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Chapter 1: Introduction
“Records have multiple purposes in terms of their value to an individual,
organization or society. They are vehicles of communication and
interaction, facilitators of decision making, enablers of continuity,
consistency, and effectiveness in human action, memory stores,
repositories of experience, evidence of rights and obligations.”
—

Susan McKemmish et al., Archives: recordkeeping
in society (Charles Sturt University Press, 2005)

While museums and other collecting institutions continue to work to meet the
needs of society, they do not always change at the same rate as the world around them.
Indeed, museums have been characterized as being reactionary to developments around
them, responding to criticism leveled at their institutions with “mulish obstinacy” and
denial until they could no longer reject change (Brown 2014; Parry 2007). One
significant change affecting both the broader world and collecting institutions today is the
rapid pace of technological change. In the current era of museum practice, which is
centered upon accountability to and engagement with audiences and communities with
varying needs, it is not an option for museums to forego the integration of technology
into their institutions (Cameron 2010).
Museums today integrate technology into their efforts in myriad ways, and over
the past decades, as technology has evolved, they have adjusted their use of and reliance
upon it (Parry 2007). In collections management, profound changes have taken place as
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museums work to digitize their collections in projects of many kinds, ranging from
creating digital images of objects for condition reporting to scanning museum documents
to facilitate access. In museum recordkeeping, however, an important gap has opened as
museum records have been digitized: while standards for care of analog records exist, as
do those for digitally-born or digitized records, guidelines for connecting the two records
systems do not exist.
Significantly, some institutions have begun using digital records as a replacement
for analog records (Buck and Gilmore 2010), raising the question of how analog records
are managed once they have been digitized. Are analog records “deep archived” once
they have been digitized, and if so, have museums made every effort to ensure that they
remain accessible and that connections between analog and digital recordkeeping systems
have been maintained? What efforts are institutions making to maintain their analog
records, once these records “have gone digital?” Although many museums possess record
retention policies for analog records, and guidelines are available for collections
digitization, sector-wide standards for jointly managing analog and digital recordkeeping
systems are not yet in place. Indeed, no significant research has been conducted on the
topic of how analog and digital records systems might best coexist and complement one
or another.
The literature concerning analog records is abundant, covering topics from the
evolution of records, records organizational structures, to standards, best practices, and
management policies for these records (American Alliance of Museums 2017f; Brown
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2014; Buck and Gilmore 2010; Roberts 1985). And just as there is no shortage of
information available concerning analog records, the same is true of digital records. In
addition to the information regarding the evolution of and standards for digital
recordkeeping (Society of American Archivists 2017; Cameron 2010; McGovern 2013;
Parry 2007; Roberts 1985; Sartori 2015), there are strategies for creating and managing
digital recordkeeping systems (Gessner 2015; Miller 2011; Ramsay 2004; Swank 2008).
Because little research has been conducted on how analog and digital
recordkeeping systems remain connected once records have been digitized, the processes
by which analog records are chosen for digitization and the impact digital recordkeeping
systems have on preceding analog records systems will be examined in this thesis. The
topic is important because museum records contain more than just data: they also contain
institutional stories. In addition, analog and digital records can tell these institutional
stories differently, often because, by design, information associated with one may not be
found in both sources.
Although one of the benefits of records digitization is the ability to search for
information in a variety of ways (Cameron 2010; Roberts 1985), it can be forgotten that
analog records also allow for this (Brown 2014). In the rush to digitization, the
versatility of analog records can be underestimated, with digital records therefore viewed
as “superior” when attempting to search for specific data (Brown 2014).
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In order to examine the topic of this thesis, the impact of digitalization on analog
records systems, a review of the literature was first conducted, as presented in Chapters 2
through 4. The main topics of the literature review include fundamental elements of
records management such as the definition of records and their various categories; the
history of museum collecting/records practice, the importance of records for museums
and their impact on institutional history; and the introduction and subsequent widespread
utilization of digital recordkeeping systems in collecting institutions and the challenges
that accompany the use of such methods.
In addition to the literature review, a national survey of 150 institutions
concerning recordkeeping practices in the context of digitization was conducted. The
survey consisted of 45 questions that asked a range of questions about recordkeeping
methods and records management. As outlined in Chapter 5, the survey was sent to
institutions accredited by either the American Alliance of Museum (AAM) or the
National Digital Stewardship Alliance (NDSA). These institutions were chosen because
accreditation is suggestive of best practices in the field. The methods used in this thesis
are fully outlined in Chapter 5. Each of the 45 questions asked in the survey is presented
in this chapter, for example, and the reasons why each question was asked is outlined.
In Chapter 6, the results of the survey are outlined in detail, with the percentage
response to each question presented along with a series of tables. In Chapter 7, the
survey results are summarized as a prelude to a presentation of several key themes that
emerged from this study. Finally, in Chapter 8, conclusions concerning the state of
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museum recordkeeping systems today are presented, along with recommendations for
managing analog records in conjunction with digital recordkeeping practices.
As the Information and Records Management Society (2011) emphasizes,
information and records management is “all about” how an organization controls and
utilizes its information assets, which consist of all the various records and information
resources held by an organization, not only including information held in electronic and
other media, but also held in paper and through staff knowledge. As this thesis will
examine, it is therefore important to understand more about why museums digitize their
records, what is done with the analog records after they have finished with the process,
and how analog and digital recordkeeping system articulate with one other. Considering
that museums are given credibility and legitimacy through the integrity of their records
(Brown 2014), it is critical to optimize all aspects of museum recordkeeping practices,
whether they be analog, digital, or conjoined systems. Assessing the effectiveness of
recordkeeping practices must be a priority, and as many institutions have embraced
digital technology for their records systems, the current standards for records need to be
reassessed.
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Chapter 2: The Nature of Museum Records

Museum records, despite being hidden from the public eye, and thus, largely out of
public consciousness, are the foundation upon which the rest of the institution rests.
Without the information and resources in those records readily available and up-to-date,
museums would not be able to effectively educate the public about the objects in the
museum’s possession (Roberts 1985). A better understanding of museum records, and
therefore of museums themselves, can be obtained by understanding basic aspects of
museum record systems, as well as examining the history of how museum record systems
developed.
Before discussing the history of record keeping in museums, it is imperative to
understand what museum records are at their most fundamental level. Museum records
are generated by staff members, usually collections managers, registrars, and curators,
that provide detailed information about goings on within that institution (Buck and
Gilmore 2010). In this thesis, following Buck and Gilmore, as well as Roberts, the
information of significance will be considered those records created for objects within
permanent collections and items on long-term loan. This includes related files about the
inclusion of these objects in exhibits, legal documents such as deeds of gift and purchase,
and loan agreements related to the objects. (Buck and Gilmore 2010; Roberts 1985).
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Defining Museum Records
To truly appreciate museum records and their function within the institution, it is
necessary to understand the types of records, the ways in which the records are ordered,
and how that order tells the story of the objects and the institution—without that, the full
potential of the records as a tool for communicating the history of the institution cannot
be met. Satisfactory records make working with objects a less frequent necessity because
they let individuals know facts about the object such as provenance, markings, size, and
other physical and historical facts about the piece. But when evaluating museum records
and their impact on the institution, knowing what types of records exist and what
purposes they serve is of paramount importance (Buck and Gilmore 2010).
It is also important to note that for much of the history of museums, the only method
for keeping records was analog, or on paper. Often, these paper recordkeeping systems
have two parts that work in tandem—a series of files containing information on objects
(deeds, accession paperwork, condition reports, loan agreements, etc.) and a written
catalog ledger book or card catalog that helps find the most important information, as
well as a location for that object within the institution (National Museum of Natural
History 2017; Buck and Gilmore 2010). For the system to work, an institution must
attempt to keep the types of resources available in object records uniform, which means
creating a policy for the ways that objects are processed through the museum, from the
day they enter the sphere of the institution (even before purchase or receipt through gifts).
These paper recordkeeping systems could and can still be onerous to use, depending on
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the size of the collection and the level of detail that was involved in initially designing the
system. Because of the longevity of use of paper recordkeeping systems, the types of files
found in a museum, including those that are falling out of use due to the traction being
gained by digital recordkeeping, will be discussed below.
The first type of file generated by a museum is related to the two-part process of
accession. In order for a museum to maintain legal rights to an object, there must be
documentation concerning how the object(s) came to be in the possession of the
institution. Therefore, at the outset of any museum acquisition, all information pertaining
to the acquisition is retained for archival and reference purposes. After an object has been
accepted to the permanent collection, these records become known as an accession file,
including documents such as a deed of sale or gift, and correspondence concerning the
shipping and delivery of the object(s). The object(s) and file are then given a unique
accession number that “associates the object with its file and all its documentation”
(Buck and Gilmore 2010, 50). These files may also include other supplementary records
relating to operation; however, if the records become too numerous or the museum finds
reason for these files not to be related to the acquisition and initial documentation, the
institution may create a separate but associated object file.
Object files are the living records of objects—they contain any and all information of
an object and are updated throughout the life of an object. An object file will likely
contain all information found in the accession file in addition to reports about the object’s
history. Condition and conservation reports are often found in object files, providing
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written accounts of what an object was like in a particular time and in what condition an
object should be found. In addition to providing information on the physical history and
well-being of a piece, these files also contain information about the object’s history and
value. Any curatorial or provenance research conducted by the institution should be
represented within this file, as well as information about exhibits in which the object has
appeared (Buck and Gilmore 2010). This type of reference material allows the object to
be contextualized both within its own history, and within the story of the institution.
Object files can give further context and depth to objects and those that have worked with
them through correspondence about that object. Whether cultural, historical, or monetary,
understanding the value of an object often shapes its place within the institution. Keeping
relevant correspondence allows the intent of those who acquired and worked with the
object and provides context from a human perspective. Moreover, in regards to monetary
value, if an object has been appraised (likely for insurance purposes), that valuation
report should be included in the object file as well (Buck and Gilmore 2010).
Because every item in a museum has inherent value to society through one means or
another, it is the job of museum staff to safeguard that value through a number of ways,
beginning with accountability to the objects. Museums and other collecting institutions
should know where any given object is without having to look further than their location
files (Buck and Gilmore 2010; Roberts 1985). In order to keep track of objects, many
institutions have a location file, detailing the location of every object in the collection.
These files may be kept in any manner of ways, organized by accession number, locality,
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or theme, but file or files must remain updated in a systematic and regulated way to be of
use. It is worth noting, these filing systems are becoming less and less common as
institutions adopt much easier digital object tracking systems; however, they are still in
place in many institutions.
Like object files, artist files contain curatorial research, except the topic is the artist or
maker rather than the object itself. Information found in these files may include, but is
not limited to, “life [... ] and active dates, places worked, [... ] biographical notes,
nationality, or group/culture” (Buck and Gilmore 2010,151). Having all of the artist
information in a centralized, searchable location allows easily accessed, consistent, and
accurate information from which to build exhibit content and text. For curatorial research
purposes, knowing more about an artist’s life can aid in understanding the nuances
represented within a single work or a body of works and can therefore provide themes
upon which to build stories. Although these files, like the object files, help to give context
to objects, they do so in a more secondary way, requiring the expertise of curators to
connect the information to the object. Because of this, artist files are usually kept with the
curatorial department, away from the files directly related to permanent collection objects
(Brown 2014; Buck and Gilmore 2010).
Other records that are directly related to preserving a record of institutional history
are files containing information pertaining to exhibitions held within the institution (Buck
and Gilmore 2010). These exhibit files document not only the final exhibit, as presented
to the public, they also chronicle the exhibit planning process. The documents in this file
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may be as formal as object loan documentation or as seemingly insignificant as a note
scribbled on a scrap of paper. These files are active during the life of an exhibition and
continue to grow until the show has closed and any borrowed objects have been returned.
Exhibition files consist of correspondence with those tasked with bringing loaned objects
to the institution, a listing of each object in the exhibit, loan documentation, condition
reports, photographs, and many other types of documentation that allow the exhibition to
be executed as successfully as possible while maintaining the appropriate level of care for
the objects themselves (Buck and Gilmore 2010; Malaro and DeAngelis 2012).
While exhibition records often include loan agreements, loan files are their own
separate category of museum documentation (Buck and Gilmore 2010; Malaro and
DeAngeis 2012). When discussing loan files, it is important to understand the types of
loan agreements most commonly used in museums. Incoming loans can be short term
(less than six months) or long term (more than six months) and are maintained similarly,
despite differing levels of detail (Buck and Gilmore 2010). First, it is important to note
that these records and their associated objects require an entirely separate system for
recordkeeping. Loan objects are tracked within the museum with an identifying number
distinct from either acquisitions or permanent collections pieces. Museum standards state
that these objects should be labeled with distinctive markers to indicate loan status, such
as the prefix L for loan and T or SL for temporary or short loan, respectively. These
incoming loan files should be kept in a centralized loan records system and contain the
loan agreements, receipts, condition reports, photographs, and correspondence pertaining
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to the loan (Buck and Gilmore 2010). Short-term loan files may be smaller, as the
museum will not be in possession of the object long enough to produce the same volume
of associated documentation that accompanies long term loans. These files are active
until the loaned items are returned to the home institution, at which time the files should
be closed and retained for reference purposes. And similar to those for incoming loans,
outgoing loan files contain all of the most important aspects of the loan including
correspondence with the borrower, loan agreements (signed), shipping papers, receipt of
delivery to the borrower, condition reports (outgoing and upon arrival and return), and
insurance certificates (Buck and Gilmore 2010, 153). Whether incoming or outgoing,
loans assign legal stewardship of an object or objects from one institution to another. This
process demands an abundant amount of paperwork to ensure both the home and loan
institutions can account for the object in question.
The final piece that makes all of the above records coherent and searchable is the card
catalog (Buck and Gilmore 2010; Roberts 1985). It is a central file listing all of the
objects in the permanent collection that allows for ease of access to the collection and its
information. This catalog is ordered by accession number, creating accountability for the
registrar or collections managers, and it compiles all pertinent information about the
object in one place. The information found in the card catalog may vary, depending on
the role of the registrar within in the museum, but each entry must make the object
distinguishable from every other object in the collection. As a result, in many institutions,
the card catalog entry contains a small photograph of the object, its location within the
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museum, and cross references to other filing systems so that information can be easily
obtained about the object. A catalog, in either ledger or card form, is essential to analog
record systems and can still be helpful for institutions with digital recordkeeping in place.
In addition to the categories of records listed above, there are other types of records
for which museums find themselves accountable. The Society of American Archivists
designates these as organizational records, “which relate to administration at all levels”
and may include materials such as, “correspondence, memoranda, minutes, financial
records, reports, departmental files, architectural plans, documentary photographs and
negatives, film, audio and videotapes, and publications created by the museum” (Museum
Archives Guidelines, Society of American Archivists, 2003). These records also play an
important role in the preservation of institutional history and knowledge, which will be
examined in Chapter 3.

