use was a deterrent to intelligent use. Barbara Joyce
Ross, who wrote a biography of one of the founders of the NAACP, found the
NAACP records extremely difficult to use. She noted that
Even with the aid of the most modern research equipment, the sheer vastness of the manuscript collections associated with a study of a large scale
organization like the NAACP presents a major problem. ....
One must

somehow find a familiarity with the archive which will permit sweeping yet valid statements regarding, for example, Board attendance over
an extended period, or participation in the annual business meetings
16

Scholars in other fields have also cited this problem; at the same time,
however, they are reluctant to recommend
destruction of records to make
17
collections smaller and more usable.
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The level of processing may also affect use Many of the thirteen collections
of organizational records that I studied are not processed to a level that encourages easy use across all series. That historians in this study primarily used correspondence, reports, and minutes is accounted for because of the narrative
quality of these types of materials. They are easier to work with - the documents speak for themselves, enabling the historian to reconstruct events or
acquire discrete facts and information. Membership and financial records, and
case files are more difficult to use Historians must draw scattered bits of information and facts from numerous files, compile them, and then analyze them
to reach conclusions. These records are not lacking in information value, but
the information in them is undigested. These records are generally not processed
to the same level as correspondence, minutes, and reports, and that may also
account for their lack of use. Each new accession in records of ongoing organizations is larger and used less frequently than records created earlier. Although
it could be argued that subsequent acquisitions are not used as much because
many scholars are not yet studying the recent past, I suspect that the bulk of
these records and their level of processing also deter use. Since most scholars
rely on correspondence and other narrative materials to a far greater extent
than any other types of documents, perhaps archivists should consider devoting greater attention to detailed and refined processing and description of these
series; other record series that are not used as frequently could be given less
processing. Of course, if record series that are not used as frequently were
processed to a greater extent, they might be used more often. Archivists shape
research trends not only by what they collect, but by how they describe these
materials.
To ensure that the information obtained from a use study will be employed
to make changes in current archival administrative practices, archivists must
have support from supervisors and administrators. Some of the conclusions
generated from my study have led Manuscript Division officials to reevaluate
the current policy of acquiring records of ongoing organizations. They think
a better alternative might be to recommend that the organizations establish
their own archives. Another option might be the development of more rigorous appraisal standards. Reevaluation of arrangement and description and
reference procedures has not been undertaken, and there is room for a great
deal of improvement.
Use studies can provide information essential for evaluating collecting policies, appraisal, arrangement and description, reference, access, and outreach.
Such studies provide information on types of users and patterns of archival use.
But archivists must improve their collection of data on users before a use study
can be conducted. Fortunately, the Manuscript Division at the Library of Congress collects extensive information on users, although it has traditionally been
used only to report to Congress, not to improve current archival administrative practices. While most repositories collect some information on users, archivists do not systematically analyze this information. Even if repositories
currently collect information only on the archival collections that are used, they
also can determine what is not being used and take the next step to ascertain
why this pattern has developed. Reference statistics must be improved to include information other than the number of patrons served each year and the
number of collections used. Most repositories ask users to specify their requests
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for archival materials at the box, folder, or item level. Although this information is used primarily for security purposes, if at all, it can and should be used
to analyze which parts of collections are being consulted. The same series may
be used over and over again, while other series remain neglected.
Use records generally do not include statistics on archivists' use of collections
to answer telephone and mail requests. Although some repositories record aggregate figures, such as the total number of requests responded to, most do not
keep or systematically analyze the information regarding what collections were
consulted to answer these requests. Two exceptions of which I am aware are
the Northwestern University Archives and the College of William and Mary
Archives. James W. Oberly, formerly the Assistant Archivist at William and
Mary, conducted a self-study on the impact of finding aids on reference service to patrons, most of whom were college staff, alumni and genealogists. He
found that the archives' staff were the major users of the archives. Patrick
Quinn, of Northwestern, also found this to be the case. Quinn keeps very
detailed data on the users of Northwestern University archives. "Good reference archivists can usually tell you what collections are the most popular and
the topics that have been successfully researched in the repository's holdings,
but this information must be analyzed further.
Information obtained from researchers in the reference interview should be
recorded and systematically reviewed for use patterns and trends. If the expected product of the research is a publication, archivists may request a copy
and read it. Exit interviews with researchers are also helpful. Reference archivists should ask researchers to evaluate finding aids for accuracy, completeness,
level of description, and usability. Collections with high or low research value
for particular topics should be noted in finding aids and card catalogs.' 9 If
particular types of collections are not being used, archivists should try to find
out why this is the case. If their use has been promoted and they are still not
used, archivists might consider deaccessioning as a collection management tool.
If expected research value is low, archivists might consider not accessioning
the records. 20
In order to make intelligent appraisal decisions, archivists must be aware
of who their users are, what research projects they are pursuing, what questions they intend to ask of archival materials, and what the product of the research will be. Knowledge of who users actually are can give sharper focus to
collecting policies. Developing a clearly defined collecting policy is the first
step in the appraisal process. Collecting policies are determined in part by the
users whom archivists are mandated to serve. Archivists cannot accurately
evaluate the research value of materials they collect if they cannot predict how,
and by whom, they will be used. Currently appraisal decisions are based on
the value of information and the possible future uses of the records. If archivists
knew more precisely how materials similar to those that they are appraising
are used or not used, their appraisal decisions might be significantly affected.
I am not advocating that archivists appraise records only with expected or
potential researchers in mind. Archivists must collect a representative sample
of records that document all aspects of society, but more attention must be paid
to the way in which records already accessioned have been used. 2'
Archivists can learn a great deal from the use studies conducted by librarians. For years our library colleagues have turned to use studies to provide in-
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formation for collection management. Librarians also face budgetary and space
constraints and desire to use their resources to maximize the use of available
research material. Generally, these studies fall into four categories: studies of
a single institution and its users; studies of a particular component of a single
institution (users and subject catalogs, for example); studies of users by type
of library (community college libraries, for example); and studies by types of
material used (government documents or books in research libraries). Librarians rely on questionnaires and interviews, for the most part, to gather information. Surprisingly, however, they are not interested in the products resulting
from use. Librarians want to know whether or not patrons obtained the desired
information, but not what the patrons did with it. However, there has been
no coordination of use studies among librarians and many have complained
that this has led to duplication of effort. 22 Archivists face the same danger if
they conduct more use studies but do not widely disseminate the results and
share information.
Future studies of users of archival repositories, especially scholarly users,
might combine the indirect and direct approaches - both a citation study and
questionnaires and interviews - to obtain more fruitful results. There are
several disadvantages in only using a citation study without analyzing use data
to determine what collections the researcher examined at a particular repository. A simple count of the number of citations cannot measure the quality
of use, or whether or not the researcher found what he or she expected to find
in the archival sources. Scholarly users may look at numerous collections and
find nothing of value for their particular research topic. Questionnaires and
interviews would reveal if this were the case. On the other hand, a researcher
could make numerous meaningless citations to archival sources to dress-up the
footnotes in a scholarly publication. The publication must be read and analyzed to determine the quality of use.
When more studies of scholarly users are conducted, it will be easier for archivists to interpret and measure the quality of use. Several people, for example, when reading the results of my study, were surprised that so many of the
users of black and women's organizational records had published at all. They
were also impressed by the fact that more than one-third of these users had
written well documented books. In other words, their expectations were not
as high as mine and thus they interpreted the results of my study differently.
Studies of users whose research does not result in publications will have to
be conducted through interviews and questionnaires. The data gathered from
these studies will be much more difficult to interpret and analyze because the
quality of use cannot be measured. In this case, archivists, like librarians, will
have to be satisfied just knowing whether or not the researcher found the needed
information in the archival sources they used.
Surely the patterns of use of archival sources change over time. This is especially the case among historians, and this might be true of other scholarly
researchers as well. Twenty years ago public records were virtually unused by
historians. Their interest in studying society from the "bottom up" prompted
them to make use of land, tax, and court records and census data to study the
masses. When archivists become more sophisticated in analyzing and examining the users of their collections, future studies might consider how use changes
over time. They might compare users at several different repositories, users in
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various scholarly disciplines, or scholarly users and administrative users to determine whether or not there are differences in patterns of use.23 Only when
such studies have been conducted will archivists be able to accumulate the information necessary to increase use and to guide the profession to provide better
service to all users of archival repositories.
ABOUT THE AUTHOR: Jacqueline Goggin is coeditor of the J. Franklin
Jameson Papers, Manuscript Division, Library of Congress. The research for
this study was conducted at the Bentley Historical Library's Research Seminar for the Study of Modern Archives during the Summer of 1984. This essay
is a revised version of a paper presented at the meeting of the Society of American Archivists, Austin, Texas, October 1985.