Records Storage and Management Methods
Now, with the types of museum records examined, it is a matter of comprehending
how these records are stored—because records storage and responsibility is no simple
matter. As made evident above, many records types can be utilized by any one of the
departments found within an institution. Where and how these records are housed
provides context for how an institution functions and sets the narrative for a museum’s
collection and history. And while records can reveal the history of an institution, that
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story is often disjointed, as the related files can be scattered throughout the institution’s
many departments. Therefore, the process of trying to compile a complete and linear
timeline for a museum, based on its record keeping system, or attempting to holistically
examine a museum, can become increasingly difficult, even for longtime staff of an
institution (Buck and Gilmore 2010; Roberts 1985).
Registrars and/or collections managers are typically those responsible for accession,
object, and loan files (Buck and Gilmore 2010). The job of the collections manager is to
care for the object itself, to maintain records of where the object is stored, the processes
by which condition and conservation reports are generated for the object file. The
registrar maintains all legal documentation and the methods regarding the tracking of the
objects in the collection. Because the registrar is responsible for maintaining legal rights
to objects, loan documentation is to be stored within the registrar’s recordkeeping
systems. Although loan documentation is also to be kept in exhibit files, exhibit
documents can be generated by various staff and their related departments, and then
placed together in the exhibit file. The physical location of this file is entirely subject to
museum staff responsibility and institutional organization methods. However, documents
that pertain to multiple departments may end up scattered throughout departmental files,
creating a disordered records system (Brown 2014; Roberts 1985). Records may also be
found with an archivist, should the institution employ one. They are responsible for the
maintenance of records from multiple types of records that have been deemed inactive or
otherwise non-essential by different departments of the museum.
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The overlaps among curatorial, registration, exhibition, and collections management
records, combined with varying institutional organization methods, make the process of
compiling and selecting records for digitization a daunting and often difficult task
(Brown 2014). Comprehending the connections among these records systems and how
they may impact one another is of paramount concern when examining these records for
context about the institution itself. Once connections are uncovered, it may still be
difficult to translate them into a single, detailed, and searchable digital format.
More recently, as early as the 1980s, museums made the foray into keeping various
types of museum records digitally. Digital record keeping has grown with fervor due to
the comparative ease of keeping and updating digital files. The first efforts to digitize
museum data were aimed at creating comprehensive inventories of what objects
museums had in their possession. These systems were the precursors to current content
management systems (CMS). While modem CMS are still used for the purpose of
maintaining inventory and accountability for objects in a museum’s collection, they are
being used in new and inventive ways (Swank 2008). All CMS will contain all pertinent
information about an object—accession number, condition, location, provenance, photos,
etc.—and it will often include notes about the preservation and conservation of a piece
(Buck and Gilmore 2010). This information, called metadata, is entered into the system
by staff. Today, these systems can be used to track movement of an object within an
institution in real time, rather than be used as a static tool against which to check an
inventory (Ramsay 2004). And, perhaps most important to the trajectory of museums as
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public institutions, many museums are electing to make the information in their CMS
available to the public (Swank 2008).
The process of creating a CMS that is ready to be placed online and available to
the public often begins with a digitization project, in which collections objects are
photographed and matched with their corresponding data and metadata. This makes the
museum’s collections available to those who cannot or otherwise would not visit their
institution, thus expanding the impact of the museum. But these CMS do not contain all
information about an object or collection, as they were not and are not created or
equipped to handle this kind of information. Other systems have been created to
accommodate these types of files, and they will be discussed in subsequent chapters
(Parry 2007; Swank 2008).
As museology grows and evolves as a field, recommendations have been made and
updated about how institutions should best handle their collections and the associated
records for those collections. As of now, while there are best practices for sets of digital
records and for sets of analog records (Buck and Gilmore 2010), no guidelines exist for
how to make these two components come together to form one cohesive records system,
or how they might best complement one another. In the following chapters, analog and
digital recordkeeping systems will therefore be examined, and the ways in which they
might be integrated discussed, despite the difficulties of rectifying these two seemingly
disparate methods of managing museum collections.
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Chapter 3: AH About Analog
Considering the ever-changing nature of the museum field, it is unsurprising that
it took many years and countless museum professionals to establish current standards and
best practices to be followed in institutions large and small. At the same time, changes in
how museums perceive themselves has played a major role in shaping the way the
profession looks at mission, impact, and organizational structure. Despite the many
changes, however, museums have always been viewed as repositories and as places of
collections—the stories and histories of the objects held there must be preserved and
shared with the public. Significantly, museum records are the way that information,
especially about collections, is passed from one generation of professionals to another.
These records must be nuanced and detailed in order to be useful, because records are
looked at differently depending on what information is being sought (Brown 2014).
In this chapter, the beginning of museum collections and analog recordkeeping
standards will be discussed, along with the ideological shift surrounding museum
accountability, the best practices through which museums hold themselves accountable to
internal and external special interest groups, and the limitations that still exist in
recordkeeping, even when attempting to follow best practices. Because the standards for
analog and digital recordkeeping differ, this chapter will emphasize the topics through an
analog recordkeeping framework.
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From Curiosity to Collection
The precursors to modem museums—European curiosity cabinets—kept little to no
record of their objects, aside from the oral history that accompanied them. In the age of
enlightenment and exploration (roughly the fifteenth through eighteenth centuries),
curiosity cabinets were private “exhibits” in which objects of a similar theme, determined
by the owners, were placed on display for guests and the owners themselves (Crane
2000). The displays were most often comprised of objects collected by the owners during
travels or bought from dealers of exotic goods. The stories of these objects were the basis
of their inclusion in the owner’s cabinet and were passed along to those who viewed the
collection. However, collecting soon became more specialized and far less concerned
with personal taste, instead focusing on the story of the object, regardless of prestige or
position in history (Crane 2000).
In an effort to create more intellectual and narrative-based institutions, modem
museums began to keep more meticulous notes on their objects, some institutions going
as far as to produce extensive catalogs (Ambrose and Paine 2012). These modem
institutions, including the British Museum, wanted their museums and the collections
contained within them to be predicated on learning and knowledge, rather than on
showmanship and curiosity. Collecting, whether by an individual or collectively, began to
trend toward modem collecting standards in the wake of developments in science,
particularly the creation of classification systems, which allowed for the systemic
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ordering of the world. Primary in this advancement was the introduction of Linnaean
taxonomy.
The proposed system for the ordering of plants by scientist Carl Linnaeus was a
turning point for museums and collectors, particularly when examining natural history
specimens (Anderson 2003). The system was implemented in the British Museum early
on by one of Linnaeus’ students and became the catalyst that propelled the museum’s
natural history collection to acclaim. It allowed for the growth of collections and for the
scholarly assessment of the objects brought into the collection from all over the world.
The implementation of Linnaean taxonomy in the British Museum created a model after
which museums around Europe (and later the United States) would model themselves for
decades (Anderson 2003).

Accountability in Action
As museums have developed, the need for institutions to provide not only knowledge
about but also accountability for their collections grew. This movement gained traction
across Europe and the United States in the 1960s through 1980s, beginning with the help
of President Lyndon B. Johnson’s call for a survey of American museums aimed at
strengthening institutions across the country for public use (Roberts 1985). The
accountability movement focused on the museum as a repository for the world’s
knowledge and culture, rather than as the owners of assorted interesting items (Roberts
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1985). Because of the shift to being a repository, museums and other collecting
institutions became responsible for showing not only that they possessed an object
physically, but also where that object was located and that the object was owned legally.
When discussing accountability in museum settings, it is important to consider the
ways in which the museum conducts itself in relation to the objects in its possession—is
the institution in possession of said objects legally? Are the locations of the objects
known? If so, where and how are the objects stored? What is the social implication of
possessing these objects? In theory, as well as according to contemporary best practices
standards, all of these questions should be able to be answered by museum staff, and
those answers should be verifiable (Buck and Gilmore 2010).
However, even in some of the largest institutions in the world, accountability
measures were not placed into action until relatively recently. Prior to 1977, even the
Smithsonian Institution had no requirement to conduct an inventory or in any other way
hold itself accountable for the objects in its possession (Parry 2007; Roberts 1985). When
an accountability project was undertaken, it took five years and a grant from the United
States Congress to complete the retroactive inventorying of the Institution’s holdings
(Roberts 1985).
In the 1980s, museums throughout the country adopted accountability measures,
many being driven by the need to move collections from one space to another or for
reorganizing existing collections spaces (Roberts 1985). The problem with this, however,
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was that while the Smithsonian Institution carried out its project with the aid of
Congressional funding, other museums neither had the funding nor the staffing or time to
conduct similar projects in such a timely manner (Malaro and DeAngelis 2012; Roberts
1985). As a result, smaller institutions then found themselves at a disadvantage because
accountability in collections recordkeeping, and recordkeeping in general, was not only
for the protection of cultural knowledge and institutional orientation—it was the
condition on which funding was becoming dependent (Roberts 1985).

Calculating Accountability
For many museums, the process of funding is a long and difficult task of
navigating professional goals and private interests. In the wake of calls for accountability,
many funding organizations and private donors began asking for ways to verify that the
money being directed towards museums and museum projects was worthwhile and
impactful. Today, transparency is key for donors and others who fund museums and
projects. Because so many nonprofits (including museums) were reticent to release
information that would allow the public to gauge the value of the investment they are
making, the Internal Revenue Service (IRS) revised the tax forms utilized by nonprofits,
requiring more information be given and thus forcing a higher standard of transparency
(Malaro and DeAngelis 2012).
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Perhaps the simplest way for museums to be transparent and to hold themselves
accountable to their constituents is by meticulous recordkeeping. As institutions began to
embrace the call for accountability, there was a positive correlation between more
complete, more transparent recordkeeping practices and the professionalization of the
museum field as a whole (Roberts 1985,15). It may seem that funding has little to do
with museum records, but because records are one of the most tangible methods for
preserving institutional memory and the histories of objects (Brown 2014), the continued
existence of these records is paramount to garnering public trust.

Recordkeeping Policy and Practice
In order to create records that accurately and transparently convey information to
those who use them in an accurate and transparent manner, a system must first be in place
for how records are created, organized, maintained, and accessed. The makings of this
system should be included as part of a collection management policy, which should be
created in conjunction with an archivist or someone instructed in archival standards and
practices, often a registrar (Buck and Gilmore 2010; Society of American Archivists
2003). A collection management policy is “a detailed written statement that explains
why a museum is in operation and how it goes about its business” (Malaro and
DeAngelis 2012,46). The policy includes guidelines for acquiring and handling objects,
loans, and most importantly for this thesis, records.
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Recalling the previous chapter, there are several types of records related to
collections within a museum, which can be divided into two primary categories—
registration and curatorial records (Malaro and DeAngelis 2012). It is the responsibility
of the museum’s registrar or collections manager to enforce policies associated with
records in order to protect records for future use and reference. As previously discussed,
the creation and editing of registration files is the job of the registrar and/or collections
manager, but so is the maintenance and security of these records (Buck and Gilmore
2010). At the same time, standards must be met and protocols must be followed in the
creation and storage of institutional records. These standards are broad and consist of
information concerning the basic types of information required (including those regarding
accession, provenance, deeds, and loans). Moreover, the standards have evolved over
time; as such, institutions have usually shaped them to fit their existing institutional
recordkeeping structures. Because of this, there are several different types of resources
available to institutions with varying collections and records management styles (Buck
and Gilmore 2010), as it is not possible to create one standard that retroactively works for
all institutions (Buck and Gilmore 2010; Brown 2014).
However, before discussing how to best prioritize and complete important records
maintenance, it is important to examine how registrars protect the physical integrity of
records before they are ever filed away. Museum professionals are tasked with the
enormously important job of maintaining objects and records for the future use, and the
materials selected for housing objects and records is paramount to the success of that
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venture. One technique registrars utilize to protect their institution’s records from the
effects of time is creating files and documents on acid-free paper (Buck and Gilmore
2010). The use of this type of paper/file insures that the information found on or within
them remains viable for as long as possible. That said, not all sheets in a file must be on
archival, acid-free paper. Standards allow for some records placed on non-archival paper,
as the information can be easily duplicated to a new form should the original become
damaged or too worn to remain in use (Buck and Gilmore 2010). The primary documents
that necessitate this type of care are loan documents (especially for permanent loans), and
deeds of gift or sale (Buck and Gilmore 2010). In general, it is important for museum
professionals to consider the longevity of the files from the time of their creation.
Another important factor in the protection of the physical integrity of records
includes placing documents in such a way that they do not suffer any damage from other
surrounding files. This means that should paperclips and staples or prongs be included in
files, they cannot be so compressed that these implements detrimentally impact other
pieces (Buck and Gilmore 2010)
Beyond the creation of files and documents that will stand the test of time, the
safety and security of analog records is vital. In the event of disaster, museums must be
able to account for all objects that had been in their possession, and that is impossible
without the associated records (Brown 2014; Buck and Gilmore 2010). To prevent an
isolated incident from destroying an entire records system, there should be a second set of
records stored in a secure off site location. These backup systems can take many forms,
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including photocopies of card catalogs or original documents , carbon copies ,
microfilm/microfiche, or scanned copies (Buck and Gilmore 2010). These copies should
not only be located off site but also secure and the location known only to a select
number of individuals who regularly update the duplicate set with any current loans or
holdings. The Museum Registration Methods 5th Edition states that it would also be wise
for staff to set a schedule of when these auxiliary files are to be updated so they do not
fall behind (Buck and Gilmore 2010).
Museum professionals must also safeguard their primary files in their institutions
and many do so by regulating internal environments. By maintaining a clean space and
restricting (or outright) banning food and drinks, staff can insure that they are limiting the
contaminants that might damage their pieces or attract pests that may cause harm to their
collections. Other systems within institutions should include protections against fast
moving disasters like fires, earthquakes, and floods—these include automatic fire
suppression systems, and storing files on the floor in metal cabinets that should be
fireproof and equipped with a flood guard (Buck and Gilmore 2010; Society of American
Archivists, 2003)
Disasters are not the only adversary that records face, however. One of the
primary reasons that access to files must be limited or supervised is that when using
analog records systems, human error is always a concern. Even a well-meaning

1These photocopies may or may not be full size
2 This method has fallen out of favor but is still a valid method of duplication
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individual can make an alteration to a file or damage a document by mistake, if he or she
is not properly trained by museum staff (Buck and Gilmore 2010). The collection
management policy should list the proper procedures for varying audiences (internal,
scholarly, public, etc.) to access records as well as who has the authority to grant access.
Realistically, the registrar and/or collections manager should have this authority (Buck
and Gilmore 2010).

Museum Records and Institutional Memory
It is important to recognize that everything in a museum records system was
placed there deliberately. The storage area, the organizational patterns, the order of the
files—everything was designed for the ease of whomever created it, and hopefully,
whomever would come after. And while human error may be a worry for many records
managers, it is quite easy to notice when an analog file has been altered, as there is often
physical evidence (such as an eraser mark or a strikethrough with a pen). Because of this,
analog records offer a unique opportunity to view the processes by which a
recordkeeping system has been created.
Analog records often include organizational records, which consist of (but are not
limited to): “correspondence, memoranda, minutes, financial records, reports, [...] and
architectural plans” (Society of American Archivists, 2003). These records, particularly
correspondence, memoranda and minutes, may appear largely unimportant to the overall
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function of institutions. However, these records allow insight into the administrative
structure and daily functionality of the institution, which is crucial to maintaining
institutional memory, which is defined as a collective set of facts, concepts, experiences
and knowledge held by a group of people (Gibbons 2007; Society of American
Archivists, 2003). Organizational records can often be found within other types of
museum records, such as accession records and object files. Much of the information in
organizational records pertains to the acquisition of and subsequent care for an object
within a collection, so it makes perfect sense that these are retained, even if they appear
extraneous. The perception that these records have no value, however, means that many
institutions do not adequately maintain these records, breaking with archival standards
(Society of American Archivists, 2003).
While exhibition and curatorial records play a vital role in the functionality of an
institution, there is no mandate that the information contained within them be retained for
any significant period of time (Buck and Gilmore 2010). Some staff members may find it
pertinent to duplicate some of the information found in curatorial research files for future
use by placing it in the accession/object file of an object, but there is no standard metric
defining how to approach this matter. As such, information about an objects or
collections found in the process of planning and creating an exhibition may be lost. The
loss of these notes take away the ability to see into the thought behind these exhibits—it
also removes the voice of those creating it, detracting from the efficacy by which the
exhibits can be explained and studied at a later point by those within the institution.
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While these notes may make the page seem messy or unorganized to some, for someone
else examining these records on a regular basis, they not only supply information on the
history and importance of objects, but they provide viewers with a glimpse into the
methods and processes that preceded them.
While all records are important to the institution for which they have been
created, there are records that, after being maintained for a set period of time, are
considered extraneous and may be disposed of as per an institutional disposal policy,
which all institutions should have in place (Society of American Archivists 2003).
Because of the importance of maintaining the correct sorts of institutional records, the
Society of American Archivists (SAA) codified standards regarding how museums
should assess which records are selected for permanent retention. According to the 2003
SAA Museum Archives Guidelines, the three criteria for permanent record retention are
that the records should provide: “ 1) evidence of the structure, development, mission, ad
functions of the museum over time, 2) documentation of the actions, decisions, policies,
and fiscal and legal rights and responsibilities of the museum, and 3) research and
informational value” (Society of American Archivists, 2003). These standards, along
with the best practices examples provided by SAA, are intended to be guideposts for
those maintaining archival records within an institution, whether there exists an
institutional archive (formal or informal) or if there exists no archive at
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Chapter 4: Decompressing Digital
In modem daily life, technology is a pervasive influence, allowing anyone
anywhere to find nearly anything they could want with just the click of a button. And
although museums are lauded as pillars of education and learning, they have begun
reaching out to their audiences via the use of technology. But the use of technology in
museums does not stop on the gallery floor, nor did it begin there.
The evolution of technology in museums for recordkeeping purposes, best
practices concerning digital recordkeeping, and insight into the challenges and benefits of
using these kinds of technologies in a museum setting will be discussed in this chapter.

The Switch to Digital
Long before computers could wirelessly adjust collections data in seconds simply
by tapping a few squares on a touch screen tablet, they were cumbersome, labor
intensive, and generally inaccessible to the vast majority of individuals and institutions
(Parry 2007). So while modem museum professionals may take computer assistance in
museum collections and records management for granted, it was still an unknown
quantity in the early 1960s. As mentioned in the previous chapter, the 1960s through
1980s saw a shift in ideology causing museums to go from simple repositories of cultural
artifacts to institutions of learning that needed to hold themselves accountable for the
preservation of their collections and to the public at large. The Museum of Natural
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History, Smithsonian Institute began its first inventory, retroactively cataloging every
object in the museum’s possession, in 1967 (Roberts 1985). What was not mentioned in
the previous chapter, however, is truly experimental nature of this inventory project. The
Museum of Natural history not only brought American museology into the modem era of
accountability, they simultaneously began pioneering the use of technological elements in
museum collections management (Parry 2007).
In 1963, the Museum of Natural History began working with the newly founded
Information Systems Division of the Smithsonian Institution with one goal—to
comprehensively study the applications of new computer technology as it related to
museum recordkeeping (Parry 2007). Up to this point, there had been no application of
emerging technology in the museum field, except for those associated with grants from
Congress (Roberts 1985), with the support of the new Information Systems Division, by
1969 a data processing system had been developed and applied to the collections of the
Museum of Natural History; as if that were not enough of an achievement, the creation of
the system also led to the development of data entry and search software (Parry 2007).
Before further discussing the evolution of electronic collections and records
management tools in museums, we must first name and define the earliest systems, such
as the one pioneered by the Smithsonian Institution. In the simplest terms, a database is,
“a system that allows for the efficient storage and retrieval of information,” (Ramsay
2004,177). Though simplistic in concept, databases are anything but—they require
extensive programming in order to create relational pathways in order to retrieve
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information. In other words, no input is independent once entered into the database
(Ramsay 2004).
Despite the implications for collections and records management in museums, the
advent of technological ordering in museum collections was not met without controversy.
Throughout the late 1960s and 1970s, curators and academics alike decried the automated
systems as unnecessary, or worse, harmful to the institution of museums as a whole
(Parry 2007).
However, as automated systems became more common in museum circles, the
higher standards for cataloging and records management resulted in an elevated level of
professionalism in the museum field (Parry 2007). While this blunted some resistance,
others were not willing to make the long-term commitment required to make an
automated database work properly. But even with some professionals reticent in their
attitudes towards automated recordkeeping, the systems continued to grow and take on
standardizations that are hallmarks of modem digital recordkeeping (Parry 2007).

Collections and Digital Asset Management Systems
As technology continued to make advancements, and with the creation and
subsequent success of the internet, museums sought out and embraced technology as a
means for reaching their audiences, as well as a tool for controlling and documenting
their collections (Swank 2008). Collections management systems (CMS) (sometimes
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referred to as collections management software) provide institutions with the ability to
manage their collections and have functionality in both the preservation and conservation
of collections items (Swank 2008). CMS are comprised of a database and the software
through which people interact with it (Buck and Gilmore 2010). These systems are
managed by individuals and require constant upkeep and attention in order to assure that
they perform as efficiently as possible (Brown 2014; Buck and Gilmore 2010; Swank
2008). CMS allow for museum professionals to manipulate and access data in a variety of
ways, via the software interface. This flexibility for search functions should also be
reflected in the software’s programming, allowing for multiple new fields (including
information that would traditionally be found on a condition report and accession
paperwork) and growth as the museum’s needs shift over time (Buck and Gilmore 2010).
These systems work well for institutions that are looking to post their catalogs online in
order to reach out to potential audiences (Parry 2007; Swank 2008) but on a more basic
level, they allow an institution to control how and where information regarding
collections items are housed (Buck and Gilmore 2010).
Should museums want to streamline more than just their collections data, they
may opt to invest in a Digital Asset Management System (DAMS). These systems are
“efficient archive[s] that can hold digital resources... as well as the metadata used to
describe them, implementing an infrastructure to ensure that these electronic data are
managed and preserved in such a way that they will not become obsolete, enacting search
facilities that enable users to identify, locate, and retrieve a digital object” (Buck and
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Gilmore 2010,184). Files typically stored in DAMS can be accessed via a network rather
than a single access point and include photos, videos, and sound files, among other file
formats, such as documents (Buck and Gilmore 2010). These two types of systems have
become integral to museum collections and digital asset management plans in recent
years, allowing museum professionals to much more reliably and easily maintain their
collections and the records pertaining to them.

Responsibilities in Recordkeeping
As in traditional recordkeeping, the primary stewards of digital records are
collections managers and registrars, although archivists and library staff are also known
to work with these records, should an institution employ people at those positions. They
continue to generate records and oversee changes to existing records, as their job
descriptions (and standards) dictate. However, there is a new kind of museum
professional emerging thanks to the widespread use of these digital recordkeeping
systems.
Currently, it is commonplace for institutions to have added permanent technical
positions to their ranks. This was necessitated by the complexity of both CMS and DMS
databases and interfaces alike (Buck and Gilmore 2010). While previously it was the duty
of the registrar or collections manager to guarantee that records systems were working
efficiently, with every additional layer of technology added, and with lack of
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professionalized technology and software training, the job of system upkeep has been
passed to professionals with the appropriate skillsets to manage technology (Brown 2014;
Buck and Gilmore 2010).

Challenges in Digital Recordkeeping
As mentioned previously, caring for these kinds of records systems requires far more
attention than analog records, due to the easily editable elements and intentional
flexibility in the interface and database alike. When discussing investing in a CMS or
DMS, there are certain challenges that must be taken into consideration (Buck and
Gilmore 2010), as outlined below.

Obsolescence
With the quickly evolving nature of modem technology, programs used for records
management become obsolete almost as soon as they are installed (Swank 2008).
Institutions must carefully choose software and hardware with the potential for longevity
through updates, without having the system be so complicated it alienates users and
makes recordkeeping impossible (Buck and Gilmore 2010; Swank 2008)
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Human error
When working with digital records, there is always the risk of human error doing
damage to the database or the interface. A single wrong keystroke could undo far more
than data entered into a single cell and important information that cannot be found
elsewhere may be deleted (Buck and Gilmore 2010; Cameron 2010). The malleable
nature of digital programs is often seen as and indeed can be a boon (Buck and Gilmore
2010), however, there is often no way to account for changes in the record and the
integrity of the records systems can be jeopardized. This is one of the reasons the systems
require constant oversight (Brown 2014; Swank 2008).

Time
Another challenge in working with these types of records systems is that they are
incredibly time intensive. Just as database creation was deemed tedious by museum
professionals in the 1960s (Parry 2007), so it is today as well (Swank 2008). However, if
one follows the advice of experts in the field of digital recordkeeping, the process can be
broken down into discrete, manageable sections that make the process seem far less
tedious (McGovern 2013). However, even with that technique, many institutions find it
incredibly difficult to make time for the process (Cameron 2010; Parry 2007).
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Staff Size and Budget
Often when museum professionals do not have time to work on a project such as
creating digital records systems, it is either because they 1) do not have the staff size to
complete the project and/or 2) do not have the money to expend on paying an outside
contractor for the service or allowing existing staff to work any more than normal. In
many cases, projects are often put off indefinitely or handled by an intern or volunteer,
though oversight is required in the latter situation.

In conclusion, while there are many logistical drawbacks to having digital records
management systems in an institution, the payoff and ease of use, along with the
professionalization and cohesion brought to the staff and museum as a whole cannot be
overlooked.
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Chapter 5: Methods
In this thesis, museum records and the impact of the digitization process on existing
analog records systems is examined. Questions to be examined include the nature of
museum records; the development of analog and digital recordkeeping systems; how
museum records systems are organized and their importance; how and why museums
decide to replicate in digital format; and how digitization impacts the generation and
upkeep of analog records systems.
By conducting a literature review and a survey that was distributed to collections
managers, a snapshot of current management of analog recordkeeping systems when
digitization of records is supplied. Significantly, no best practices concerning the topic
currently exist, so this thesis was designed to assess the current state of analog record
keeping in a post-digitization setting, and to make recommendations to the field. As
mentioned above, in addition to a survey of museums, a review of literature concerning
museum collections history, collections best practices, analog record management, and
digital record management within the museum field was conducted.
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Literature Review
A literature review, presented here in chapters 2 through 4, was conducted prior to
the creation and dissemination of the survey.
Chapter 2 examines what museum records are and how best to manage them. The
key text in this chapter is Museum Registration Methods 5th Edition (2010) (MRM5),
edited by Rebecca A. Buck and Jean Allman Gilmore. This book is the single most
important source of information on how museum records are defined and how they are to
be managed. Other important sources for this chapter were “Collections Management
Systems” (2008) by Annamaria Poma Swank, Planning the Documentation o f Museum
Records (1985) by Andrew D. Roberts, and Archives and Recordkeeping: Theory Into
Practice (2014) by Caroline Brown. These sources supplement the information from
MRM5 including, but not limited to, how museum records are created, who should be
responsible for record creation, and how they can be used within systems to ease the jobs
of museum professionals. Many of these sources are used throughout the thesis because
they describe museum records and record functions at their most basic level, and are
therefore helpful in framing all discussions about records.
Chapter 3 examines the evolution of museum recordkeeping by emphasizing the
ideological shifts that led to changes in recordkeeping practices. Also examined are best
practices regarding analog records, as well as the limitations and problems associated
with this kind of recordkeeping. Museum and Memory (2000) by Susan A. Crane, along
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with “Enlightening the British: Knowledge, Discovery, and the Museum in the
Eighteenth Century” (2003) by RGW Anderson, were also reviewed to illustrate the
development of museum collections and their records from curiosity cabinets to ordered
systems based in Linnaean taxonomy, which were the basis of modem systems; these
works, along with Roberts, focus on delineating shifts in museological ideology. The
remaining texts, Museum Registration Methods 5th Edition (2010) (MRM5), edited by
Rebecca A. Buck and Jean Allman Gilmore, Planning the Documentation o f Museum
Records (1985), by Andrew D. Roberts, and Museum Basics (2012), by Tim Ambrose
and Crispin Paine, are used to further examine the development of modem recordkeeping
practices and standards, creating an account of why analog recordkeeping systems exist
in their current configuration, and how they are best managed by museum professionals.
Chapter 4 examines the shift from analog to digital recordkeeping, the various
incarnations of digital records, and the important systems in place that are used to create
and store digital records. As in the previous chapter, this chapter also examines the best
practices of digital recordkeeping and the limitations and problems associated with digital
records. Museum Collections, Documentation, and Shifting Knowledge Paradigms (2010)
by Fiona Cameron examines how museum collection and documentation standards were
created and how they have since shifted with the emergence of digital records;
additionally, Museum Registration Methods 5th Edition (2010) provides information on
digital documentation standards. “Digital Asset Management: Where to Start” (2013) by
Megan McGovern, and “Collections Management Systems” (2008) by Annamaria Poma

40

Swank detail the systems used in digital recordkeeping. Finally, Recording the Museum:
Digital Heritage and the Technologies o f Change (2007) by Ross Parry echoes Cameron
in discussing the evolution of digital techniques, while also broaching the topic of
institutional history and memory, which are further examined in Archives and
Recordkeeping: Theory Into Practice (2014) by Caroline Brown, and in Preparing
Collections for Digitization (2011).

Survey
The survey conducted for this thesis was entitled “Selection of Records for
Digitization and the Impact of Record Digitization on Analog Record Management.” It
was comprised of forty-five questions and was separated into five categories:
demographics; collections/registration; digitization process; digitization timeline and
management; and post-digitization record-keeping.
The survey was sent to 150 institutions throughout the United States and the
institutions that were selected were given three weeks to complete and return the survey.
After much research and consideration, the survey was addressed to “collections record
manager,” because records management can be handled by several staff positions in a
museum, including (but not limited to) collections managers, registrars, and archivists.
Addressing the survey to a museum function rather than one specific position was
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designed to enhance the response rate, and to facilitate the completion of the survey by
the most qualified individual in the institution, regardless of official title.
Survey questions were designed to examine how and why museums are currently
selecting records for digitization, and how and why analog records are managed after
they have been digitized, because digital and analog records systems are often
disconnected in museums and other collecting institutions. The results of the survey
could be used to identify and make recommendations about current trends in records
management.
The 150 institutions that were surveyed were selected from one of two listings;
members of the National Digital Stewardship Alliance (NDSA) or museums accredited
by the American Alliance of Museums (AAM), as outlined below.
The NDSA is a membership organization created and funded by the Library of
Congress. It is comprised of organizations, primarily libraries and archives, that have
undertaken digitization projects; therefore, these institutions are likely to have begun
digitizing records, making them appropriate candidates to receive and respond to this
survey. Forty-five of the 150 institutions selected as survey recipients were NDSA
members and were selected after an informal web survey of all NSDA institutions in
which it was assessed if these institutions made their digitization efforts available to the
public. Originally, the intended number of NDSA member institutions to receive the
survey was 50; however, after the informal survey, it was concluded that only 45 met
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qualification standards for this survey. Qualification standards for selection are outlined
in detail below.
The second source of potential museums to be surveyed was a list developed from
a review of museums accredited by the AAM, a membership organization for museums
in the United States. One hundred five of the 150 institutions selected as survey recipients
were AAM members. Because not all AAM members are also NSDA institutions, and
because not all NSDA institutions are museums, it was considered important to expand
the survey beyond NSDA members. While any individual or institution may join AAM
for resources and membership benefits, only certain institutions meet the criteria to be
considered for accreditation. These criteria are:
1. be a legally organized nonprofit institution or part of a nonprofit
organization or government entity;
2. be essentially educational in nature;
3. have a formally stated and approved mission;
4. use and interpret objects/and or a site for the public presentation of
regularly schedule programs and exhibits;
5. have a formal and appropriate program of documentation, care, and
use of collections and/or objects;
6. carry out the above functions primarily found at a physical facility/site
7. have been open to the public for at least two years;
8. be open to the public at least 1,000 hours a year;
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9. have accessioned 80 percent of its permanent collection;
10. have at least one paid professional staff with museum knowledge and
experience;
11. have a full-time director to whom authority is delegated for day-to-day
operations;
12. have the financial resources sufficient to operate effectively;
13. demonstrate it meets the Characteristics of Excellence for U.S.
Museums (Appendix 3);
14. successfully completed the Core Documents Verification Program
(Appendix 9) (“Eligibility Criteria,” American Alliance of Museums,
2004).
Institutions that have met these criteria, then applied for and were granted
accreditation, represent organizations in which best practices are being adhered to, and as
a result, they are the establishments to which others should look to for guidance. Because
of the quality of these institutions and the professionalism of their staff members, a
selection of accredited museums from all over the country was made, and surveys were
sent to these institutions. The process by which these 105 AAM accredited institutions
were selected is outlined below.
To obtain a representative set of responses to the survey, at least two institutions
from each state were selected to receive the survey, with at least one institution being a
NDS A member and one being an AAM accredited institution. In addition to NDS A
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membership or AAM accreditation, I determined that the institutions that received the
survey must also have digitization projects in progress in order for their survey responses
to be relevant for this thesis. Given the nature of the NDSA as an organization, it was
assumed that all members had digitization projects in place, either now or in the recent
past; as a result, it was then necessary to determine which AAM accredited museums
should receive the survey.
To accomplish this goal, an informal web survey of 140 AAM accredited
institutions was conducted between August 15, 2016 and September 25, 2016, to
determine if the institutions had collections digitization projects underway. For the
informal survey, 110 AAM accredited museums were selected at random and their
webpages were reviewed to assess if there were sections dedicated to collections or if
there was an accessible online collections database. An additional 30 accredited
museums that possessed known digitization projects from the literature or that
represented museums with very large or very small collections were added to the sample,
bringing the total number of museums reviewed in the informal survey to 140. Often
museum websites would contain a collections page that detailed the types of collections
held within the institution but did not have any item-level information available to the
public, suggesting that they either did not have digitization projects in progress or, if
these projects exist, they were not readily available to the public. The results of the
informal survey resulted in the identification of 105 institutions with publicly available
collections information, and it was decided to send the formal survey to these museums.
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The formal survey was sent to all 150 institutions on October 4,2016, via the U.S.
Postal Service. Each envelope included a cover letter describing the thesis, three single
sided sheets of paper on which the survey was printed, and a return address label.
Because of cost restrictions, a self-addressed return envelope and postage were not
included; however, every envelope included a return address label with an address listed
in order to facilitate more responses from recipient institutions.
The survey was organized into five sections. Below, each section is described,
and each of the forty-five questions included in the survey is outlined.