FOOTNOTES
1. Elsie T. Freeman, "In the Eye of the Beholder: Archival Administration from the User's
Point of View,' American Archivist 47 (Spring 1984): 111-23; David Bearman, "Automated
Access to Archival Information: Assessing Systems," American Archivist 42 (Spring 1979):
179-190; Richard H. Lytle, "Intellectual Access to Archives: Provenance and Content
Indexing Methods of Subject Retrieval," American Archivist 43 (Spring 1980): 64-75; and
part 2, American Archivist 43 (Summer 1980): 191-207; Mary Jo Pugh, The Illusion of
Omniscence: Subject Access and the Reference Archivist," American Archivist 45 (Winter 1982): 33-44; and Nancy Sahli, "Finding Aids: A Multi-Media Systems Perspective,"
American Archivist 44 (Winter 1981): 15-20. Also see, Planningfor the Archival Profession: A Report of the Society of American Archivists Task Force on Goals and Priorities
Preliminary Draft, (Chicago: Society of American Archivists, 1984), pp. 38-51.
2. Clark A. Elliott, "Citation Patterns and Documentation for the History of Science: Some
Methodological Considerations," American Archivist 44 (Spring 1981): 143-150.
3. Frederic Miller, "Use, Appraisal, and Research: A Case Study of Social History," (Unpub
lished paper in the author's possession).
4. Persons interested in a bibliography of books read for this study may obtain it by writing
the author at the J. Franklin Jameson Papers, Manuscript Division, Library of Congress,
Washington, D.C. 20540.
5. See Susan D. Becker, The Origins of the Equal Rights Amendment: American Feminism
between the Wars (Westport: Greenwood Press, 1981); and Ellen Carol Du Bois, Feminism and Suffrage (Ithaca: Cornell University Press, 1978).
6. Michael Stevens, "The Historian and Archival Finding Aids," GeorgiaArchive 5 (Winter
1977): 69-74; and Margaret Steig, "The Information of [sic] Needs of Historians," College
and Research Libraries42 (November 1981): 549-560.
7. Steig, "The Information Needs of Historians."
8. Francis X. Blovin, Jr. "An Agenda for the Appraisal of Business Records," in Archival
Choices: Managing the HistoricalRecord in an Age of Abundance, ed. Nancy Peace (Lexington, MA: D.C. Heath, 1984) p. 71.
9. Proceedings of the Conference on Research Use and Disposition of Senators' Papers, ed.
Richard A. Baker (Washington, D.C.: U.S. Senate Historical Office, 1978).
10. Leonard Rapport, "In the Valley of Decision: What to Do about the Multitude of Files
of Quasi Cases," American Archivist 48 (Spring 1985): 173-189.
11. Documenting America: Assessing the Condition of Historical Records in the United States,
ed. Lisa Weber (Albany, N.Y.: National Association of State Archives and Records
Administrators, in cooperation with the National Historical Publications and Records
Commission, 1983), p. 8.
12. Information on this study may be obtained from Arthur Breton, Curator, Archives of American Art, Smithsonian Institution, Washington, D.C. 20560.

THE INDIRECT APPROACH

67

13. Most graduate programs in history emphasize a mastery of historiographical literature in
a variety of fields. Students are trained to read and evaluate historical literature but not
to conduct primary research, and most historical methods courses do not require students
to complete research papers utilizing a variety of archival sources. Some scholars never
learn to do primary research; others learn only after years of trial and error. Reference
archivists, moreover, are frequently intimidated by scholars and hesitate to teach them
how to make better use of the repository. See Walter Rundell, In Pursuit of American History: Research and Trainingin the United States (Norman, OK.: University of Oklahoma
Press, 1970).
14. Freeman, "Eye of the Beholder," pp. 114-118.
15. Meyer H. Fishbein, "A Viewpoint on Appraisal of National Records," American Archivist
33 (April 1970): 175-187.
16. Barbara Joyce Ross, J. E. Spingarnand the Rise of the NAACP (New York: Atheneum Press,
1972), p. ix.
17. See comments by historians William Leuchtenberg, Richard Lowitt, and Martha Swain
in Baker, Proceedings.
18. See James W. Oberly, "The Value of Finding Aids: A Quantitative Analysis," (Unpublished
paper presented at the Spring 1983 meeting of the Mid-Atlantic Regional Archives Conference, New Brunswick, N.J., in possession of the author); and Goggin, interview with
Patrick Quinn, August 1, 1984, Northwestern University archives, Evanston, I1.
19. The Mid-Atlantic Regional Archives Conference and the Society of American Archivists
have established awards for finding aids that can be promoted and used as models for the
archival profession.
20. Leonard Rapport, "No Grandfather Clause: Reappraising Accessioned Records," American Archivist 44 (Spring 1981): 143-150; and Linda J. Henry, "Collecting Policies of Special Subject Repositories," American Archivist 43 (Summer 1980): 57-63.
21. Freeman, "Eye of the Beholder," pp. 121-122.
22. See for example: Margaret Brown, The Use Made of the Subject Catalog by the Graduate
Students in the Social Sciences (Chicago: University of Chicago Library, 1946); Pamela
Fisher and Margaret Slater, The Use Made of Technical Libraries (London: Aslib, 1969);
The Use of Social Sciences Literature, ed. N. Roberts (Boston: Butterworth 1977); Mary
Angela Hall, The Use and Value of Citations: A State of the Art Report (London: Institution of Electrical Engineers, 1970); New York Library Association, College and University Libraries Section, Use, Mis-Use, and Non-Use of Academic Libraries (New York: New
York Library Association, 1970); Pauline Thomas and H. East, The Use of Bibliographic
Records in Libraries (London: Aslib, 1969); Herman Howe Fussler, Patterns in the Use
of Books in Large Research Libraries (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1961);
Kenneth W. Allen, The Use of Community College Libraries(Hamden, C.T.: Linnet Books,
1971); and Peter Hernon, Use of Government Document Publicationsby Social Scientists
(Norwood, N.J.: Ablex, 1979).
23. Many of these suggestions are made in Chapter 6, "Research in Documentation: Needs and
Opportunities," in the final report of the Joint Committee on Archives of Science and Technology. See, Documentation of the History of Post-War Science and Technology in the United States, ed. Clark A. Elliott (Prepared by the Joint Committee on Archives of Science
and Technology, in cooperation with the National Historical Publications and Records
Commission, 1983).

68

THE MIDWESTERN ARCHIVIST

Vol. XI, No. 1, 1986

REVIEWS
COMPUTER APPLICATIONS PROGRAMS
INTRODUCTION TO SOFTWARE REVIEWS
By Glen McAninch, University of Kentucky
"You've come a long way baby!!!" Archivists have come a long way from the
development of SPINDEX in the early 1970s. Back then, it seemed that archivists needed software written for mainframe computers in order to have the flexibility (i. e. variable length fields and user designated tags) and storage capacity
necessary to store and retrieve information on archival material. While SPINDEX has not been completely superceded for certain applications (i. e., printing lists for large institutions with a high volume of data), archivists in the 1980s
have found that micro- and minicomputers can provide a relatively low cost
alternative which can offer new features such as on-line searching and the
generation of statistics.
It was in the early 1980s that I first heard of archivists using commercially
available software on microcomputers. They were using word processors and
file managers like PFS, Data Factory, and DB Master on Apple computers with
limited memory. Later, archivists stepped up to IBM PCs and look-alikes with
two or three times the internal memory of the Apples. This enabled them to
use more sophisticated relational database managers such as dBase II and later
SAVVY, which require programming through the use of a command language.
Archivists also began mixing powerful computers and mass storage (fixed disk)
with simple file managers, some of which are reviewed in this issue of The Midwestern Archivist.
Another software package that took advantage of the added power of the
IBM PC was MARCON, a'database manager written especially for archivists
by AIRS, a software developer group-with an archival background. MARCON
developed a turn-key approach to microcomputer software. The user loaded
the software and began using it without having to select field name, length,
type of indexing, and other variables. MARCON II, an enhancement which
is reviewed in this issue, has moved away from the turn-key approach. Though
examples of record format are offered, users can select fields and subfields to
create their own format.
The software reviewed by archivists in this issue of The Midwestern Archivist
represents the range of database or file management software that is used on
numerous microcomputers. Previous to this time software reviews by archivists
have, to my knowledge, only appeared in a few issues of the SUN Newsletter.
Each reviewer describes the major features of the software, possible archival
applications, limitations of the software, ease of use, and hardware requirements. Some of the reviews also provide comparisons with other software,
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cost of the software, usefulness of the accompanying documentation, and
notice of any updated versions. The reviews demonstrate the growing sophistication of archivists in both automated applications and in analysis of the
elements of automation.