Section 1: Demographics
The first section of the survey asked basic demographics information and
consisted of seven questions. The answers to these questions would be useful in
describing the typical respondent.
Question 1 asked, “ What category best describes your institution type?" Possible
responses included: anthropology museum, archives, children’s museum, fine arts
museum, history museum, historic house/site, library/reading room, natural history
museum, science/technology, zoo/aquarium, multidisciplinary, and other. This question
was asked so that it would be possible to assess the range of respondent institutions.
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Question 2 asked, “When was your institution founded? ” Possible responses
included: before 1800, 1800-1820,1821-1840, 1841-1860,1861-1880, 1881-1900, 19011920, 1921-1940,1941-1960, 1961-1980,1981-2000, and after 2000. This question was
asked because it would have bearing on how many records the institution had to convert
to digital; for example, older museums and collecting institutions may have digitized a
smaller percentage of records simply because they have more records.
Question 3 asked, “What is the annual budget o f your institution?" Possible
responses included: under $350,000, $350,000-5499,999, $500,000-$999,999, $1M2.9M, $3M-$4.9M, $5M-$14.9M, and over $15M. This question was designed to assess
the size of the responding institutions and the resources that they might have at their
disposal because resources are nearly always an issue in digitization projects.
Question 4 asked, “How many paid staff work at your institution (part/full time
and contractors)? ” Possible responses included: 1-5,6-15,16-30,31-50. 51-50,71100,101-150,151-200, and more than 200. This question was designed to understand
organizational structure to assess what impact staff size might have on digitization
efforts.
Question 5 asked, “How many volunteers work in your institution? ” Possible
responses included: 1-5,6-15,16-30, 31-50. 51-50,71-100,101-150,151-200, and more
than 200. This question was designed to understand if and how institutions are
compensating for less than adequate staffing for the volume of work to be done.
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Question 6 asked, “Is your institution accredited by the American Alliance o f
Museums (AAM)? ” Possible responses included were: yes, no, and awaiting decision.
The purpose of this question is to assess which kinds of institutions responded by
differentiating between AAM and NDSA recipients, and to supply insight into what
organizations respondents look to for best practices.
Question 7 asked, “Isyour institution accredited by the American Library
Association (ALA)?"Possible responses included: yes, no, and awaiting decision. The
purpose of this question is to supply insight into what organizations respondents look to
for best practices. Please note that ALA only includes university libraries.

Section 2: Collections/Registration
Section 2 of the survey asked respondents to characterize their collections in
terms of procedures and size. The size of a museum’s collection can drastically affect
how museums approach digitization projects. In addition, knowing how collections
managed and how records are created and maintained is important in understanding the
recordkeeping process.
Question 8 asked, “How many objects are in the care o f your institution? ”
Possible responses included: 1-500, 500-1,000,1,000-5,000, 5,000-10,000, and other.
This question was asked in order to assess, in conjunction with questions about staff size,
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roughly how many records an institution had and how prepared they were to handle the
digitization process in a timely manner.
Question 9 asked, “Does your institution continue to create/maintain analog
records? ” Possible responses included: yes, no, and other. This question was asked to
gauge how valuable institutions find their analog records to be to the functionality of their
institution. If an institution has ceased to create analog records, they are likely viewed as
unimportant or extraneous.
Question 10 asked, “Is a staff member or volunteer responsible for the generation
o f new catalog records? ” Possible responses included: volunteer, staff, and both. This
question was asked in order to find out which person (or persons) are responsible for
record creation, and thus, how responsibilities for recordkeeping are delegated within an
institution.
Question 11 asked, “Prior to digitization, which staff member is/was responsible
for the maintenance o f existing records (including accession, conservation, catalog,
exhibit, loan, and legacy records)? ” Possible responses included: archivist, collections
manager, curator, registrar, intern, volunteer, and other. This question was posed to
discern responsibility for analog records management prior to digitization, and to act as a
benchmark for examining responsibilities after digitization projects were begun or had
been concluded.
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Question 12 asked, “Does your institution retain digitally-born files, such as
emails? ” Possible responses were yes or no. This question was included in the survey
because often vital communications are handled through email and run the risk of not
being included in any permanent capacity; this question would show how many
institutions have taken the matter into consideration and had planned accordingly to
ensure the perpetuity of their institution’s internal history.
Question 13 asked, “Ifyes, how?” This question was in short answer format. This
question would allow institutions to supply insight into how they organize their files and
in what ways they retain digitally-born files.
Question 14 asked, “Does your institution store all related analog records
together? ” Possible responses were yes or no. This question was designed to supply
insight into how records are created, managed, and stored in respondent institutions.
Question 15 asked, “I f your institution does store related analog records
together, how are they stored? ” Possible responses included: archives, library, relevant
departments, and other. This was the second question about records storage as related to
related records and files, and was asked to determine what resources (for example,
libraries, archives, etc.) respondent institutions have available to them.
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Section 3: Digitization Process
Section 3 asked questions about how records are selected for digitization and the
distribution of responsibility for the selection and digitization processes; the results of
this question would allow comparisons to be made between the responsibilities of staff in
digital and analog records sets.
Question 16 asked, “Is there a formal or informal policy outlining selection
criteria for files to be digitized? ” Possible responses for this question included: formal
policy, informal policy, and no policy exists. This question was asked to confirm the
existence (or lack thereof) of policies regarding the digitization of records in respondent
institutions.
Question 17 asked, “I f no policy exists, which staff member is responsible for
deciding what types o f files are to be digitized? ” This question was in short answer
format. This question was asked to discern who is responsible for the selection of records
for digitization in the absence of an institutional policy.
Question 18 asked, “What types o f records have been or will be digitized? (select
all that apply). ” Possible responses included: archival, catalog, curatorial, exhibit, and
other. This question was asked to ascertain what kinds of records are being digitized by
respondent institutions.
Question 19 asked, “Is your institution digitizing all records within the selected
category or categories? ” Possible responses included: yes, no, and other. The purpose of
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this question was to determine if museums are digitizing records in their entirety or if
they are only digitizing a select group.
Question 20 asked, “I f not all records within the selected category or categories
are digitized, what conditions are set for digitization to occur? ” Possible responses to
this question included: age of records, condition of records, significance of records, and
other. This question was asked to obtain specific information regarding records
digitization policy and practice.
Question 21 asked, “Which staff member is primarily responsible for the
digitization process? ” Possible responses included: archivist, collections manager,
curator, registrar, intern volunteer, and other. This question was asked to obtain specific
information regarding records digitization practice, as well as to assess job distribution
and responsibility for the process.
Question 22 asked, “In the last year, how many staff and/or volunteers
participated in the digitization process?” Possible responses included: 1-2, 3-5, 7-10, and
other. This question was asked to see how many individuals worked on records
digitization process at each respondent institution.
Question 23 asked, “What were the positions o f those individuals? ” Possible
responses included: archivist, collections manager, curator, registrar, intern, volunteer,
and other. This question was asked to elaborate on the response from the previous
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question regarding how many individuals worked on records practices by naming the
positions of those individuals.

Section 4: Digitization Timeline and Management
This section of the survey asked questions related to how the digitization process
has been planned and executed. Additionally, the questions in this section inquired about
technical aspects of the digitization process, such as what types of programs were utilized
to complete the project.
Question 24 asked, “How many years ago did your museum begin transitioning
from analog records to digital?" Possible responses included: less than 1 year ago, 1-2
years ago, 3-5 years ago, 6-8 years ago, and more than 8 years ago. This question was
asked in conjunction with Question 25 to assess planned timelines for records
digitization.
Question 25 asked, “How long is/was the planned timetable for the digitization
process?"Possible responses included: less than 1 year, 1-2 years, 3-5 years, 6-8 years,
and more than 8 years.
Question 26 asked, “Is the process complete (all records have been attributed to
corresponding objects in CMS)? ” The possible responses for this question were yes and
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no. This question was asked to determine whether respondent institutions had completed
their records digitization projects or not.
Question 27 asked, “I f the process is complete, in what year was it completed? ”
This question was in short answer format. This question was asked to find out when
respondent institutions that have completed records digitization projects finished their
work.
Question 28 asked, “I f the process is not complete, roughly what percentage is
left to complete? ” Possible responses for this question were: less than 10%, 10%-20%,
30%-40%, 50%-60%, 70%-80%, and over 80%. This question was intended to find out
how complete respondent institutions records digitization projects were, if they had
indicated that their projects were not done.
Question 29 asked, “Does your institution have a collections management system
(CMS)? ” The possible responses for this question were yes and no. This question was
asked to find out if the respondent institution utilizes a collections management system
for their collections data.
Question 30 asked, “I f your institution does have a CMS, what software do you
use? ” Possible response were: Archives Space, Archivists’ Toolkit, Collective Access,
Embark, Emu, Filemaker Pro, The Museum System, Open Source, Proprietary,
Pastperfect, and other. This question was asked to find out what kinds of software were
utilized by respondent institutions that did have CMS.
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Question 31 asked, “Does your institution have a data management system
(.DMS')? ” The possible responses for this question were yes and no. This question was
asked to determine if the respondent institution utilizes a data management system for
their records data.
Question 32 asked, “I f your institution does have a DMS, what software do you
use? ” Possible responses were: Cumulus, Museum Space, Portfolio, Proprietary, Open
Source, and other. This question was asked to determine what kinds of software were
utilized by respondent institutions that did have DMS.
Question 33 asked, “Does your CMS and/or DMS have fields for provenance,
deed o f gift/purchase, exhibit history, donor history, etc. ? ” The possible responses for
this question were yes and no. This question was asked to determine what information is
included in systems; respondents were asked to specify which, if any, of the fields were
utilized in their systems.
Question 34 asked, “Are the digital records backed up in multiple locations? ”
The possible responses for this question were yes and no. This question was asked to
assess practice regarding digital records.
Question 35 asked, “I f so, how are they backed up? ” Possible responses included:
cloud storage, external hard drive, secondary computer system, and other. This question
was asked to determine how digital records are backed up in respondent institutions.
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Question 36 asked, “I f not, why? ” This question was asked in short answer
format. This question was included to allow institutions to explain why they did not
maintain backups of digital records, if they indicated in Question 34 that they did not
keep backups.

Section 5: Post-Digitization Record-keeping
In this section of the survey, respondents were asked potentially more
challenging, open-ended questions about policy and organization. These questions
explored best practices, policy implementation after digitization, and maintenance of
records systems.
Question 37 asked, “I f your institution does not maintain analog records, which
o f the following factors, if any, influenced the decision? (Select any that apply) ” Possible
responses included: budget/funding, staff size, technological limitations, time constraints,
and other. This question was asked in order to let institutions outline reasons why their
institutions no longer maintain analog records.
Question 38 asked, “Did the ways in which your institution manages analog
records change after digitization? " The possible responses to this question were yes and
no. This question was asked to ascertain if any change in records management occurred
after introducing digital records.
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Question 39 asked, “I f yes, how? ” This question was asked in short answer
format. This question was asked to allow institutions to state how their recordkeeping
practices changed after the introduction of digital records, if at all.
Question 40 asked, “I f your institution maintains digital and analog record sets
separate, are there different policies (formal or informal) governing each? ” The possible
responses to this question were yes and no. The purpose of this question was to determine
if institutions had different policies for analog and digital records, respectively, or if they
were managed as a single unit.
Question 41 asked, “I f yes, in what ways do those policies differ? ” This question
was asked in short answer format. This question was included to allow institutions to
elaborate on differences in their records management policies for analog and digital
records, if any.
Question 42 asked, “I f your institution does not continue to use/update existing
analog records, how are they managed? ” Possible responses are: destroyed, deep
archived, stored off site, and other. This question was included to examine what
institutions that do not maintain analog records do after the records have been digitized.
Question 43 asked, “Is there a process in place for analog record management
once records are digitized? ” The possible responses to this question were yes and no.
This question was asked to determine if the respondent institution had set procedures
and/or policies in place for analog records after the conclusion of digitization projects.
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Question 44 asked, “Ifyes, what is it? ” This question was asked in short answer
format. This question was included to allow respondent institutions to elaborate on the
policies and procedures put in place to address analog records systems after digitization
projects.
Finally, Question 45 asked, “What procedures does your institution have
concerning long-term maintenance o f digital records? ” This question was asked in short
answer format. This question was included to examine what long-term policies, if any,
are in place to help maintain the longevity of the new records-keeping system.

In sum, a literature review and national survey was conducted in this thesis to
assess the current state of analog record-keeping in a post-digitization setting, and to
gather information about museum policy and procedure that would allow
recommendations to the field to be made. The results of the survey are outlined in
Chapter 6.
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Chapter 6: Results
In this chapter, the results of a national survey on records management practices,
which was disseminated to a sample of institutions accredited by the American Alliance
of Museums (AAM) and to members of National Digital Stewardship Alliance (NDSA),
are presented. As outlined in the previous chapter, the survey consisted of 45 questions
and utilized multiple choice, checkbox, and short answer formats, which allowed
respondents to select multiple answers or provide answers of their own. This survey was
designed to obtain information on current practices regarding the digitization of museum
(and other collections) records and to compile a comprehensive understanding of
practices and standards museums are currently utilizing in the management of their
records.

Survey Results
As outlined in the methods chapter, the survey first asked broad demographic
questions, such as what kind of institution is responding, the budget and staff size of the
institute, and asked institutions to indicate any accreditation that they may have (AAM
and American Library Association [ALA] in particular). Other questions included
addressed the state of recordkeeping practices and policies, allocation of duties within the
institution, and the process by which institutional records are digitized.
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Surveys were mailed with a cover letter on October 4,2016, and respondents
were given until October 28,2016, to return the survey. A return address label was
included with the survey and cover letter to facilitate a higher response rate by
simplifying the process of mailing responses. In addition, respondents were allowed the
option of returning the survey via email to enhance the response rate, because a selfaddressed stamp and/or envelope had not been included.
Of the 150 institutions surveyed, 48 responded, resulting in an acceptable
response rate of 32% (Table 1). With just a under a third of recipients responding, the
results are considered to be representative of the recordkeeping practices of collecting
institutions throughout the United States. The length of the survey may have lowered the
response rate, though in the end, a response rate of close to one third is considered
adequate to assess the state of policy and practice concerning recordkeeping and records
digitization. The results of each question are detailed below.
Table 1: Survey Response Rate
Number of Surveys
150

Number of Survey
Participants
48

Survey Response Rate
32%

Demographics
Question 1 asked, “Which category best describes your institution type? (Please
circle one).” Respondents could select more than one answer. As shown in Table 2, of the
48 institutions that responded, 14 described their organization as a fine arts museum
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(28.6%), 11 described their organization as a history museum (22.5%), 8 described their
organization as archives (16.3%), 5 described their organization as a historic house and/or
site (10.4%), 4 described their organization a multidisciplinary institution (8.2%), 3
described their organization as an anthropology museum (6.1%), 1 described their
organization as a library and/or reading room (2.0%), 1 described their organization as a
natural history museum (2.0%), 1 described their organization as a science/technology
museum (2.0%), and 1 selected “other” to describe their organization (2.0%). The one
respondent that selected “other” for Question 1 did not specify a designation for their
institution. One of the institutions selected two responses for Question 1; both responses
were counted here.
Table 2: Institutional Type
Response

Number

Percentage

Fine Arts museum

14

28.6%

History museum

11

22.5%

Archives

8

16.3%

Historic house/site

5

10.2%

Multidisciplinary

4

8.2%

Anthropology museum

3

6.1%

Library/Reading room

1

2.0%

Natural History museum

1

2.0%

Science/Technology

1

2.0%

Other

1

2.0%
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Question 2 asked, “When was your institution founded?” As shown in Table 3
below, of the 48 respondent institutions, 1 selected 1821-1840 (2.1%), 2 selected 18411860 (4.2%), 4 selected 1861-1880 (8.3%), 2 selected 1881 to 1990 (4.2%), 7 selected
1901-1920 (14.6%), 4 selected 1921-1940 (8.3%), 14 selected 1941-1960 (29.2%), 11
selected 1961-1980 (22.9%), 2 selected 1981-2000 (4.2%), and 1 selected “after 2000”
(2 . 1%).

Table 3: Institutional Founding Date
Response

Number

Percentage

1821-1840

1

2.1%

1841-1860

2

4.2%

1861-1880

4

8.3%

1881-1900

2

4.2%

1901-1920

7

14.6%

1921-1940

4

8.3%

1941-1960

14

29.2%

1961-1980

11

22.9%

1981-2000

2

4.2%

After 2000

1

2.1%

Question 3 asked, “What is the annual budget of your institution?” Two
respondents did not answer this question. As shown in Table 4 below, 3 museums had an
annual budget under 350,000 (6.5%), 4 museums had an annual budget of $350,000 to
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$499,999 (8.7%), 3 museums had an annual budget of $500,000 to $999,999 (6.5%), 15
museums had an annual budget of $1 million to $2.9 million (32.6%), 6 museums had an
annual budget of $3 million to $4.9 million (13.0%), 8 museums had an annual budget of
$5 million to $14.9 million (17.4%), and 7 museums had an annual budget of over $15
million (15.2%).
Table 4: Institutional Budget
Response

Number

Percentage

Under $350,000

3

6.5%

$350,000-$499,999

4

8.7%

$500,000-$999,999

3

6.5%

$lM-$2.9

15

32.6%

$3M-$4.9M

6

13.0%

$5M-$14.9M

8

17.4%

Over $15M

7

15.2%

Question 4 asked, “How many paid staff work at your institution (part/full time
and contractors)?” One respondent did not answer this question. As shown in Table 5
below, 3 organizations had 1-5 staff members (6.5%), 10 organizations had 6-15 staff
members (21.3%), 10 organizations had 16-30 staff members (21.3%), 7 organizations
had 31-50 staff members (14.9%), 3 organizations had 51-70 staff members (6.4%), 3
organizations had 71-100 staff members (6.4%), 4 organizations had 101-150 staff
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members (8.5%), 5 organizations had 151-200 staff members (4.3%), and 5 organizations
had more than 200 staff members (10.7%).

Table 5: Number of Paid Staff
Response

Number

Percentage

1-5

3

6.4%

6-15

10

21.3%

16-30

10

21.3%

31-50

7

14.9%

51-70

3

6.4%

71-100

3

6.4%

101-150

4

8.5%

151-200

2

4.3%

More than 200

5

10.7%

Question 5 asked, “How many volunteers work in your institution?” Three
respondents did not answer this question. As shown in Table 6 below, 7 organizations
had 1-5 volunteers (15.6%), 14 organizations had 6-15 volunteers (31.1%), 6
organizations had 16-30 volunteers (13.3%), 2 organizations had 31-50 volunteers
(4.4%), 3 organizations had 51-70 volunteers (6.7%), 4 organizations had 71-100
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volunteers (8.9%), 5 organizations had 101-150 volunteers (11.1%), 1 organizations had
151-200 volunteers (2.2%), and 3 organizations had more than 200 volunteers (6.7%).

Table 6: Number of Volunteers
Response

Number

Percentage

1-5

7

15.6%

6-15

14

31.1%

16-30

6

13.3%

31-50

2

4.4%

51-70

3

6.7%

71-100

4

8.9%

101-150

5

11.1%

151-200

1

2.2%

More than 200

3

6.7%

Question 6 asked, “Is your institution accredited by the American Alliance of
Museums (AAM)?” One respondent did not answer this question. As shown in Table 7
below, 37 replied that they are accredited by AAM (78.7%) and 20 replied that they are
not accredited by AAM (21.3%).
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Table 7: American Alliance of Museums Accreditation
Response

Number

Percentage

Yes

37

78.7%

No

10

21.3%

Question 7 asked, “Is your institution accredited by the American Library
Association (ALA)?” Four respondents did not answer this question. As shown below in
Table 8,3 were accredited by ALA (6.8%) and 41 were not accredited by ALA (93.2%).

Table 8: American Library Association Accreditation
Response

Number

Percentage

Yes

3

6.8%

No

41

93.2%

Collections/Registration

Question 8 asked, “How many objects are in the care of your institution?” Two
respondents did not answer this question. As shown in Table 9 below, 2 had collections
of 500-1,000 objects (4.4%), 5 had collections of 1,000-5,000 objects (10.9%), and 4 had
collections of 5,000-10,000 objects (8.7%). Thirty-five respondents (76.1%) selected
“other” for their collections size. Of those 35 that selected “other,” 5 gave specific values
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for their collection sizes; 1 responded 13,000 objects, 1 responded 35,472 objects, 1
responded 55,000 objects, 1 responded 100,000 objects, 1 responded 400,000 objects, 1
responded 6.4 million objects, and 1 responded 13.1 million objects.

Table 9: Number of Objects
Response

Number

Percentage

500-1,000

2

4.4%

1,000-5,000

5

10.9%

5,000-10,000

4

8.7%

Other

35

76.1%

Question 9 asked, “Does your institution continue to create/maintain analog
records?” One respondent did not answer this question. As shown in Table 10 below, 41
organizations did continue to create and/or maintain analog records (87.2%) and 5
organizations did not continue to create and/or maintain analog records (10.6%). One
respondent selected “other” as their answer (2.1%).

Table 10: Production of New Analog Records
Response

Number

Percentage

Yes

41

87.2%

No

5

10.6%

Other

1

2.1%
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Question 10 asked, “Is a staff member or volunteer responsible for the generation
of new catalog records? As shown in Table 11 below, 37 museums identified staff
members as those primarily responsible for the creation of records (77.1%) and 11
museums identified staff members and volunteers together as responsible for the creation
of record (22.9%). No responding institution responded that they rely on volunteers alone
for the creation of records (0.0%).

Table 11: Responsibility in Records Creation
Response

Number

Percentage

Staff

37

77.1%

Volunteer

0

0.0%

Both

11

22.9%

Question 11 asked, “Prior to digitization, which staff member is/was responsible
for the maintenance of existing records (including accession, conservation, catalog,
exhibit, loan, and legacy records)?” Respondents were allowed to select more than one
answer. As show in in Table 12 below, of the 48 organizations that responded, 23
respondents identified a registrar as responsible for maintaining existing records (31.9%),
17 respondents identified an archivist as responsible for maintaining existing records
(23.6%), 14 respondents identified a collections manager as responsible for maintaining
existing records (19.4%), 12 respondents identified a curator as responsible for
maintaining existing records (16.7%), 2 respondents identified an intern as responsible
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for maintaining existing records (2.8%), and 2 respondents identified a volunteer as
responsible for maintaining existing records (2.8%). Two respondents selected “other.”
One respondent who selected “other” identified a museum assistant as responsible for
maintaining existing records (1.9%).

Table 12: Pre-Digitization Recordkeeping Responsibility
Response

Number

Percentage

Registrar

23

31.9%

Archivist

17

23.6%

Collections Manager

14

19.4%

Curator

12

16.7%

Intern

2

2.8%

Volunteer

2

2.8%

Other

2

2.8%

Question 12 asked, “Does your institution retain digitally-born files, such as
emails?” As shown in Table 13 below, of the 48 museums that responded, 36 indicated
that they do retain digitally-born files and/or records (75.0%) and 12 indicated that they
do not retain digitally-born files and/or records (25%).
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Table 13: Digital-born Record Retention
Response

Number

Percentage

Yes

36

75.0%

No

12

25.0%

Question 13 asked, “If yes, how?” Respondents filled in their answers and could
include more than one; these categories reflect the answers provided by respondents.
Fifteen respondents (31% of the 48 survey responses received) did not answer this
question. Of the 33 (69%) respondents who did answer, 37 responses were received. As
shown in Table 14 below, 11 utilized an internal network/server/extemal hard drive to
retain digitally-born content (21.2%), 10 printed digitally-born content (19.2%), 9 made
use of archival preservation systems to maintain digitally bom content (17.3%), 3
exported and electronically save digitally-born content (5.8%), 2 stored digitally-bom
content in email inboxes (3.9%), and 2 were still in the process of creating a way to
maintain digitally-bom content (3.9%).
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Table 14: Digital-born Record Retention Methods
Response

Number

Percentage

Internal network/server/extemal hard
drive
Print

11

29.7%

10

27.0%

Archival/preservation system

9

24.3%

Export/saved files

3

8.1%

Email inbox

2

5.4%

Method choice in progress

2

5.4%

Question 14 asked, “Does your institution store all related analog records
together?” As shown in Table 15 below, of the 48 respondent institutions, 25 respondents
indicated that they did store all related records together (52.1%), while 23 respondents
indicated that they did not store all related records together (47.9%).
Table 15: Analog Record Consolidation
Response

Number

Percentage

Yes

25

52.1%

No

23

47.9%
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Question 15 asked, “If your institution does store related analog records together,
where are they stored?” Respondents were allowed to select more than one answer.
Sixteen respondents (27.1%) did not answer this question. Of the 32 respondents (66.7%)
who did answer, 43 responses were received. As shown in table 16 below, 18 institutions
stored records in relevant departments (41.9%), and 15 institutions stored records in
archives (34.9%), 2 stored records in a library (4.7%). Eight institutions selected “other”
(18.6%). Of those 8, 1 added that records were stored in a museum programs office, 1
added that records were stored with/by curatorial assistants, and 1 added that records
were stored off-site. As mentioned above, institutions were encouraged to select all that
apply, resulting in a higher number of responses (43) than number of institutions that
answered (32).

Table 16: Analog Record Consolidation Storage
Response

Number

Percentage

Relevant departments

18

41.9%

Archives

15

34.9%

Library

2

4.7%

Other

8

18.6%

Digitization Process
Question 16 asked, “Is there a formal or informal policy outlining selection
criteria for files to be digitized?” One respondent (2.1% of the 48 survey responses
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received) did not answer this question. As shown in Table 17 below, 12 respondents
indicated the existence of a formal policy (25.5%), 14 indicated the existence of an
informal policy (29.8%), and 21 respondents indicated that no policies exist (44.7%).
Table 17: Record Digitization Policy
Response

Number

Percentage

Formal policy

12

25.5%

Informal policy

14

29.8%

No policy exists

21

44.7%

Question 17 asked, “If no policy exists, which staff member is responsible for
deciding what types of files are to be digitized?” Respondents filled in their answers and
could include more than one; these categories reflect the answers provided by
respondents. Twenty-one respondents (43.8%) did not answer this question. Of the 27
(56.3%) respondents who did answer, 38 responses were received. As shown below in
Table 18, 8 institutions responded collections manager (21.1%), 8 institutions responded
curator/curatorial staff (21.1%), 6 institutions responded registrar (15.8%), 5 institutions
responded administration/development staff (13.2%), 3 institutions responded archivist
(7.9%), 3 institutions responded relevant departments (7.9%), 2 institutions responded
imaging and technical staff (5.3%), 2 institutions responded that the responsibilities are
unassigned (5.3%), and 1 institution responded librarian (2.6%).
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Table 18: Staff Responsibility for Record Digitization
Response

Number

Percentage

Collections manager

8

21.1%

Curator/curatorial staff

8

21.1%

Registrar

6

15.8%

Administration/development staff

5

13.2%

Archivist

3

7.9%

Relevant departments

3

7.9%

Imaging and technical staff

2

5.3%

Unassigned

2

5.3%

Librarian

1

2.6%

Question 18 asked, “What types of records have been or will be digitized?”
Respondents were allowed to select more than one answer. As shown in Table 19 below,
of the 48 respondent institutions, 37 answered archival (28.9%), 30 answered catalog
(23.4%), 28 answered curatorial (21.9%), 27 answered exhibit (21.1%), and 6 answered
“other” (4.7%). Of those than answered “other,” 1 answered accession/loan (0.8%), 1
answered all photo archives/no catalog (0.8%), and 1 answered photos (0.8%). As
explained above, respondents were allowed to select more than one response, increasing
the total number of responses.
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Table 19: Types of Digitized Records
Response

Number

Percentage

Archival

37

28.9%

Catalog

30

23.4%

Curatorial

28

21.9%

Exhibit

27

21.1%

Other

6

4.7%

Question 19 asked, “Is your institution digitizing all records within the selected
category of categories?” As shown in Table 20 below, of the 48 respondents, 16
responded yes (33.3%), 29 responded no (60.4%) and 3 responded “other” (6.3%). Of
those that selected “other,” 1 responded “mostly” and the other 2 did not specify.

Table 20: Complete Categorical Digitization
Response

Number

Percentage

Yes

16

33.3%

No

29

60.4%

Other

3

6.3%

Question 20 asked, “If not all records within the selected category or categories
are digitized, what conditions are set for digitization to occur?” Respondents were
allowed to select more than one answer. Eleven respondents (22.9%) did not answer this
question. Of the 37 (77.1%) respondents who did answer, 54 responses were received. As
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shown in Table 21 below, 26 cited significance of records (48.2%), 12 cited condition on
records (22.2%), 5 cited age of records (9.3%), and 11 cited “other” reasons for record
digitization (20.4%). Of the 11 who answered “other” when asked about selection
criteria for records digitization, most responses had to do with timeliness/relevance and
research needs.

Table 21: Record Digitization Selection Considerations
Response

Number

Percentage

Significance of records

26

48.2%

Condition of records

12

22.2%

Age of records

5

9.3%

Other

11

20.4%

Question 21 asked, “Which staff member is primarily responsible for the
digitization process?” Respondents were allowed to select more than one answer. As
shown in Table 22 below, 18 answered registrar (27.3%), 13 answered archivist (19.7%),
12 answered collections manager (18.2%), 6 answered curator (9.1%), 4 answered intern
(6.1%), and 2 answered volunteer (3.0%). In addition, 11 respondents listed “other” staff
and volunteers as responsible for records digitization (16.7%). Of those 11,3 answered
imaging technician or other technical support, 1 answered all, 1 answered curatorial
support staff, 1 answered digital assets manager, 1 answered records manager, 1
answered office assistant.
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Table 22: Pre-Digitization Recordkeeping Responsibility
Response

Number

Percentage

Registrar

18

27.3%

Archivist

13

19.7%

Collections Manager

12

18.2%

Curator

6

9.1%

Intern

4

6.1%

Volunteer

2

3.0%

Other

11

16.7%

Question 22 asked, “In the last year, how many staff and/or volunteers
participated in the digitization process?” One respondent (2.1%) did not answer this
question. As shown in Table 23 below, of the 48 responding institutions, 16 stated 1-2
individuals participated in records digitization (33.3%), 16 stated that 3-5 individuals
participated in records digitization (33.3%), 9 stated that 7-10 individuals participated in
records digitization (18.8%), and 6 stated some other number of individuals participated
in records digitization (12.5%).
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Table 23: Number of Individual Participants in Records Digitization
Response

Number

Percentage

1-2

16

34.0%

3-5

16

34.0%

7-10

9

19.2%

Other

6

12.8%

Question 23 asked, “What were the positions of those individuals?” Respondents
were allowed to select more than one answer. Two respondents (4.2%) did not answer
this question. Of the 46 respondents (95.8%) that did answer, 117 answers were received.
As shown in Table 24 below, 23 answered registrar (19.3%), 18 responded archivist
(15.1%), 18 responded collections manager (15.1%), 13 responded curator (10.9%), 16
responded intern (13.5%), 14 responded volunteer (11.8%), and 15 responded “other”
(12.6%). Of those that responded “other,” organizations listed student assistants,
digitization specialists, metadata specialists, photography staff, library publications
managers, digital asset managers, records managers, office assistants, and assistant
collections managers as individuals involved in records digitization.
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Table 24: Position of Individual Participants in Records Digitization
Response

Number

Percentage

Registrar

23

19.3%

Archivist

18

15.1%

Collections Manager

18

15.1%

Intern

16

13.5%

Volunteer

14

11.8%

Curator

13

10.9%

Other

15

12.6%

Digitization Timeline and Management
Question 24 asked, “How many years ago did your museum begin transitioning
from analog records to digital?” Six institutions (12.5%) did not answer this question. As
shown in Table 25 below, 1 began records digitization less than a year ago (2.4%), 6
began records digitization 1-2 years ago (14.3%), 8 began records digitization 3-5 years
ago (19.0%), 5 began records digitization 6-8 years ago (11.9%), and 22 began records
digitization more than 8 years ago (52.4%).
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Table 25: How Long Ago Records Digitization Project Began
Response

Number

Percentage

Less than 1 year ago

1

2.4%

1-2 years ago

6

14.3%

3-5 years ago

8

19.0%

6-8 years ago

5

11.9%

More than 8 years ago

22

52.4%

Question 25 asked, “How long is/was the planned timetable for the digitization
process?” Eleven institutions (22.9%) did not answer this question. As shown in Table 26
below, 1 planned to complete records digitization in less than 1 year (2.7%), 7 planned to
complete records digitization in 1-2 years (18.9%), 6 planned to complete records
digitization in 3-5 years (16.2%), 2 planned to complete records digitization in 6-8 years
(5.4%), and 21 planned to complete digitization in more than 8 years (56.8%).
Table 26: Planned Records Digitization Project Timeline
Response

Number

Percentage

Less than 1 year

1

2.7%

1-2 years

7

18.9%

3-5 years

6

16.2%

6-8 years

2

5.4%

More than 8 years

21

56.8%
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Question 26 asked, “Is the process complete (all records have been attributed to
corresponding objects in CMS)?” Three institutions (6.3%) did not answer this question.
As shown by Table 27 below, 10 reported their records digitization projects complete
(22.2%), and 35 reported their records digitization projects incomplete (77.8%).