dBase III. Culver City, California: Ashton-Tate, 1984
About a year ago, the Western Historical Manuscript Collection at the
University of Missouri-Kansas City purchased an IBM PC-XT. Ashton-Tate had
just released dBase III, the new and improved big brother to the long established relational database, dBase II. Software reviews concentrated on a comparison of these programs, citing the new speed of dBase III, the improved
ability to relate files, and the greater number of records which could be stored,
sorted, and manipulated. And the numbers are impressive: over a billion records
per file; 128 fields and 4000 characters per record; and a memo field up to
500,000 characters long! We chose dBase III because of Ashton-Tate's reputation, and though we are pleased with our choice, I will offer in this review
cautions for any prospective dBase purchasers.
dBase III is a very powerful program with flexibility and abilities to do a
wide variety of tasks in an archives or manuscript office. However, there's an
axiom which has blossomed in the computer age - if its powerful, it must be
difficult to use. This is true with dBase. It is easy to enter and edit data in the
base, more difficult to manipulate the data, and certainly complex to get the
data printed back in useful formats.
Anyone buying dBase would be well advised to invest in a good solid wordprocessor program capable of reading from dBase files. dBase has some builtin formats such as a financial report form and a continuous feed label form.
But producing, for example, a single or double column membership list with
headers and footers is not simple. You must learn to 'program' dBase to produce
the output you need and, unfortunately, that requires time and effort. Very
quickly you discover the value of collecting the programs you write so they may
be modified and reused for other purposes. Although the manual and on-line
assistance built into dBase are pretty good, I would also recommend the many
dBase programming books now on the market which can be very helpful to
both the new and experienced dBase user. Also, there are a number of auxiliary programs designed to ease the difficulties of using dBase developed by
several enterprising software producers.
Having begun with my negative remarks, I wish to assure you that I like
dBase III and find it worth the effort. Our computer, an integral contributor
to the efficiency of our office, is used for many projects, from administrative
record keeping to collection processing. As an example, we have an on-line database of the over 3400 architectural drawings in our collection. Previously we
used a system with cards for the architect's name, building title, and location
of the structure. Although this method was effective, with dBase we have additional sorting capability using the date on the plans; the building type or function; or, with the use of Boolean logic, any combination of these features. dBase
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also has the ability to search for a key word or phrase inside a field, which gives
us the possibility of locating a given set of drawings in many more ways than
the three card manual system.
We use our computer to maintain a locator system for our 1500 cubic feet
of materials stored at the University of Missouri records center in Columbia
(125 miles away). Box level control and retrieval of these records has been greatly
improved and simplified with dBase. We also prepared a 200 page inventory
to 1000 volumes in a special collection. The inventory is used to generate lists
by author, title, date of publication, and storage location. The time and energy
saved in typing and updating these lists should be obvious.
We have devised an on-line authority file intended as a component to a more
sophisticated accession and catalog system. However, other priorities, and lack
of space on our 'too small' 10 megabyte hard-disk, have caused us to put that
plan on hold.
We produce computer generated folder labels, inventories, indexes and cards.
However, we tend to use our word processer, Easywriter II, and its limited mailmerge function for these tasks because it is easier to work with than dBase.
dBase III is available for all the IBM PC compatible systems from a variety
of sources including the mail-order houses, with a price ranging from about
$350 to $500. Within the last few weeks a new version, dBase III+, has come
on the market. I have not seen any reviews of this up-grade, but rumor has it
that Ashton-Tate has attempted to simplify some aspects of dBase.
To conclude, power - the ability to manipulate and interrelate data - is
the crucial feature in evaluating a database program. dBase III has the power
and I unreservedly recommend it to archivists needing a sophisticated system.
However, it may be tough to learn and use. Even after a year's work with the
system, I am intrigued by the untapped potential of dBase III, and I truly wish
I had more time to devote to learning the uses of its powerful capabilities.
David Boutros
Senior Manuscript Specialist
Western Historical Manuscript Collection-Kansas City

PFS/File, PFS/Report. Mountain View, California: Software Publishing
Corporation, 1982.
PFS/File and PFS/Report are commercially available costing $140 and $125,
respectively. Although designed for an IBM PC, the package is also compatible with TI Professional, the Apple II Series, and most MS-DOS operant
machines.
Two products of the PFS package are now in use in the University Archives
at Iowa State University: 1) an index of archival collections; 2) an inventory
of collections in storage awaiting fumigation. The first product was based on
a card file housed in the processing area; in its printed form it now resides in
our reading room and is used in conjunction with our Kardex file, catalogs,
and finding aids. The second product arose through crisis. Upon assuming my
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duties as archivist, I learned that the Vacudyne fumigator was not functioning and hadn't been for several months. Incoming collections are stored in a
small room until they are fumigated; afterwards they are sent up to our department for processing and housing. In order to maintain intellectual control of
the rapidly accumulating material, I wanted a list of the collections and
volumes involved.
The PFS/File supplies a blank form for creating each record (the form can
be one or more pages). A group of these generated records produces the file.
Each form takes up approximately 128 bytes of memory and, with one-sided
disks, about 1100 one-page forms can be stored. The PFS/Report enables the
user to set up the printed layout - rows, columns, etc., and to print the data.
When designing the form for the index records, I created the following fields:
Subject, Series Number, Description, and Sort Number. In the Subject field
I entered both general topics (Home Economics, College of; Buildings and
Grounds); and specific topics (Newsletter, Home Economics; Morrill Hall). For
faculty/alumni papers, the person's name sufficed (Carver, George W.). The
Series Number field contains a record group number (11/ - Engineering, College of), or subgroup number (11/6 - Electrical Engineering, Dept of), or series
number (11/6/0/5 - Monthly EE Dispatch), or call number of a classified publication (LD2547 F33x - Faculty News).
The index used most frequently in the archives contains these two fields and
is sorted alphabetically by subject:
Subject
Communique, the (See Graduate Student Senate)
Community Planning (CP) Series
Completion Report - ISWRRI
Computer Science, Dept of

Series Number
22/4
16/3/0/23
TD201 156
13/7

I've used the Descriptionfield for notes, particularly cross references. When
space allows, as shown in the above example, the x-refs are placed in the Subject field. The Sort Number field developed upon discovering zeros were necessary for sorting numerically; e.g., in order for the computer to list 9/2 before
9/20 it has to be entered 09/02. The fields can be arranged, sorted, and printed in any combination so desired. Our numerical list reads:
Sort Number
09/13/000/00
09/13/002/00
09/14/000/00

Subject
Dairy Microbiology
Wallace, Henry C.
Forestry, Dept of

Series Number
9/13
9/13/2
9/14

and the reader can see quickly what collections are available in a given subject area (9/ - Agriculture, College of). Our X-Ref list has the following format:
Subject
Faculty Salary Survey
Farm Services, Exp. Station
Foreign Student Services

Series Number
Description
8/4/4
See Faculty Budget Committee
9/2
See Agriculture Research Serv.
7/3
See Office of Int'l Education

The collection inventory contains five fields: Collection, Donor, Rec'd, Size,
Fumigated, Contents. As in the index, any of these fields can be sorted and
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the printed product can include as many fields as space permits. The following sample represents one inventory presently utilized:
Collection
Affirmative Action
Dodd, Charles M. (15/19)
Homecoming

Size
1 bx
10 bx
2 bx

Donor
Tallman, Karen
Wilder, David
Alumni Suite

Rec'd
85/07
85/08
84/03

Though the inventory covers nearly 300 boxes of material, the printed product is only two pages. Another list printed includes the other two fields showing when a collection was Fumigated and in the Contents field, what
specifically is contained:
Collection
Ag Engineering
Athletic Council
Cox, Paul

Contents
Correspondence;
glass slides
Minutes: stored State Gym
Correspondence; photos

Fumigated
85/10
85/08

Not only has this been an aid in verifying what is in storage awaiting fumigation but also in prioritizing the order of collections to be fumigated.
The advantages of the PFS software package are its flexibility in design of
records, its sorting capabilities, and its assurance of ease in adding/changing
data. The main disadvantage, and a significant one, is the storage capacity.
With one-sided disks, 180,000 characters can be stored. If a file contains more
than one disk, each one has to be printed separately. The capacity could be
doubled if an M300 is accessible, since this system utilizes double-sided disks.
With computers such as the IBM PC-XT, which can work with both hard and
floppy disks, the capacity can be increased up to 10,000,000 characters. Another
factor affecting the capacity is the printer available. With our Texas Instrument 855, 80 characters are allowed per line in the normal mode; in the compressed mode up to 132 characters can fit.
In addition to indexes and inventories, the PFS package might be used for
container lists, patron registration data, or collection usage statistics. Because
M300's are accessible here now, I plan to continue using the PFS/File and
PFS/Report. The package has produced two proven aids for retrieval and administrative needs and the manuals are clearly written.
Laura S. Kline
Iowa State University

DataEase. Milford, CT: Software Solutions, 1984
DataEase, an easy-to-use database management system, has the capability
to streamline both collections description for the archivist and collections accessibility for the researcher. The system, which can be used on the IBM PC or
any other MS-DOS system, requires 128 kilobytes of memory and two disk
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drives. The software package includes a user's manual, a demonstration diskette, and two diskettes for the system operation.
DataEase dramatically simplifies the production of finding aids to collections. These aids not only become simpler to write, but using the reporting
capability of the system, they can be sorted and printed in a variety of different ways, or searched on-line. Using these reports, users can locate information by box number, file contents, or any other of a variety of routes based on
the same data. Furthermore, DataEase can act as an administrative recordsdata manager. It can automate office files, such as personnel records, equipment records, or budget records, and can even interrelate them, by way of forms
the user writes to create a "database network."
Beginners may need to keep reminding themselves of all these uses, for, like
most data management systems, DataEase takes some time to learn. Though
the introduction to the manual suggests that the system can be learned by anyone who has the manual in hand, the instructions are not well written and the
manual has only a sparse index. Without formal instruction, learning DataEase
from the manual may be learning by trial and error.
Once the user becomes familiar with the screen layout and the uses of the
function keys on the keyboard, however, creating a form, entering data, and
writing reports is clear and becomes routine. Perhaps the simplest project
and the one for which DataEase is most often used in my repository, the Stanford University Archives - is to generate box and folder listings. "Forms" are
used to enter a "record" into the system. For example, for a box and folder listing, the box number, folder number, and folder content heading are all "data
entry fields" that make up the "form." When defining a form, the system is
in the "form entering" mode and the user designs the record entry form on the
blank screen. The user writes in the form text (preferred field names) and
creates a data entry field space where information will be filled in later.
DataEase provides an assortment of field types from which to select: Text, Numeric String (such as social security number, or telephone number), Number,
Date, Time, Dollar, Yes or No, and Choice (for the choice field, a set of choices
is defined and one is selected by the operator by one or two keystrokes, which
results in faster and more accurate data entry). A field can be specified up to
255 characters long, although if the field space is longer than needed, disk space
will be wasted. The actual box and folder numbers and the folder contents
headings comprise a unique "record" typed into the form and entered into the
data set; additional records are easily added, updated, or deleted.
Once the form has been created and the initial data entered, DataEase's report generation capabilities allow you to search for particular elements or can
help you produce any number of "reports." The user can designate any desired
ordering or grouping of the records. The result might be, for example, a straightforward listing by box number or an alphabetical listing of the folder titles.
These "reports" are useful for researchers immediately, but archivists will see
added benefits to the system as time goes on. Take, for instance, a typical case,
that of the record series of Stanford University's News and Publications Service subject files. The first set of files, boxes 1-13, with folders alphabetically
arranged from "Academic Freedom" in box 1 to "YWCA" in box 13, were
entered into the form as soon as DataEase was available. A year later, the
Archives received a second accession of subject files, boxes 14-24, which con-
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tained many of the same subject headings. The box and folder listing for this
set of files were also entered, as were many more additions to this record group
in succeeding years. An indexed report was produced, with the "contents" field
listed "in order" which, in this case, meant alphabetical. The archivist or the
researcher now need only look at one list, which will accurately show "Academic Freedom" in many different boxes, instead of searching through several
separate, manually written box and folder inventories to locate several folders
on the same subject.
Box and folder listings may remain your most frequent use of computer data
management systems, but there are really no limits to DataEase's potential.
It can, for example, maintain an accession log so that all kinds of statistics about
the growth and status of collections are right at your fingertips. To do this, fields
can be created for the accession number, accession date, office of origin or
donor, title, record group number, RLIN number, size, processing status,
location, and format (records, personal papers, photographs, video tapes,
architectural records, artifacts, etc.). If the information is entered routinely,
this accession log can be an enormous help at end-of-the-year annual report
time. In a relatively short time, reports can be created which reveal the exact
linear feet of administrative records accessioned, the linear feet of personal
papers accessioned, the exact number of photographs accessioned, the amount
of collections processed, or a list of donors alphabetically arranged, saving you
the headache of last-minute statistics collection.
For these and other uses, DataEase can be a most welcome addition to any
archives. However, users should be aware of several drawbacks. Particularly
annoying are the two floppy disks required to use DataEase operations so that
diskettes must constantly be changed if different functions are needed. Creating and printing a report, for example, must be done with different diskettes.
Another shortcoming is the amount of disk space needed to process the records
and use the "fast indexing" feature. For best results and easier use, the two diskettes system should be transferred to a hard disk, which has much larger storage capacity. Otherwise, as collections grow, data may have to be placed on
separate diskettes and complete, one-report listing for the entire collection is
impossible. One final problem: DataEase does not allow the user to block text.
Long titles may fit easily onto the computer screen, but when printed, will
(wrap around" to the beginning of the next line, putting them out of alignment with the rest of the column of folder titles. Field texts (such as the title
of a folder, i.e., "Academic Freedom") should therefore be kept short.