Table 27: Is Records Digitization Project Complete?
Response

Number

Percentage

Yes

10

22.2%

No

35

77.8%

Question 27 asked, “If the process is complete, in what year was it completed?”
Only 5 respondents supplied answers to Question 27. These institutions reported that
their records digitization ended in 1993,2000,2003,2010, and 2013. Three others
responded to this question but reported their projects as “ongoing.”

Question 28 asked, “If the process is not complete, roughly what percentage is left
to complete?” Sixteen respondents (33.3%) did no answer this question. As shown in
Table 28 below, 1 reported less than 10% left to complete (2.1%), 8 reported 10%-20%
left to complete (20.8%), 5 reported 30%-40% left to complete (10.4%), 2 reported 50%60% left to complete (4.2%), 3 reported 70%-80% left to complete (6.3%), and 13
reported over 80% to complete (27.1%).
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Table 28: Percentage of Records Digitization Project Incomplete
Response

Number

Percentage

Less than 10%

1

23.1%

10%-20%

8

25.0%

30%-40%

5

15.6%

50%-60%

2

6.3%

70%-80%

3

9.4%

Over 80%

13

40.6%

Question 29 asked, “Does your institution have a collections management system
(CMS)?” As shown in Table 29 below, 47 stated that their institution did have a
Collections Management System (97.9%), while 1 stated that their institution did not
have a Collections Management System (2.1%).

Table 29: Institutional Use of Collections Management Systems
Response

Number

Percentage

Yes

47

97.9%

No

1

2.1%

Question 30 asked, “If your institution does have a CMS, what software do you
use?” Seven respondents (14.6%) did not answer this question. As shown in Table 30
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below, 10 utilized PastPerfect (24.4%), 9 utilized proprietary systems (22.0%), 8 utilized
The Museum System (19.5%), 3 utilized Filemaker Pro (7.3%), 2 utilized Archivists’
Toolkit (4.9%), 2 utilized Emu (4.9%), 2 utilized open source systems (4.9%), 1 utilized
ArchivesSpace (2.4%), 1 utilized Embark (2.4%), and 3 utilized other systems (7.3%).

Table 30: Collections Management Systems Software Used
Response

Number

Percentage

PastPerfect

10

24.4%

Proprietary

9

22.0%

The Museum System

8

19.5%

Filemaker Pro

3

7.3%

Archivists’ Toolkit

2

4.9%

Emu

2

4.9%

Open Source

2

4.9%

ArchivesSpace

1

2.4%

Embark

1

2.4%

Other

3

7.3%

Question 31 asked, “Does your institution have a data management system
(DMS)?” Four respondents (8.3%) did not answer this question. As shown in Table 31
below, 11 did have a Data Management System (25.0%), while 33 answered that they did
not have a Data Management System (75.0%).
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Table 31: Institutional Use of Data Management Systems
Number

Percentage

Yes

11

25.0%

No

33

75.0%

Response

Question 32 asked, “If your institution does have a DMS, what software do you
use?” Thirty-six respondents (75.0%) did not answer this question. As shown in Table 32
below, 2 utilized Portfolio (16.7%), 1 utilized an open source system (8.3%), and 9
utilized other systems (75.0%).

Table 32: Data Management Systems Software Used
Number

Percentage

Portfolio

2

16.7%

Open Source

1

8.3%

Other

9

75.0%

Response

Question 33 asked, “Does your CMS and/or DMS have fields for provenance,
deed of gift/purchase, exhibit history, donor history, etc.?” Five respondents (10.4%) did
not answer this question. As shown in Table 33 below, 41 institutions did have fields for
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some or all of the mentioned categories (95.3%), while 2 did not have fields for the
aforementioned fields (4.7%).

Table 33: Collections and Data Management System Fields
Response

Number

Percentage

Yes

41

95.3%

No

2

4.7%

As shown below in Table 33a, of the institutions 41 that stated they do have some
or all of the aforementioned fields in CMS, 31 had a field for provenance (26.5%), 29 had
a field for deeds of gift and/or purchase (24.8%), 27 had fields for exhibit history
(23.1%), 27 had fields for donor history (23.1%), and 3 had fields for these categories
and others (2.6%). Institutions were allowed to select more than one answer, resulting in
a total of 117 responses from 41 respondents.
Table 33a: Utilized Collections and Data Management System Fields
Number

Percentage

Provenance

31

26.5%

Deed of gift/purchase

29

24.8%

Exhibit history

27

23.1%

Donor History

27

23.1%

Other

3

2.6%

Response
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Question 34 asked, “Are the digital records backed up in multiple locations?”
Three respondents (6.3%) did not answer this question. As shown below in Table 34,43
maintained multiple backups of digital records (95.6%), while 2 did not maintain multiple
backups of digital records (4.4%).
Table 34: Multiple Digital Records Backups
Number

Percentage

Yes

43

95.6%

No

2

4.4%

Response

Question 35 asked, “If so, how are they backed up?” Institutions were allowed to
select more than one response. Four respondents (5.6%) did not answer this question. Of
the 44 respondents (91.7%) that did answer, 67 responses were received. As shown in
Table 35 below, 21 institutions used external hard drives to backup digital records
(31.3%), 15 institutions used cloud storage to backup digital records (22.4%), 11
institutions used secondary computer systems to backup digital records (16.4%), and 20
institutions used “other” systems to backup digital records (29.9%).
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Table 35: Digital Records Backups Methods
Response

Number

Percentage

External hard drive

21

31.3%

Cloud storage

15

22.4%

Secondary computer system

11

16.4%

Other

20

29.9%

Question 36 asked, “If not, why?” Only 2 respondents supplied responses to this
question. Both indicated that they are currently in the process of deciding how to backup
digital records.

Post-Digitization Record-keeping
Question 37 asked, “If your institution does not maintain analog records, which of
the following factors, if any, influenced the decision?” Respondents were allowed to
select more than one answer. Forty-four respondents (91.7%) did not answer this
question. Of the 4 respondents (8.3%) that did answer, 8 responses were received. As
shown in Table 36 below, 1 cited budget and/or funding as a barrier to maintaining
analog records (1.9%), 2 cited staff size as a barrier to maintaining analog records (3.9%),
1 cited technological limitations as a barrier to maintaining analog records (1.9%), 2 cited
time constraints as a barrier to maintaining analog records (3.9%), and 2 cited “other”
reasons as barriers to maintaining analog records (3.9%).
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Table 36: Influences in Not Keeping Analog Records
Number

Percentage

Budget/funding

1

12.5%

Staff size

2

25.0%

Technological limitations

1

12.5%

Time constraints

2

25.0%

Other

2

25.0%

Response

Question 38 asked, “Did the ways in which your institution manages analog
records change after digitization?” Five respondents (10.4%) did not answer this
question. As shown below in Table 37, 17 stated that their management of analog records
changed after digitization projects (39.5%), while 26 stated that their management of
analog records did not change after digitization (63.5%).

Table 37: Change in Management of Analog Records After Digitization
Number

Percentage

Yes

17

39.5%

No

26

63.5%

Response
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Question 39 asked, “If yes, how?” Respondents filled in their answers and could
include more than one; these categories reflect the answers provided by respondents.
Thirty respondents (62.5%) did not answer this question. Of the 18 respondents (37.5%
of the 48 survey responses received) that did answer, 19 responses were received. As
shown in Table 38 below, 5 reported limited analog record use (26.3%), 4 reported
cessation of analog record creation/updating (21.0%), 4 reported the destruction or
disposal of analog records (21.0%), 3 reported inaccessible analog records (15.8%), 1
reported the abandonment of analog duplication methods (5.3%), 1 reported analog
records scanned and attached to digital records (5.3%), and 1 reported that the question
was not applicable (5.3%).
Table 38: Changed Methods in Analog
Records Management After Digitization
Number
Response

Percentage

Analog records use limited

5

26.3%

Analog records no longer
created/updated
Analog records destroyed/not retained

4

21.0%

4

21.0%

Analog records not accessible

3

15.8%

Analog duplication methods discarded

1

5.3%

Analog records scanned and attached to
digital records
Not applicable

1

5.3%

1

5.3%
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Question 40 asked, “If your institution maintains digital and analog record sets
separately, and there are different policies (formal or informal) governing each?” Seven
respondents (14.6%) did not answer this question. As shown in Table 39 below, 11
institutions indicated that they have different policies for analog and digital records
(26.8%), while 30 indicated that they do not have different policies for analog and digital
records (73.2%).
Table 39: Different Policies for Analog and Digital Records Sets
Number

Percentage

Yes

11

26.8%

No

30

73.2%

Response

Question 41 asked, “If yes, in what ways do those policies differ?” Respondents
filled in their answers and could include more than one; these categories reflect the
answers provided by respondents. Thirty-nine respondents (81.3%) did not answer this
question. Of the 9 respondents (18.8% of the 48 survey responses received) that did
answer, 10 responses were received. As shown in Table 40 below, 3 responded that
digital records require more upkeep/oversight/updating (30.0%), 1 institution stated that
analog record creation is no longer mandatory (10.0%), 1 indicated that different research
considerations are taken for analog and digital records (10.0%), 1 indicated that digital
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records have more backup locations (10.0%), and 4 indicated other policies in place
(40.0%).
Table 40: Specific Differences in Policies for
Analog and Digital Records Sets
Number
Response

Percentage

Digital records require regular
upkeep/updating
Analog record creation not mandatory

3

30.0%

1

10.0%

Differing considerations for access
regarding research and reproduction
Digital records stored in multiple
locations
Other

1

10.0%

1

10.0%

4

40.0%

Question 42 asked, “If your institution does not continue to use/update existing
analog records, how are they managed?” Respondents were allowed to select more than
one answer. Twenty-seven respondents (56.3%) did not answer this question. Of the 21
respondents (43.8% of the 48 survey responses received) who did answer, 26 responses
were received. As shown below in Table 41,13 responded that disused analog records are
deep archives (50.0%), 4 responded that disused analog records are destroyed (15.4%), 4
responded that disused analog records are stored off-site (15.4%), and 5 responded
“other,” indicating that something else is done with disused analog records (19.2%).
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Table 41: Management of Disused Analog Records
Number

Percentage

Deep Archived

13

50.0%

Destroyed

4

15.4%

Stored off-site

4

15.4%

Other

5

19.2%

Response

Question 43 asked, “Is there a process in place for analog record management
once records are digitized?” Six respondents (12.5%) did not answer this question. As
shown in Table 42 below, 22 indicated that they do have a process/policy specifically for
the maintenance of analog records after digitization (45.8%), and 20 indicated that they
do not have such a policy (41.7%).

Table 42: Analog Record Management Policy After Digitization
Number

Percentage

Yes

22

52.4%

No

20

47.6%

Response

Question 44 asked, “If yes, what is it?” Respondents filled in their answers and
could include more than one; these categories reflect the answers provided by
respondents. Twenty-six respondents (54.2%) did not answer this question. Of the 22
respondents (45.8%) who did answer, 31 responses were received. As shown below in
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Table 43, 10 answered that analog records are archived after digitization (32.3%), 9
answered that there was no change in the policy regarding analog records after
digitization (29.0%), 7 answered that they manage analog records based on their
institution’s records management after digitization (22.6%), and 5 answered that analog
records are kept in storage after digitization (16.1%).
Table 43: Analog Management/Storage
After Digitization
Number
Response

Percentage

Archived

10

32.3%

No change/same as active records

9

29.0%

Managed in accordance with records
management policy
Kept in storage

7

22.6%

5

16.1%

Question 45 asked, “What procedures does your institution have concerning long
term maintenance of digital records?” Respondents filled in their answers and could
include more than one; these categories reflect the answers provided by respondents.
Sixteen respondents (33.3%) did not answer this question. Of the 32 respondents (66.7%)
that did answer, 45 responses were received. As shown below in Table 46, 8 used local
servers and external hard drives (17.8%), 8 used planned software and hardware upgrades
along with forward migration (17.8%), 6 used off-site servers and external hard drives
(13.3%), 5 followed digital preservation best practices (11.1%), 5 used archival systems
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(11.1%), 2 were managed by library/archival staff (4.4%), 2 were managed by technical
staff (4.4%), and 9 did not have a policy in place (20.0%).
Table 44: Long-term Digital Records Management Procedures
Number

Percentage

Local server/external hard drive

8

17.8%

Software/hardware upgrades and
forward migration
Off-site server/external hard drive

8

17.8%

6

13.3%

Follow digital preservation best
practices
Archival systems/files

5

11.1%

5

11.1%

Managed by library/archival staff

2

4.4%

Managed by technical staff

2

4.4%

None

9

20.0%

Response

In sum, this chapter examined the results of the survey completed by 48 collecting
institutions. These results give an overview of the current practices within museum
recordkeeping. In the next chapter, the results will be discussed through the lens of the
information covered in the literature review (Chapters 2-4).
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Chapter 7: Discussion

In this chapter, the results of the survey are examined to offer an overview of
recordkeeping practices currently employed by museum professionals throughout the
United States. Specifically, the following elements of the survey results are discussed:
demographics; institutional responsibilities and practice concerning recordkeeping;
staffing levels and recordkeeping; the record digitization process, including the selection
of records to be digitized, delegation of responsibility in this matter, digitization
timelines, and justification for records digitization; and museum policies and policy
creation as applied to museum recordkeeping practices. Next, three key themes that
emerged from a consideration of the literature review and the survey results are
examined. Finally, likely challenges that led to fewer institutions responding to specific
questions in the survey, as well as to the survey as a whole, are identified.