Linda J. Long
Assistant Archivist
Stanford University Archives
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Savvy PC 4.0. Albuquerque, New Mexico: Excalibur Technologies Corporation, 1984.
Savvy PC 5.1 Albuquerque, New Mexico: The Savvy Corporation, 1985.
In 1983 the Special Collections Department at Georgia State University
acquired an IBM PC-XT with 512K memory. Aside from word processing, the
Department hoped to make use of automation for maintaining certain types
of files (i.e. leads files) and for producing indexes that would be tedious and
time-consuming if done manually (i.e. title, author, composer, publisher and
date indexes for the sheet music collection). We began to search for a database
manager that would perform these functions, and in the process investigated
several software packages, including Savvy. Information on Savvy is available"
from The Savvy Corporation, 122 Tulane SE, Albuquerque, NM, 87106, telephone (505) 265-1273. Information is also available at the hotline number, (800)
551-5199. Savvy 4.0 retailed for around $495, but we got it on an educational
discount for $285. The updated 5.1 cost $500.
Savvy is marketed as a powerful, easy to use, extremely adaptable database
management system that offers several options that other software packages
do not. The database manager provided with the system uses standard English commands (polite comments such as "What do you want me to do now?");
can handle 60,000 records with fields of up to 240 characters in length (most
packages limit fields to 80 characters); and can easily search fields for both exact
information matches and similar ones (including misspelled words). All that
being said, however, the program has some serious drawbacks that probably
make it unsuitable for most archives.
Savvy comes with a built-in, ready-to-use database manager that allows the
user to jump right in and begin working. The manual supplied with the latest
version of Savvy offers a step-by-step "walk through" of how to get started. The
original manual was virtually useless in this respect. In logical, clear steps, Savvy
prompts the user to name the database and design the layout of the screen.
The field names (title, author, publisher, or whatever) can be arranged to
appear on the screen in any configuration that suits the user; they are typed
("painted") onto the screen in any desired order. Since one of the uses we make
of Savvy is in keeping files on our sheet music and sound recording collections,
we designed the screen layout to duplicate the data entry slips which are filled
out manually by the processors. All of the information can be found on the
screen in the same area as on the slips.
The database creator can specify the type of data desired for each field: for
example, designating a field as an "Answer" field will make the program demand a "Y" or "N" response; "Date" means year/month/day; "Integer" demands
a whole number and also supplies the appropriate punctuation automatically. Records entered into the database are stored by a "key" field designated by
the user (by "title," in the case of our sheet music) and the program will create
and store one other "alternate" index, accessible through the command "Toggle." As promised, this portion of the package is relatively simple to use and
self-explanatory. The database can also be edited after data have been stored
without loss of the data. Although this process can be slow, the software does
juggle large amounts of information well during the editing process.
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So what are the drawbacks of Savvy for use in an archival setting? For starters, we discovered after loading our sheet music holdings into the computer
that the program does not produce alphabetical lists in what is normally considered standard alphabetical order. According to Savvy, "Alone by the Telephone" comes before "Alone"; "You Grow Sweeter" comes before "You"; and
"Dream Peddler" comes before "Dream" For long lists of titles, such as we have,
this quirk can be quite disturbing (mind-boggling, actually, if you really need
to find something). Next we discovered that the program puts numbers in unusual order, producing lists such as: "111, 22, 231, 272, 301, 47, 488, 50:' Archivists who enjoy having their box and folder lists and inventories creatively
rearranged will appreciate this feature Those who do not will join the archivists
of GSU in displays of anger directed at the PC. The Savvy Corporation does
provide a very courteous hotline service for problems like these, and we are
awaiting a proposed solution to our difficulties.
In addition, the latest version, version 5.1, is very slow to use when adding
records to the files. Formerly, the user who selected "add" from the menu could
keep on adding records indefinitely. Now, after each record is added, the whole
menu appears again, the user selects "add," and the process repeats. Inputting
is thus a longer, more inconvenient process than before. For printouts, version
5.1 does offer the option of designing reports up to 160 characters in width
(previously the limit was 80), but the user cannot adjust the width of the lefthand margin, or decide how much space will be left between columns. I find
most reports printed out by Savvy to be cramped and difficult to read.
GSU purchased Savvy partly because the literature promised that it was easy
to adapt to various uses and that the programming language was not difficult.
Version 5.1's system (the larger entity beyond the database manager) can handle up to 60,000 records with a maximum field length of 1,000 and 254 fields
per record, obviously a powerful tool if one knows how to use it. To date, however, we have had no success with alternative programs. The built-in DBM cannot be adapted at all; instead one must create an entirely new program from
scratch. The original manual distributed with the software was dismally deficient for lay users. Although the latest manual is much better, I doubt that many
archivists will have the time to invest in creating what they can purchase ready
to use from other vendors.
In sum, our experiences with Savvy have produced a serviceable (if quirky)
set of indexes to our sheet music collection and a functional leads file database.
Producing these by computer was infinitely easier than doing them manually, even allowing for the frustrations of the process. However I cannot recommend Savvy as a good package for most archival work. Other packages have
built-in programs that perform most of Savvy's functions as well or better than
Savvy. Archivists who wish to design their own programs may find Savvy's
programming language worth their time, but I believe that most will be able
to find suitable "ready to use" packages from other vendors.
Christopher Ann Paton
Special Collections Department
Georgia State University
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MARCON II. Baltimore, Maryland: AIRS, INC., 1984
In 1984, NHPRC approved funding for the Connecticut Historical Judicial
Records Survey and Planning Project, to be carried out by the Connecticut State
Library, Archives, History and Genealogy Unit. The two-year project is assembling data and creating an automated database about historical judicial records
in the State Library, offices of clerks of state courts, including probate courts,
and offices of town clerks. After much study, the project purchased an IBM
AT with 512K RAM, 1.2 MB floppy disk drive and 20 MB hard disk and as software, MARCON, available from AIRS, Inc., Baltimore, Maryland.
MARCON II is a system developed with archivists and records managers
in mind, for the management and control of library and archival records. The
software is designed for data entry, data retrieval, data validation, and abstract/
index control of records. The "reports module" provides for the printing of the
data of an entire record collection to either the computer's hard disk or the
printer.
At this point in the project, we are using MARCON II for storing survey data
and for producing a detailed guide to the location of important judicial records
of the State of Connecticut. In order to obtain data, survey forms were designed
and mailed to town clerks and to probate clerks and are being utilized for onsite surveys of the superior and geographical area courts. To update a 1977
guide, the project surveyed historical judicial records at the State Library and
produced a container level list which has proven effective in preparation for
data entry.
MARCON II allows for the creation of individual record formats, or templates, for each collection. This includes the creation of fields which may not
be included in the fields dictionary, allowing for the entry of unique collections in four areas - town clerks, probate clerks, superior and geographical
area courts, and in-house court records.
MARCON II comes with features specifically developed for an archival setting. The ability to create a unique record format or template for each record
collection, as mentioned above, allows for the addition of fields unique to the
collection to be used in the description process. The "browse feature" is very
useful, particularly in both the data entry and data retrieval modes. Wherever
a list of words is shown, you can simply type in the desired word and the system will automatically bring you to that part of the list where that word is
located. Great for when you have 2000 entries or search words, and the one
you want is in the middle!
Other features which are useful include automatic indexing and "nested"
fields. In a large body of text, every word (with the exception of stop or noise
words) is indexed with the flick of a key. "Nested" fields is a new feature available with MARCON II, allowing for the creation of a general field, such as
location register, beneath which subfields are arranged hierarchically, e.g.,
building, room, aisle, shelf, etc.
One last feature, which quickens data entry, is that of recalling the information given in any field of the previous record. The user hits one key, and
the information found in the designated field of the previous record appears
on the screen.
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The user's manual is easy to follow and leads the user from installing the
software onto the hard disk through data entry and on to data retrieval. The
manual contains illustrations to guide the user through each step, and a glossary of terms and appendices at the back provide the user with information
such as stop words list (the stop words list prevents the indexing of common
words of no importance), technical specifications, and instructions for reindexing from the beginning in the event of a power failure. This last feature has
proven reassuring, since we did have an instance where the system crashed,
and within a few hours the database was restored - no data lost.
With this version of MARCON II, once the user has designed the record template, and has begun entering records, the order of the fields cannot be changed,
nor can a new field be placed in the middle of the template. This can cause
problems, if, part way through a collection, you discover that you have forgotten to enter a field or you need to include more data. (I have been informed
that the next version of MARCON will allow a user to add fields.) Another
problem arises in data retrieval, or searching. You can only search one collection at a time, making the process long and tedious if you want to search across
collections.
MARCON II is constantly being improved and updated by the staff at AIRS.
The staff has proven to be cooperative and supportive when called on for help,
and willing to listen to the user. The software package is effective for managing the data entered on this project.
Lorraine E Perry
Connecticut State Library

PC-FileIII. Bellevue, Washington: ButtonWare, 1984.
When the Minnesota Historical Society's Division of Archives and
Manuscripts acquired two IBM PC's I, like other members of the staff, approached the new gizmos with a combination of excitement and dread. Would
I like it? Would it like me? And most importantly, can I find a way to use it,
so we can justify getting the thing?
Fortunately for those of us suffering from computer angst there exist software packages which do not take months of study and lost files to master.
PC-File III is one such program. A simple database manager, it runs on IBM
PC or compatible equipment, and can be used in a variety of archival functions.
Perhaps the greatest strength of the program is its simplicity. Even those with
a minimum of computer experience can set up a database, using the mercifully short and easy to understand user's guide. One note of caution here, however. The guide is only comparatively easy to use. Compared to those for other
database managers, such as dBase III, it is a model of lucidity but that does
not mean it is always comprehensible.
Setting up a database on PC-File III is easy partly because the procedures
are simple and partly because the options are limited. All fields (with one exception) are limited to the width of the user's display screen (usually 65 charac-
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ters). By using short fields (fewer than 30 characters), one can define up to 42
separate fields. Anyone wanting entries beyond addresses, names, or simple
statistics is likely to need the longer field and be limited to a total of 21. The
last field created, however, may be defined as a "Superfield" with up to 1665
characters, depending on the number and length of other fields in the database It is useful for notes, subject entries, and the like, but since the program
has limited word processing ability, use of this field can be awkward. It also
uses up a lot of storage space since the full length of each field is reserved for
every entry whether it is all used or not.
The program has a menu of functions that are easy to use and effective. The
"Find and Modify" functions allow the user to search one or more fields foF
a given string of characters. The entire field may be searched and the user may
opt for a Soundex search for all groups of characters which resemble a given
set. The program stops and displays each record as it is found and gives the
user the option to modify, continue the search, or stop and return to menu.
By far the most powerful functions are the "List" and "Sort" options. List
is essentially a report creating subprogram which allows the user to make a
Boolean search of all the fields (except the superfield) in a given database and
print out a report of the data. It also allows some flexibility in formatting the
printout - such as setting spacing between columns - and will "remember"
frequently used search routines.
The "Sort" function will arrange data in a given field or fields in ascending
or descending order. It is very useful for rearranging data in a variety of ways,
which has proven helpful in creating reports. This has proven particularly true
in databases which include lists of names with accompanying categories. For
example, one of our staff has created a database containing the names of
researchers using our collections along with the topics of their research, the
subject area(s) included, and the collection(s) used. With the "Sort" function
this information can be listed alphabetically by name, topic, subject area, or
collection.
Other uses of the PC-File III program include a database listing new acquisitions and their status, as well as a file which traces each accession through
the cataloging process. The program has also been used to format information to be loaded into the more sophisticated dBase III system.
Still, the disadvantages of the system limit its use. Unlike larger programs,
PC-File limits the number and size of fields. It is somewhat slow in searching
and particularly in sorting databases more than a few score files in size. Its
search routine is not as sophisticated or as accurate as those of larger, more
expensive systems. In short, you would not want to use this program to set up
an automated card catalog.
Overall, however, PC-File III has much to recommend it to the computer
novice. It is relatively easy to use and understand, yet it is flexible and powerful enough to allow one to experiment with the uses of a database. It also has
the considerable advantage of being cheap, $56.00, and may be ordered directly
from Buttonware. I should note however, that a new, improved and slightly
more expensive version of PC-File will soon be on the market.
Hampton Smith
Minnesota Historical Society
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DB Master 4 Plus. Sani Rafael, California: Stoneware, Inc., 1984.
Today archives face the dual problem of needing to automate while operating within the constraints of a limited budget. If the only option is continued
use of an outdated Apple II Plus, DB Master 4 Plus software by Stoneware,
Inc. is an economical solution to many data management problems. This version of DB Master is capable of organizing large quantities of information into
files which are easily used for a variety of archival tasks. Whether used for mailing lists, administrative record keeping, or subject indexes, DB Master is an
inexpensive yet powerful database management software package.
In 1980 the Archives of Appalachia began to computerize its administrative records. With the aid of an NEH grant, the archives acquired an Apple
II Plus with a 64K memory, two disk drives, a monitor, and thermal printer
in addition to two software packages, EasyWriter and DB Master. The archives
later replaced the thermal printer with a Radix 10 dot matrix printer.
In 1984 the archives purchased the upgraded DB Master 4 Plus. This package consists of two program disks, a sample records diskette, worksheets, and
a detailed manual. The manual is easy to follow and includes a reference guide
for experienced database users as well as an excellent tutorial which carefully
walks beginning users through each step of creating and using a database file.
The software costs $295 and includes Utility Paks #1 and 2 which were previously sold separately. DB Master 4 Plus is available through most retail stores.
Retailers who did not keep the package in stock promised delivery within one
week. Stoneware also produces DB Master versions for an Apple with a hard
disk, the McIntosh and IBM PC-XT.
The capabilities and flexibility of the DB Master 4 Plus has enabled the archives to use the microcomputer in a variety of projects. By combining fields
formatted for alphabetic phrases, numeric sequences, dollars and cents, phone
numbers, social security numbers, and yes/no responses, the archives was able
to create forms for automating its accession list, lead files, and researcher registration records. For example, the accession list record contains numeric fields
for accession number, size, and date received; alphabetical fields for collection title, donor name, and record types; a yes/no field for process statement;
and an alphanumeric field for location.
In creating a record format, fields may be placed anywhere on the screen,
changed, deleted, or rearranged. When designing a form, the user designates
fields as primary keys for storage and searches. A record may include up to 100
fields, with maximum field length determined by the type of field. Alphanumeric fields can not exceed 100 characters which precludes the use of this software for lengthy series descriptions.
Several DB Master 4 Plus features aid users in the data entry. Throughout
the program, the software prompts for the correct diskette and lists available
functions at the bottom of the screen. Through the use of "defaults," permanent values can be assigned to particular fields or the entire last record can
remain on the screen, allowing the user to enter only the data which needs to
be changed. For example, a list of audiotapes on coal mining may be added
to a subject index by entering only the new tape number and skipping fields
containing category and subject numbers, subject heading, and media type
(i.e. audiotape) on the second and subsequent entries.
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A second feature, the short form option, allows the user to place on screen
only the fields needed for a particular task. This option proved useful in a recent joint project with the Appalachian Consortium to organize information
for a directory of repositories in Appalachia. Short forms were used to produce
mailing labels, to record additional information on repositories for directory
entries, and to document contacts between project staff and repositories. The
short form simplified the addition procedure and sped data entry. DB Master
could later integrate the information from different short forms into a final
report.
Once data has been entered into the file, DB Master performs searches in
three seconds using a primary key field or in seven seconds in a secondary field.
The program searches for an exact match within a range of alphabetic or
numeric values in a single field, for partial characters or a group of characters
within a field, or for contents in more than one field. After a record has been
located, the user may add a revised version of the record leaving the original
intact, add the edited record as a replacement for the original, or delete the
record entirely. By including the global editor in Utility Pak #2, DB Master
4 Plus provides a means to edit or delete large numbers of records quickly.
Through the use of the global delete function, for example, a nine hundred
name mailing list of questionnaire recipients was reduced in a single step to
just over two hundred names of persons who returned the questionnaire.
The most ambitious project undertaken at the archives is the "Archival
Computerized subject Access System" (ACSAS) which at present is in the data
entry stage. The result will be a printed subject index to the archives' holdings,
including manuscripts, photographs, audio and video recordings, and vertical files. This project poses special problems for the software. Due to limitations in the report generator, the detailed subject index cannot be produced
simply by using one of the available report formats. In the standard page format, fields must be placed in fixed locations. This format cannot be used since
a subject heading may or may not include "see also" references, or a subject
heading may refer to one manuscript group while another refers to ten. Fields
can be placed in varying locations using a label format; but with a limitation
of fifty characters per line, this format also is inadequate for the index. The
problem is now solved through the use of a special page format for labels in
which the special label printer will compress unused spaces between fields so
that blank fields will not take up space on a line. As a result, only the fields
appropriate for the content of a particular record will be printed.
In sum, the DB Master 4 Plus is an inexpensive yet powerful database
management system for the Apple. Admittedly, the package lacks some features available with other database software. There are at least three major
drawbacks to the DB Master 4 Plus. Because DB Master 4 Plus is not a relational system it cannot work with two different files at the same time. Second,
with the limitation of 100 characters per field, the software cannot be employed
to create files using lengthy descriptions as in the MARC format. Third, the
package lacks online help which is now included in newer software.
An archives' needs must be carefully weighed against a software's cost and
capabilities. While KnowledgeMan, dBase II or Rbase 5000 with an IBM PC
or XT might be a more powerful and flexible combination, DB Master 4 Plus
retails for nearly half the price of these other packages. For many purposes,
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DB Master 4 Plus for the Apple is adequate for many archival projects in computerized file management.
Norma Myers Thomas
Archives of Appalachia
East Tennessee State University