The Survey Results
In the section below, the results of the survey will be examined by discussing
groups of related questions.
Demographics: The survey results from the Question 1 through Question 5
indicate that most of the respondent institutions were mid-sized organizations aligned
with the fields of fine arts and history, founded between 1941 and 1980. Over half of
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these institutions had annual budgets ranging from $500,000 to $4.9 million and support
staff sizes of fewer than 50, and with 30 or fewer volunteers. The results show that the
majority of respondents were small to midsize museums, although 30% of the respondent
institutions listed their budget in the $5 million to $15 million plus range, and hence were
large, and roughly a quarter of these institutions had more than 70 paid and volunteer
workers.
The results from Question 6 and Question 7 describe the type of accreditations
held by each institution, where applicable. The results from Question 6 revealed that over
three quarters of respondent institutions were accredited by the American Alliance of
Museums (AAM) while the results of Question 7 showed fewer than 10% were
accredited by the American Libraries Association (ALA). The number of AAM
accredited institutions is important in assessing recordkeeping practices as AAM
accredited institutions are, at least conceptually, the institutions most likely to be
following current best practices. The number of ALA accredited museums is significant
only because it supplies insight into how many university libraries with collections
responded to this survey, as the ALA only accredits university libraries.
Institutional Practice and Responsibilities: The results from Question 9 through
Question 11 indicate the current institutional practices surrounding the creation of analog
records. Approximately 75% of respondent institutions stated that analog records are still
created, and prior to records digitization, that staff registrars and archivists primarily
carried out this work. This information supplies a baseline upon which to build a picture
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of current recordkeeping practices within museums with digitization projects.
Understanding who was responsible for duties prior to digitization will allow for
comparisons to be made and to characterize change in institutional practices, even if the
institutions themselves did not consider that their practices had altered3.
The results from Question 12 and Question 13 address institutional practices
surrounding the retention of digitally born files and records, such as emails. The
responses to these questions revealed that three quarters of respondent institutions do
retain digitally born content. Of the 33 respondents that answered Question 13, 60%
indicated that they accomplished the retention of digitally born records by utilizing
various combinations of internal servers, eternal hard drives, printed copies, and archival
preservation systems. The retention of these sorts of records is integral to the reliability
and accuracy of museum recordkeeping, as gaps in the records can later create gaps in
knowledge surrounding an object or event. Understanding ways in which institutions
manage the task of integrating digitally born records into existing records is fundamental
in assessing the impact of digital records systems on analog records.
The results for Question 14 and Question 15 highlight the management of analog
museum records within a given institution. The results of Question 14 revealed that
institutions are nearly evenly divided on the ways analog records are stored: of the 48
respondents, just over 50% stored related records together and slightly under 50% did
not. The results of Question 15 indicate that 70% of institutions that did store all related
3 See examination of survey results for Questions 21-23 and Question 38-39
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analog files together placed these important records within relevant departments or, less
frequently, in the care of an archivist. These results are interesting, in that they supply a
snapshot of current practice and confirm that nearly all institutions that manage analog
records possess relevant staff.
The results for Question 16 and 17 revealed the existence (or lack thereof) of
policy related to the selection of analog records to be digitized and what is done in lieu of
a concrete policy within respondent institutions. Surprisingly, more than 40% of
respondents reported they have no policy concerning the selection criteria for records
digitization and just under one-third reported an informal policy regarding selection
criteria. Only one quarter of respondents had a policy in place for selecting records to be
digitized. The results of Question 17 explained that in institutions where there is no
policy, the selection of records to digitize is left to the discretion of curatorial staff,
collections managers, and registrars. Considering museum recordkeeping has a plethora
of policies involving details as large as disaster mitigation and as seemingly obscure as
what types of paper to use, it is shocking that, despite being decades into the “digital age”
in museums, there still remains no policy for how best to ensure the most appropriate and
meaningful methods of digitizing museum records.
The results from Question 18 through Question 20 describe what records have
been digitized and why those records were selected by museum staff. Overall, archival,
catalog, curatorial, and exhibit records were digitized by most institutions, though 60% of
institutions responded that they did not digitize all records within those categories. When
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asked what factors contributed to the selection of certain records for digitization to the
exclusion of others, the primary answer was significance of records. Condition and age of
records together only accounted for just over one-fourth of the responses, and nearly onefifth listed other factors like timeliness and research interest as their motivation for
digitizing records. Significantly, institutions are only digitizing the most significant, or
most fragile, or most sought after records, and there are clearly other records being
omitted from the digital record, leaving gaps and inconsistent histories of objects and of
the institution as a whole.
Staffing Levels and Recordkeeping: The results from Question 21 through
Question 23 show which staff members are responsible for digitization, how many
individuals have participated in the digitization process, and the positions of those
individuals. These questions had very high response rates and supply an important
snapshot of current practice. As expected, 60% of respondents reported that an archivist,
collections manager, and/or registrar were responsible for the process of digitizing
museum records. This is slightly out of alignment with the responses from Question 11,
in which 75% of respondents listed archivists, collections managers, and/or registrars as
responsible for analog records production and management, leading to the conclusion that
in some institutions, separate staff are associated with analog and digital records systems.
In addition, the survey results show that for two-thirds of institutions, no more
than 5 individuals worked on the digitization process in the last year. Moreover, in
contrast to the positions of those responsible for digitizing museums, the positions of
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those actually participating in the digitization of museum records were fairly evenly
distributed throughout staff and volunteers. The diversity in positions here suggests either
an abundance of collaboration between museum professionals in these institutions, or a
lack of time and the absence of a single dedicated individual, resulting in the duties being
spread out among staff and volunteers.
The Record Digitization Process: The results from Question 24 through Question
28 shed light on the digitization process as it was planned and as it actually happened in
respondent institutions. Overall, the results showed that the digitization timeframe for an
overwhelming number of museums exceeded 5 years, with most indicating a timeframe
for 8 years or longer. Respondents also indicated that their digitization projects were
taking as long as they had planned, and that those institutions that planned shorter
projects had since exceeded their projected timelines. In addition, more than threequarters of respondent institutions stated that their projects were incomplete, with about
one-fourth stating that they have less than 20% to complete and roughly one-third stating
they have more than 80% of the project to complete. Only 7 institutions responded to
Question 27, which asked respondents to list the ending year for those institutions that
have completed their projects; in light of such a low response rate, an assessment cannot
be made. Interestingly, one-third of respondents did not respond to Question 28, which
asked about the percentage of digitization left to complete. The lack of responses
indicates either that respondents did not know the answer or that they did not wish others
to know the answer. In either case, the lack of responses to this question seems
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uncharacteristically imprecise for respondents who are generally focused on
recordkeeping and accountability.
The results from Question 29 through Question 33 illustrate how institutions keep
track of their collections and data digitally. As expected, nearly all institutions had a
collections management system (CMS), of which PastPerfect, The Museum System, and
proprietary systems were the most widely utilized. In contrast, nearly three-fourths of
institutions did not have a data management system.
When examining the information covered in an institution’s CMS or DMS,
institutions were asked whether they had fields for provenance, deed of gift/purchase,
exhibit history, and donor history specifically. Almost all of the respondents confirmed
their systems do, in fact, have some or many of these fields. Provenance was the field
with the highest response rate, though the others were also used by many institutions and
relatively evenly spread. The fact that some institutions did not use the fields listed was
surprising, considering they are basic components of best practices in recordkeeping.
The results from Question 34 to Question 36 address how museums safeguard
their digital records. Almost all respondents stated that they did maintain multiple
backups of digital records, primarily via external hard drives and other methods not
specified within the survey. The institutions did not specify precisely which other
methods they employed, which is somewhat disappointing, as it is difficult to ascertain
whether they are meeting best standards or simply making due with another method.
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Question 37 was designed to see what, if any, issues might cause an institution to
decide against maintaining analog records systems. However, only 4 institutions
responded answered the question, so it is not possible to offer an overall assessment.
The results of Question 38 and Question 39 assess how museums managed their
analog records after some of the records have been digitized. Surprisingly, 40% of
institutions indicated that their analog records management changed in the wake of
digitization. However, of those 40%, several indicated that the analog records in their
institution were inaccessible, rarely used, or in some cases, even destroyed.
Museum Policies, and Policy Creation: The results from Question 40 and
Question 41 indicated that there are not separate policies for digital and analog records
systems even if they are considered separate records sets. Although few responded to
Question 41, the institutions that did answer cited the review and updating of digital
records systems (hardware and software) as the primary difference in management
policies.
The results of Question 42 through Question 45 allow one final glimpse into the
ways in which museums managed their records systems (both analog and digital).
Although Question 42 was answered by just 12 respondents, it still revealed that many
museums deep archive their analog records. These questions also showed a divide in
institutions related to formal policies—more than half of respondents stated that they did
have a policy for analog records after others are digitized and just under half answered
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that their institution had no such policy. Of those that did have a policy, many institutions
indicated that their analog records were archived.
Lastly, recipients were asked about long-term maintenance of digital records in
Question 45, though many institutions did not respond to this question. Nevertheless, the
range of responses point to a professional field in which there are many methods of
maintaining digital records in perpetuity, though not all are truly sustainable or consistent
with best practices for digital records management.

In the following section, three key themes in museum recordkeeping that emerged
from a consideration of the literature review and the survey results are examined.

Shifting Responsibilities
The first key theme observed in museum recordkeeping concerns a shift in who is
responsible for recordkeeping. Overall, while professionals charged with creating and
preserving analog records are registrars, collections managers, and archivists, as
recordkeeping moves to being largely digital in many institutions, a clear shift in records
maintenance and creation is taking place, falling to individuals not typically thought of as
museum professionals, such as imaging specialists and other technological support staff.
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This shift can be directly attributed to the need to have someone on staff who is
capable of managing the technical aspects of records systems. As highlighted in the
writings of McGovern (2013), Parry (2007), and Swank (2008), the complexities of
digital recordkeeping related to software utilization and database construction are
numerous and sophisticated, and therefore require training to effectively navigate. The
survey results highlight that skills related to long-term digital records management
procedures, as well as remaining up to date with related hardware and software, require
staff with specialized computer knowledge that is not currently in the skillset of many
museum professionals. The clear shift underway concerning who is responsible for
recordkeeping in the museum begs the question of how this will impact record systems
themselves.

Processes in Records Preservation
The second key theme observed in museum recordkeeping concerns processes
involved in records preservation.
As illustrated by Parry (2007) and Swank, (2008), the creation of digital records
systems is, and has always been, time consuming; even with proper staffing it can take
years to complete the process of digitizing records. Due to the extended length of time
necessary for database creation and records digitization, it is important to examine how
the project is being carried out. The process by which museum records are digitized is an
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involved one with many steps and more chances for error or omission. While one-third of
respondents answered that their institution has an informal policy concerning this matter,
an informal policy is more of a guideline, whereas a policy that is written into a
collections management plan is a standard to which organizations should hold themselves
accountable.
When attempting to unravel how institutions go about their records digitization
process, it is also crucial to understand what technological elements are involved with the
process. Nearly all institutions had CMS, most of which utilized software commonly
found within the museum profession, indicating that nearly all respondents followed the
standards regarding digital recordkeeping, in this respect. However, there were
comparatively few institutions that employ DMS in their work. This is unsurprising as
many institutions have shifted towards the use of Digital Asset Management Systems
(DAMS), which allow for multiple individuals to access the same data simultaneously,
due to the ways in which they can be programmed to detect and fix (or at least flag)
errors caused during data entry (Buck and Gilmore 2010).
The key to creating a smooth records digitization project that is effective,
efficient, and consistent is the creation and implementation of a records management
standards and best practices that bridge the gap between analog records management and
digital records management practices. These standards and best practices would facilitate
a positive shift in recordkeeping policies and may also impact how museum professionals
view and implement the process of recordkeeping.
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At present, the standards for assessing what should be considered permanent
records and what is excess come from the Society of American Archivists (2003). And
while museums and archives are closely related, and sometimes linked, the lack of
standards from within the museum field itself is concerning, as records are valuable to the
institution and its history when they are active as well as after they have been archived or
otherwise removed from the institution.

Symbiotic Systems
The third key theme observed in museum recordkeeping concerns recognition of a
fundamental point: analog and digital records systems are co-dependent and symbiotic.
The survey results revealed that most institutions do not have policies concerning
analog records management in the wake of being digitized, and that most of those that do
have policies utilize informal policy. This is likely due to a lack of professional guidance
on the subject due to the perceived nature of museum records. Generally, analog and
digital records systems are viewed as distinct entities with separate standards, as outlined
in the literature, particularly as emphasized by Crane (2002), Parry (2007), and Ramsay
(2004). These systems developed in different eras and for different reasons, and they
require somewhat (and sometimes very) dissimilar skills to maintain. However, these
systems are far more than just an outdated version of recordkeeping versus a
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technologically progressive one; they have the potential to represent a single system
represented in two ways.
As mentioned in Chapter 3, records are viewed differently depending on who is
looking and what information is being searched for (Brown 2014). This concept applies
to the issue of analog records versus digital records as well. Depending on the
information, one format may be preferable to another when attempting to find collections
data and past organizational records. However, this does not mean that the other format is
not as valid and as helpful for finding other types of information. The existence of two
records systems that are perceived to be separate is counterproductive to daily
institutional operations, considering the necessity for non-registration and/or collections
staff to maintain digital files, and to the integrity of institutional history, should files not
be maintained and preserved properly.

Challenges of the Survey
The topic of digitization projects can often be a contentious one, particularly if an
institution feels they are being judged for their methods in the wake of budgetary, time,
and other constraints. Though a significant amount of effort was put into creating
impactful, easily understood questions, four particular aspects of the survey could have
been improved upon.
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First, the survey spans 45 questions. Several of the questions required short
answer responses, and compounded with the length of the survey, institutions may have
found the survey too time consuming. In retrospect, several of the short answer questions
could have been converted to multiple choice as many other questions were.
Second, Question 7, which inquired about ALA accreditation, could have been
omitted. While this information could be used, it was not vital. Additionally, several
questions such as 36,37, and 41, could have been reworded to better reflect current
practices.
Third, questions 31 through 33 should have been rephrased. In this section, the
respondents were question on their institution’s use of a DMS, which many did not
utilize. Instead, the questions should have asked about Digital Asset Management
Systems (DAMS), which most institutions do in fact use in order to keep track of digital
content. Although this mistake is significant, it does not detract from the remainder of the
survey, which allowed a deep, multifaceted analysis of current museum recordkeeping
practices.
Finally, there were several questions that had very low response rates. This was
likely due to one of two factors: ambiguous wording and/or lack of reliable data. Many of
these questions were worded in such a way as to allow a variety of answers, but instead
left respondents unsure of how to proceed with their answer. Other questions asked about
specific parts of timelines and, despite the expectation that some institutions would know
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exactly how long they had been engaged in these projects and how when they were
finished, many respondents left those questions blank.

In sum, the results of the survey provide a snapshot of museum recordkeeping
practices, and when combined with the information from the literature review, reveal key
themes, as examined in this chapter. Challenges related to the survey were also
examined.
In the next chapter, conclusions about the state of museum recordkeeping and
recommendations for the betterment of recordkeeping practice will be outlined.
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Chapter 8: Conclusions & Recommendations
In this thesis, the practices related to the creation and maintenance of analog
records in an era of mass digitization were examined. The nature of museum records, the
evolution of museum recordkeeping from its earliest stages, the concept of museum
accountability via recordkeeping, standards and best practices for both analog and digital
recordkeeping, and challenges in modem recordkeeping were all discussed. The
importance of this topic lies in the integral and foundational role records play in the
existence of museums as they exist today, and the lack of planning that can be put into
the detailed preservation of certain aspects of these identity-shaping documents.
This chapter will present four main conclusions regarding care for analog records
in the wake of the expansion of digital recordkeeping practices: 1) many small and
midsize institutions do not have sufficient staff sizes to digitize their records in a timely
manner; 2) museum professionals are not adequately equipped to work with new
technologies in recordkeeping; 3) museum best practices do not specifically address
management of analog records when digital counterparts exist, leaving room for
ambiguity and disorganization; and 4) analog records must be maintained and remain
accessible due to their role in shaping and documenting institutional history and memory.
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Conclusions
Conclusion #1: Small and midsize institutions have insufficient staff for their planned
digitization efforts.
The first conclusion is that, while small and midsize museums do their best to
keep up with the high volume of work to be done in any given institution, large-scale
projects tend to take years to complete with the assistance of several individuals along the
way. According to Museum Registration Methods 5th Edition (MRM5), those responsible
for the oversight of records should make updating records and files in a timely manner a
high priority. However, MRM5 also emphasizes that the personnel making these
additions and corrections should be collections and registration staff. Because many
small and midsize museums rarely have more than one or two registrars on staff, even if
these professionals make records maintenance and upkeep a priority, there are simply not
enough staff to keep up to date with current museum projects and recordkeeping. This in
turn results in timelines so protracted that it is unlikely that any one person or group of
people who started the project can finish it. And while this is not necessarily an
undesirable method for finishing projects, it does leave openings for inconsistencies to
appear, which compromise the integrity and reliability of the records. Under such
conditions, it would be wise to develop a system of periodic and careful self-assessments
of procedures and documentation.

Ill

Conclusion #2: Museum professionals are not adequately equipped to work with new
technologies in recordkeeping.
The results of the survey clearly indicated that while museum registrars and
collections managers are most frequently the ones participating in the creation and
management of records within an institution, as best practices recommend, they are
quickly being joined by a new category of professionals who work in museums.
Following the addition of a digital element to recordkeeping, many institutions brought
technology specialists onto their staff. Institutions reported that these new technology
experts are in charge of the creation and maintenance of the organization’s digital
elements, and the reason for this is simple—museum professionals are not currently
trained in computer science or technology, and are therefore unlikely to have the
“knowhow” to successfully and reliably manage a digital records system on their own.
Conversely, many of the individuals being hired for these new technology-driven
positions do not understand museum recordkeeping standards, and as such, are not the
most appropriate individuals to be charged with records maintenance or with record
creation, in some cases. At present, these institutions need an individual who can be
responsible for keeping their systems operational; however, it would seem that it is not in
the best interests of institutions to continue to hire those with little to no experience with
museum recordkeeping standards, as it goes against best practices regarding who in an
institution should be responsible for recordkeeping. Given this situation, it would be wise
for institutions to examine cross training of relevant staff in both museum recordkeeping
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standards and in the technological elements of creating and maintaining an organization’s
digital assets.