BOOKS
Report. By Committee on the Records of Government. Washington, D.C.:
Sponsored through private funding by the American Council of Learned
Societies, the Social Science Research Council, and the Council on Library
Resources, 1985. 191 pp. Appendixes. Paper.
"The United States is in danger of losing its memory." This warning was issued by a committee of scholars and former high-ranking public officials in
its report of the Committee on the Records of Government. The chairman of
the committee was Ernest R. May, professor of history at Harvard University.
Dr. Anna Nelson was the key member of the staff. The association of such important people with a study of archives and its sponsorship by three prestigious
councils suggests the importance of this report. The views expressed - and
directed to federal archives programming - are strengthened by its timing;
the report was completed just as the National Archives achieved independence.
The Committee's recommendations are based on the following general conclusions. First, records conditions and needs in state and local government are
very similar to federal problems and solutions. All governments store huge
quantities of paper records at high annual cost. Second, useless records are kept
by federal agencies, while documents important for daily government operation or scholarly research are destroyed. Third, the increasing use of electronic
technology is as much a threat as an aid to government record-keeping. The
fears are that computer files will be easily erased and that yesterday's files will
not always be readable on today's machines. Fourth, "responsibility for decisions regarding records is fragmented and ill-defined," being spread among a
variety of federal agencies. Similar fragmentation of responsibility exists in state
and local governments.
Based on these conclusions, the contracted analysis by experts, and the input
of forty persons in eight formal group meetings or interviews, the Committee
made three main recommendations. These are: 1) "responsibility for managing records must rest within the individual government agencies" (p. 43); the
duties of senior agency officials "must explicitly encompass the management
of records. All budgets from policy, administrative, and program offices (including those for non-government contractors) must include provisions for the
records they [the agencies] create" (p. 44); 2) the next Archivist of the United
States... must offer new leadership for records management, create a refer-
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ence division within NARA for government agencies, and lead state and local
governments on matters relating to public records; and 3) the President of the
United States should by executive order establish a Records Management Policy
Council, which would include representatives of the Office of Management
and Budget and the General Services Administration, and would be chaired
by the Archivist of the U.S. "The objective of this Executive Order," the committee concluded, "is to integrate responsibilities now spread between three
separate staff agencies and to assign to each operating agency the responsibilities for the administration of an effective and efficient records program" (p. 46).
For the archival community this report has important strengths and deficiencies. The fact that a committee on the records of government convened,
established an agenda, commissioned research by experts, invited broad-based'
input, and prepared a report focusing on public records issues is significant in
and by itself. The report, issued over the signatures of distinguished citizens
and scholars, brings public attention to the care and retention of government
records and information. A second major strength of the report is its call for
more adequate provision in all agency budgets for the management, control,
and processing of records. In short, it took money to create the records, therefore, money should be made available to conserve, manage, and exploit that
resource to its fullest. Third, the Committee's call for a larger role for the
National Archives must also be applauded. A re-energized and better funded
NARA has been a primary goal of the National Association of Government
Archives and Records Administrators.
The report also has a number of deficiencies. First, it is too general, too simplistic, and too brief. Because the report itself is just thirty-seven pages, including a draft executive order for establishing the Records Management Policy
Council, it can only marginally address the issues and needs of government
records custodians. The 141 pages of attachments and appendices, which buttress the conclusions and recommendations, are three times the size of the report itself. The most significant appendix is the overview of government records
programs prepared for the Committee's first meeting by Victoria Irons Walch.
Given the early salvo - "the condition of federal executive branch records is,
with rare exceptions, deplorable, those of states, counties, cities, and towns are
even worse" (p. 9) - one might have expected much more of a statement on
the records at all levels of government. Surely, not everyone will agree that
"there are no recordkeeping issues peculiar to state and local governments" (p.
11). Second, implicit in the report's conclusions is the view that the Committee's recommendations for federal records will trickle down to the state and
local level. The important role to be played by state archival programs and the
professional associations, most notably NAGARA and SAA, is slighted. So, too,
there is no discussion of the "inter-governmental" nature of many records in
the federal system. Third, some effort should have been made to indicate more
precisely the limits of the Committee's work and to suggest areas for further
study. The Committee's preoccupation with office automation and electronic
records has narrowed its universe. Fourth, the Committee has in no significant
way identified a mechanism by which evaluation and review can be continued,
or how resources can be developed to meet the recommendations. Finally, the
report was released with no apparent concern to publicize the recommendations. Except for a brief summary of the report which appeared in the Sep-

REVIEWS

85

tember 1985 SAA Newsletter, there has been little fanfare. At this writing there
has been no official comment by either NAGARA or NARA.
All archivists and records administrators should read the report. It is a
thought piece, a discussion document, suitable for sharing with policy makers
you desire to persuade. They need to be reminded that archives and records
management is a component of doing business in government, or anywhere.
This fact was well understood by the Committee. Although readers might have
wished that the blue ribbon committee had better appreciated the full dimension of the subject, this is still one of the best advocacy documents yet produced
for the archival profession. This tool is there for us to use in whatever creative
ways we can.
Roland M. Baumann
Division of Archives & Manuscripts
Pennsylvania Historical and Museum Commission

MARC for Archives and Manuscripts:A Compendium of Practice, by Max J.
Evans and Lisa B. Weber. Madison: The State Historical Society of Wisconsin, 1985. Distributed by the Society of American Archivists. Appendixes.
Loose-leaf. $15.00 members, $20 others.
In October 1984, a Conference on the Use of the MARC Format for Archival
and Manuscripts Control was convened in Madison, Wisconsin, to consider
the experiences of the earliest users of the as-yet unpublished new format. The
spirit of consultation which distinguished the development of the Archival and
Manuscripts Control (AMC) Format was greatly in evidence at the conference,
and the volume produced by the participants will join the growing list of key
documents concerning the new format. MARC for Archives and Manuscripts:
A Compendium of Practicepresents a field-by-field review of the AMC practices of nine major institutional users, in addition to the standards established
by the Online Computer Library Center (OCLC) and the Research Libraries
Group (RLG), the two major bibliographic utilities which have so far
implemented the new format.
Of the nine institutions whose AMC practices are represented in this volume, four (Yale, Cornell, and Stanford universities, and the Hoover Institute)
participated in an RLG-sponsored project to establish standards for the new
format while beginning to create records with it in the Research Libraries Information Network (RLIN). The New York State Archives and the State Historical Society of Wisconsin were, at the time of the conference, involved in testing
three different local systems for possible use with the new format. The Historical Department of the Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-Day Saints (LDS)
was involved in switching from SPINDEX to AMC for control of its archival
materials, and the Smithsonian Institution was experimenting with a MARCbased local system, as was the Chicago Historical Society. The volume, therefore, encompasses a significant variety of institutions and of institutional goals
for use of the format: local system practice is represented as well as that of the
major utility.
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MARC for Archives and Manuscripts: A Compendium of Practice is not
sufficient to introduce the uninitiated to the new format: it was designed to
be used with the Library of Congress's MARC FormatsforBibliographicData
(MFBD) Update 10, in addition to the Society of American Archivists' publication, MARC for Archives and Manuscripts: the AMC Format, by Nancy
Sahli, and Steven L. Henson's Archives, PersonalPapers, and Manuscripts. It
is a loose-leaf volume, conveniently organized according to tag numbers (as
are the field guides produced by OCLC and RLIN). Each section lists the
MARC indicators and subfields and begins with summaries of the MARC,
OCLC, and RLIN standards. There follow more or less comprehensive summaries of the practices of each institution, often including brief examples. These
comprise the real substance of the volume and will prove most valuable to
archivists confronted by the intimidating array of questions which arise from
the imposition of the MARC AMC Format on archival descriptive practices.
These questions can range from the very central issue of how to construct a
"main entry" and title in AMC to the problem of which note fields to use, and
in what order. The standard manuals address these questions, of course, but
the beginner can never have too many examples, and it is especially valuable
to be able to consider a range of practical options such as are presented here.
Some issues are dealt with at length in the text, and reflect what must have
been a lively discourse at the conference. For instance, the Hoover Institute's
summary of practice, in describing the reasons for using fullest name form,
details the problems associated with use of the Library of Congress's Name
Authority File; Chicago Historical Society presents an alternative view. Not
surprisingly, the textual summaries are lengthiest and most interesting in considering those fields where Anglo-American CatalogingRules, ed. 2 revisions
and the new format have proven controversial or innovative. It is intriguing
to note that most repositories have decided against extensive use of the 7XX
fields for individuals represented in a collection who can be considered creators of materials rather than subjects: this distinction seems artificial for the
manuscript collection or archival series. Nevertheless, the potential value of
the distinction is ably presented by the textual summary of the Chicago Historical Society, which has chosen to make use of the 7XX fields.
This useful volume might have been slightly more useful with some additions, such as comprehensive tables summarizing all repositories' practices concerning some fields, such as the 5XX note fields (it is difficult to reconstruct
the differences and similarities across repositories in this and a couple of other
sections). Brief overall summaries of practice for some fields are needed, as it
is occasionally difficult to isolate the points of distinction between repositories where each has provided a lengthy summary, much of which is repetitive.
Patricia Cloud
Northwestern University
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Guardian of Heritage: Essays on the History of the NationalArchives, edited
by Timothy Walch. Washington, D.C.: National Archives Trust Fund Board,
1986. 93 pp., Paper. $7.00.
This volume fills a niche between the only two full-length books and a handful of isolated articles on the historical development of the National Archives.
Published, in part, to encourage further research on the agency (a "Guide to
Further Reading and Research" is the final section), these six essays by present
or former members of the National Archives staff, provide a "brief historical
overview .... from a critical perspective." Three of the essays originally appeared in the Summer 1984 "Anniversary Issue" of the National Archives journal, Prologue. Donald R. McCoy's "The Struggle to Establish a National
Archives in the United States" outlines the long political fight of J. Franklin
Jameson, the American Historical Association, and Waldo G. Leland to build
a repository to house the nation's records. Virginia C. Purdy's "A Temple to
Clio: The National Archives Building" accurately details the construction (including the sculptural iconography) of this shrine for our documentary heritage. And Rodney A. Ross's "The National Archives of the United States: The
Formative Years, 1934-1949" discusses the turf wars and personality conflicts
of the first decade and a half as the Archives struggled to establish new policies in an archival vacuum while simultaneously developing good relations with
other federal agencies reluctant to part with their files.
The final three essays continue Ross's chronological treatment: James
Gregory Bradsher's "The National Archives: Serving Government, the Public, and Scholarship, 1950-65" covers the transformation of the National
Archives from a small historical agency to a sizable bureaucracy responsible
for records centers, presidential libraries, a historical publications program,
and The FederalRegister. Though rather dry reading, Bradsher's statistics do
show the explosion of both records and responsibilities as well as the efforts of
the Archives to cope with its increased duties while hobbled by the General
Services Administration (GSA). But, as Bradsher's account makes clear, these
were the years of service when the more mature Archives adequately met the
needs of federal agencies, the general public, and scholars.
The most insightful and analytical essay in this volume is Trudy Huskamp
Peterson's "The National Archives: Substance and Shadows, 1965-1980." She
sees 1974 as a watershed year in the development of the National Archives. Prior
to that date progress had been marked by substantial program improvements,
but President Nixon's resignation after Watergate and the subsequent squabble over the ownership of his presidential papers pushed the agency into a shadowy world of legal and public relations problems, with GSA becoming more
and more involved in questions of accountability and access. Peterson, the only
person ever to successfully explain the NARS administrative structure to this
reviewer, shares with those outside the National Archives her critical but concerned view as a key insider caught up in this momentous period.
The final essay is by retired Archivist of the United States, Robert M. Warner,
and "The National Archives: A Memoir, 1980-85" illustrates the rare occasion
when a golden anniversary really marks a significant event - independence
for the National Archives. Warner provides a graceful account, free of bitterness, of his efforts to improve communication within and without the agency,
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lift the heavy hand of GSA, oppose budget and staff reductions, and improve
public and outreach programs. Many of the duties that fell to Warner were
outside the normal purview of an archivist, but the administrators and staff
of the National Archives, though beset by a host of critical political problems,
still found the institutional strength to carry out unprecedented appraisal
projects in FBI field office case files and federal court records and to draw up
plans to cope with the huge preservation problems the repository faced.
All these conflicts, whether political or archival, did not, of course, match
the drama of the main event. Independence, sought off and on since the transfer
to GSA in 1949, will always be the event associated both with Warner's tenure
and with the fiftieth anniversary of the founding of the National Archives.
Guardianof Heritagedoes not answer all the questions about these fifty years,
nor does it claim to. Organizing most of the essays into fifteen year periods
meant that such a key issue as the loss of independence in 1949 falls between
the chronological cracks and is relegated to only a footnote referring the reader to H. G. Jones's Records of a Nation. But this volume provides a sound, brief
account in a very attractive format. The interesting and informative photographs from the Prologueessays are among eighty-three excellent pictures (the
quality of reproduction exceeds that of the journal) that are virtually a seventh, photographic, essay on the people involved in what we all must now learn
to call the National Archives and Records Administration. May many archivists
and other scholars heed the editor's invitation to study the history of this agency
so that by the one-hundredth anniversary all Americans will be aware of the
contributions of the women and men who work in the building on top of Tiber
Creek.

J. Frank Cook
University of Wisconsin-Madison

MARC for Archives and Manuscripts: The AMC Format, by Nancy Sahli.
Chicago: Society for American Archivists, 1985. Bibliography, glossary, and
data element dictionary. Loose-leaf. $20.00 members, $30.00 others.
In January 1985, the Library of Congress issued, as part of Update 10 of its
MARC (MAchine-Readable Cataloging)Formatsfor BibliographicData, the
MARC Archival and Manuscripts Control (AMC) Format. The publication
of Update 10 was the culmination of eight years of cooperative efforts on the
part of archivists. Although MARC formats have been used in libraries for
different kinds of materials since the late 1960s, use of a MARC format
represents a radical change of approach for archivists. In order to help archivists
understand and learn the new format, SAA decided to produce a user's manual.
This manual, MARC for Archives and Manuscripts: The AMC Format, pro-
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vides a comprehensive reference source for archivists, manuscript curators,
librarians, and others who are interested in the new format.
Since the volume is intended to be easily updated as changes are made to
the format, it is produced in loose-leaf form, unpaginated, but with clearly
defined sections. An introductory section, that is clear, concise, and well-written
in question and answer form, contains a history and description of the format.
It presents the benefits of using AMC, both in terms of exchanging data among
repositories, and for improved consistency in recording information within a
repository. Ms. Sahli's explanation of the difference between a format, a program, and a system should put to rest forever the confusion surrounding these
concepts. There is also an excellent discussion of the structure of the format
itself. A brief glossary of terms used in the introduction is also provided, but
additional terms from the field definitions themselves, e.g., "logical record
length," would have been helpful. The selected bibliography lists other sources
which would be useful in understanding the format. There is also a sample
coding sheet (from a local AMC application) presented as an example, and two
humorous "sample input records,' one for a manuscript collection, the William
Fonds Provenance Papers, and one for an archival record group, the Freen
College Office of Federal Grants Records. Yes, MARC can be fun.
The second section in the manual is the actual AMC format, organized in
field number order. Each field is given one or more pages, headed by the field
number (tag), name, and designation of whether it can be repeated. For each
field, there is a general information note, a listing of indicators and subfields,
and examples showing how the field is used. The descriptions of the fields are
usually clear and understandable. They specify how the field should be used
for archival and manuscripts control, noting which fields are rarely used for
certain classes of material, e.g., literary manuscripts. There is a particularly
helpful explanation of the use of the subject added entry fields, including guidelines for distinguishing categories (personal name, corporate name, conference
name, topical subject, and geographical subject).
The manual does suffer from a lack of effective transition between the sections. The AMC format is, in fact, divided into three parts: the leader and record directory, control fields, and variable data fields. This structure is described
in the introduction, with the caveat that the leader and record directory fields
are difficult and largely unnecessary for archivists to understand (having a purely technical application). Unfortunately the lack of pagination prevents a reference to this note before the format section itself. To avoid confusion on the part
of the reader, it would have been helpful to repeat the entire explanation of
the structure at the beginning of the format section. (There is a general description of the variable control fields.) Loose-leaf dividers between the sections
would have also increased ease of use, as SAA has suggested.
The third section is a reprint of the "Data Elements Dictionary," distributed by SAA in 1984. The dictionary, which was originally produced by the
National Information Systems Task Force Working Group on Data Elements
as the basis for defining the AMC format, provides additional information on
how fields should be interpreted. It includes an extensive introduction with
a description of "functional subsystems" for archival practice, e.g., appraise,
accession, process, etc., as well as the dictionary of standard terminology for
the data elements themselves.
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This manual represents a major contribution to archival literature For
experienced users, it is a convenient reference source, for use in conjunction
with specific system manuals. For prospective and new users of the format,
it provides a clear and understandable introduction and should encourage
experimentation and use.
Elaine D. Engst
Cornell University