Conclusion #3: Museum standards and best practices do not specifically address
management o f analog records when digital counterparts exist, leaving room for
ambiguity and disorganization in records systems, which could potentially lead to the
loss o f important data between records sets.
In comprehensively examining the relationship between analog and digital
records, it is possible to identify a void in museum standards, one that is potentially
detrimental to institutional integrity. While museums are allowed and even encouraged to
manage records in a manner that best suits their organizational needs, standards and best
practices exist to provide a level of standardization across institutions for both analog and
digital records as separate entities. However, no such recommendations exist stating how
museums should best manage two complimentary records systems or, ideally, how to
manage a single records system that exists in both analog and digital form.
While best practices and standards exist for analog and digital records,
respectively, there is no guidance stating how best to use analog records after records
have been recreated digitally, aside from being placed in institutional archives, which
many do not have. Museum professionals also have no guideposts from within the field
in relation to creating digital records—what should be digitized, in what order, what
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secondary and tertiary information should be included before the record can be
considered “complete” in its digital form. These guidelines come from archives
professionals, and are often not utilized in museums that lack archives or a staff archivist.
This deficiency poses a genuine threat to the integrity of institutional history, memory,
and foundations, and the field would be negligent to continue to ignore it.

Conclusion #4: Analog records systems must be maintained and continuously updated to
ensure the preservation o f institutional history.
Building on the previous conclusion, a lack of codified standards from within the
field puts institutions at risk; when analog records are not completely digitized (meaning
either complete transcription or scanning and retaining the image) or properly digitized,
institutional history is at risk of being lost.
The survey highlights that some institutions are phasing out analog records and/or
disposing of them. While this disposal is not supported by best practices, the eviction of
analog records from institutions and subsequent deposit into storage spaces to languish
unused is not prohibited by museum standards. Museum recordkeeping standards do not,
at the moment, call for a complete digitization of analog records because it is implied that
analog records will continue to be a part of day to day operation within these collecting
institutions.
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Recommendations
Recommendation #1: Museum professionals should receive training (whether in higher
education or in the field) in technical skills that would, in turn, help facilitate smoother
records creation and preservation.
The need for outside assistance with recordkeeping in museums is not only
financially draining on institutions, it is a hindrance when the professionals tasked with
the creation, management and preservation of records cannot independently and
competently use the programs in which their records are stored. Integrating technological
training into the museum profession would only stand to strengthen the control that
museums over their records and thus allowing professionals more autonomy when it
comes to how they reach their audiences. In addition, training museum staff in
technologies would eliminate the need for extra staff and contractors to do work with the
digital elements of the collection, thus saving institutions money in the long run.
The precedent is already set for stewards of culture to be trained in technical
elements of recordkeeping and preservation—it would do museum professionals well to
join their counterparts, such as librarians and archivists, in expanding their base of
knowledge to include technology training. If the field refuses to do this, museum
professionals will continue to be at the mercy of the technology they depend on and those
they must hire to assist them in its continued use.
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In order for museums and other collecting institutions to regain complete control of
their recordkeeping implements, two things must happen; first, computer and technology
skills should be integrated into museum studies programs so that the emerging
professionals can move into the field with the skills required to operate records databases.
To address the issue in a more immediate way, museum recordkeeping professionals,
such as registrars and collections managers, could be educated on these systems at
conferences (such as AAM’s annual conference) or any number of other professional
development workshops that could be planned. Institutions should facilitate the
attendance of their staff to these events, as the accuracy and longevity of records systems
is vital to the preservation of institutional history.

Recommendation #2: The standards regarding the inclusion o f secondary and tertiary
documents and annotations within analog records into digital records systems should be
widely adopted.
The creation and adoption of a set of standards describing which types of records
are to be digitized, how they are to be digitized and by whom leaves the guesswork out of
integrating and/or replicating records sets. At present, there are no museum registration
standards for institutions to follow concerning the inclusion of organizational records
found in analog systems in digital recordkeeping. The main resources that exist are for
archivists and museum archives, which both the literature and the results of the survey
confirm are often absent due to staffing circumstances.

117

Additionally, these standards should address why institutions should maintain use
of and care for their analog records as related to institutional history and memory.
Creating a standard that is widely distributed to museum professionals is about more than
telling museums to change their practices—it would require a shift in how museum
records are perceived. Therefore, reiterating the importance of these records within these
new standards is imperative. It is not emphasized nearly enough how important analog
records are to the history and culture of a museum. And even records that are no longer
active, such as archived or deaccessioned records still have a plethora of information to
provide about the institution and the people who worked there throughout the life of the
record.
The only way for institutions to responsibly discontinue analog recordkeeping
methods would be to create and utilize a program that can retain information such as edit
histories, personalized identification for every user for accountability, and can be
programmed to replicate the original analog systems. Recognizing the importance of
tracking the activities in a museum via records is vital to the field as we move ever closer
to a primarily digital existence. Should a system such as this be implemented, it would
then be appropriate for all analog records to be migrated to an archive by museum staff
who are well versed on the topic of DAMS and archives alike.
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Final Thoughts
Although museum recordkeeping may appear stagnant and unchanging, it is
perhaps one of the most exciting frontiers in the museum profession at present. The entire
premise of recordkeeping is control—control of the ways in which our records are used,
control of the ways in which they are maintained for posterity, and control over the many
narratives held within those records (Brown 2014). The changes and developments
currently taking place in museum settings regarding integration of technology, the
discussions about relevancy and accountability, and even the ways we communicate and
disseminate information within an institution are all changing the way that museum
recordkeeping is done.
Perhaps, in the future, museum records will all be digital only, with analog
records falling by the wayside. But before that can happen, it is vital that museum
professionals realize the limitations of the current technology and of their own knowledge
regarding technology. In order to protect the interests of the objects held in institutions
and the interests of the communities to which museums must hold themselves
accountable, thorough recordkeeping practices must not fall by the wayside for the sake
or ease of convenience. The profession mandates diligence, accountability, and
preservation of the present as well as the past. As a result, it is imperative that museums,
and the professionals who work within them, embrace change while simultaneously
holding onto the most important threads of tradition, to guarantee that the work being
conducted at present is not lost to time, due to our own lack of foresight.
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Appendix 1: Survey
Please complete survey in ink and, if necessary, continue any written responses on back of page.
Demographics
1. Which category best describes your institution type? (Please circle one)
a. Anthropology museum

e. History museum

i. Science/Technology

b. Archives

f. Historic house/site

j. Zoo/Aquarium

c. Children’s museum

g. Library/Reading Room

k. Multidisciplinary

d. Fine Arts museum

h. Natural History museum

1. Other

2. When was your institution founded?
a. Before 1800

d. 1841-1860

g. 1901-1920

j. 1961-1980

b. 1800-1820

e. 1861-1880

h. 1921-1940

k. 1981-2000

c. 1821-1840

f. 1881-1900

i. 1941-1960

1. After 2000

3. What is the annual budget of your institution?
a. Under $350,000

d. $1M-$2.9M

b. $350, 000-$499,999

e. $3M-$4.9M

c. $500,000-$999,999

f. $5M-14.9M

g. Over $15M

4. How many paid staff work at your institution (part/full time and contractors)?
a. 1-5

c. 16-30

e. 51-70

g. 101-150

b. 6-15

d. 31-50

f. 71-100

h. 151-200

i. More than 200

5. How many volunteers work in your institution?
a. 1-5

c. 16-30

e. 51-70

b. 6-15
d. 31-50
f. 71-100
by the American Alliance of Museums (AAM)?
a. Yes

b. No

g. 101-150

i. More than 200

h. 151 -2006. Is your institution accredited

c. Awaiting Decision

7. Is your institution accredited by the American Library Association (ALA)?
a. Yes

b. No

c. Awaiting Decision
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Collections/Registration
8. How many objects are in the care of your institution?
a. 1-500
e. Other

b. 500-1,000

c. 1,000-5,000

d.5000-10,000

9. Does your institution continue to create/maintain analog records?
a. Yes

b. No

c. Other________________________

10. Is a staff member or volunteer responsible for the generation of new catalog records?
a. Volunteer

b. Staff

c. Both

11. Prior to digitization, which staff member is/was responsible for the maintenance of existing
records (including accession, conservation, catalog, exhibit, loan, and legacy records)?
a. Archivist

d. Registrar

b. Collections manager

e. Intern

c. Curator

f. Volunteer

g. O ther_________________

12. Does your institution retain digitally-born files, such as emails?
a. Yes

-

b. No

13. If yes, how ?____________________________________________________________________
14. Does your institution store all related analog records together?
a. Yes

b. No

15. If your institution does store related analog records together, where are they stored?
a. Archives

b. Library

c. Relevant departments

d. O ther__________

Digitization Process
16. Is there a formal or informal policy outlining selection criteria for files to be digitized?
a. Formal policy

b. Informal Policy

c. No policy exists

17. If no policy exists, which staff member is responsible for deciding what types of files are to be
digitized?__________________________________________________________________________
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18. What types of records have been or will be digitized? (select all that apply)
a. Archival

b. Catalog

c. Curatorial

d. Exhibit

e. O ther___________

19. Is your institution digitizing all records within the selected category or categories?
a. Yes

b. No

c. O ther_______________________

20. If not all records within the selected category or categories are digitized, what conditions are set
for digitization to occur?
a. Age of records

c. Significance of records

b. Condition of records

d. O ther______________________________

21. Which staff member is primarily responsible for the digitization process?
a. Archivist

d. Registrar

b. Collections manager

e. Intern

c. Curator

f. Volunteer

g. O ther___________________

22. In the last year, how many staff and/or volunteers participated in the digitization process?
a. 1-2

b. 3-5

c. 7-10

d. O ther_______________________

23. What were the positions of those individuals (select all that apply)
a. Archivist

d. Registrar

b. Collections manager

e. Intern

c. Curator

f. Volunteer

g. O ther______ .____________

Digitization Timeline and Management
24. How many years ago did your museum begin transitioning from analog records to digital?
a. Less than 1 year ago

c. 3-5 years ago

b. 1-2 years ago

d. 6-8 years ago

e. More than 8 years ago

25. How long is/was the planned timetable for the digitization process?
a. Less than 1 year
e. More than 8 years

b. 1-2 years

c. 3-5 years

d. 6-8 years
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26. Is the process complete (all records have been attributed to corresponding objects in CMS)?
a. Yes

b.

No

27. If the process is complete, in what year was it completed?____________________________
28. If the process is not complete, roughly what percentage is left to complete?
a. Less than 10%

c. 30%-40%

e. 70%-80%

b. 10%-20%

d. 50%-60%

f. Over 80%

29. Does your institution have a collections management system (CMS)?
a. Yes

b.

No

30. If your institution does have a CMS, what software do you use?
a. ArchivesSpace

d. Embark

g. The Museum System

b. Archivists’ Toolkit

e. Emu

h. Open Source

c. Collective Access

f. Filemaker Pro

i. Proprietary

31. Does your institution
a. Yes

have a data management system (DMS)?
b.

No

32. If your institution does have a DMS, what software do
a. Cumulus

c. Portfolio

b. Museum Space

d. Proprietary

you use?
e. Open Source
f. O ther______________________

33. Does your CMS and/or DMS have fields for provenance, deed of gift/purchase, exhibit history,
donor history, etc.?
a. Yes (please specify which fields)____________________________

b. No

34. Are the digital records backed up in multiple locations?
a. Yes

b.

No

35. If so, how are they backed up?
a. Cloud storage

c. Secondary computer

system

b. External hard drive

d. O ther_____________________________

36. If not, why? _____________________________________________________________________
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Post-Digitization Record-keeping
37. If your institution does not maintain analog records, which of the following factors, if any,
influenced the decision? (Select any that apply)
a. Budget/funding

c. Technological limitations

b. Staff size

d. Time constraints

e. O ther___________________

38. Did the ways in which your institution manages analog records change after digitization?
a. Yes

b. No

39. If yes, how?

40. If your institution maintains digital and analog record sets separately, are there different policies
(formal or informal) governing each?
a. Yes
b. No
41. If yes, in what ways do those policies differ?

42. If your institution does not continue to use/update existing analog records, how are they
managed?
Records are:
a. Destroyed

b. Deep archived

c. Stored off site

d. O ther_____

43. Is there a process in place for analog record management once records are digitized?
a. Yes

b. No

44. If yes, what is it?

45. What procedures does your institution have concerning long-term maintenance of digital records?
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Appendix 2: List of Survey Recipients

Institution Name

State

Anchorage Museum

AK

Alaska State Museum

AK

Alabama Department of Archives and History

AL

Auburn University Libraries

AL

Historic Arkansas Museum

AR

University of Arkansas at Little Rock Center for Arkansas History and Culture

AR

Arizona State Library, Archives and Public Records

AZ

Tempe History Museum

AZ

Asian Art Museum

CA

California Academy of Sciences

CA

California Institute of Technology

CA

California State Archives

CA

Computer History Museum

CA

Golden Gate National Recreation Area

CA

J. Paul Getty Museum

CA

Los Angeles County Museum of Art

CA

San Diego Museum of Man

CA

Stanford University Libraries

CA

Denver Museum of Nature and Science

CO

Media Archaeology Lab

CO

Peabody Museum of Natural History, Yale University

CT

The Mark Twain House

CT

Folger Shakespeare Library

DC

Historical Society of Washington, D.C.

DC

National Archives and Records Administration

DC
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National Gallery of Art

DC

National Museum of American History, Smithsonian Institution

DC

United States Holocaust Memorial Museum

DC

The Hagley Museum and Library

DE

Boca Raton Museum of Art

FL

Florida Museum of Natural History

FL

Miami Museum fo Science

FL

Augusta Museum of History

GA

Emory University Library

GA

High Museum of Art

GA

The Columbus Museum

GA

Bernice P. Bishop Museum

HI

Hawaii State Archives

HI

Iolani Palace

HI

National Czech & Slovak Museum & Library

IA

University of Iowa Libraries

IA

Vesterheim, the NorwegianAmerican Museum

IA

Idaho Museum of Natural History, Idaho State University

ID

Idaho State Archives, A Division of the Idaho State Historical Society

ID

The Herrett Center for Arts and Science, College of Southern Idaho

ID

Chicago State University Library

IL

Field Museum of Natural History

IL

Krannert Art Museum and Kinkead Pavilion

IL

McLean County Museum of History

IL

Art Museum of Greater Lafayette

IN

Eiteljorg Museum of American Indians and Western Art

IN

Indiana University Libraries

IN

President Benjamin Harrison Home

IN

Sheldon Swope Art Gallery

IN

Kansas Museum of History

KS
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Kansas State Historical Society

KS

Kentucky Department for Libraries and Archives

KY

Historic New Orleans Collection

LA

West Baton Rouge Museum

LA

American Textile History Museum

MA

Andover Historical Society Museum

MA

Arthur M. Sackler Museum

MA

Boston University, Mugar Library

MA

DeCordova Museum and Sculpture Park

MA

Mead Art Museum, Amherst College

MA

MIT Libraries

MA

Museum of Science

MA

Peabody Essex Museum

MA

Peabody Museum of Archaeology and Ethnology

MA

State Library of Massachusetts

MA

University of Massachusetts Amherst Libraries

MA

Enoch Pratt Free Library

MD

Maryland State Archives

MD

National Library of Medicine (NLM)

MD

National Museum of Civil War Medicine

MD

Washington County Museum of Fine Arts

MD

Maine Maritime Museum

ME

Maine State Archives

ME

Maine State Museum

ME

Arab American National Museum

MI

Kelsey Museum of Archaeology, University of Michigan

MI

Michigan State University Archives & Historical Collections

MI

Michigan State University Libraries

MI

Minnesota Historical Society

MN

The Minneapolis Institute of Arts

MN

130

University of Minnesota Libraries

MN

Walker Art Center

MN

Missouri History Museum

MO

Museum of Art and Archaeolgy

MO

Saint Louis Art Museum

MO

University of Missouri L ibraries

MO

Mississippi Department of Archives and History

MS

Mississippi Museum of Natural Science

MS

Historical Museum at Fort Missoula

MT

Missoula Art Museum

MT

North Carolina State University Libraries

NC

Wake Forest University/ Z. Smith Reynolds Library

NC

Plains Art Museum

ND

Nebraska State Historical Society

NE

Sheldon Museum of Art

NE

Newark Museum

NJ

Georgia O’Keeffe Museum

NM

Los Alamos National Labratory Research Library

NM

The Albuquerque Museum of Art and History

NM

160 W Liberty St, Reno, NV 89501

NY

Nevada State Library and Archives

NV

Hudson River Museum

NY

Metropolitan Museum of Art

NY

Morgan Library & Museum

NY

Museum of Modem Art

NY

New York Public Library

NY

Purchase College Library

NY

Rochester Museum & Science Center

NY

Tenement Museum

NY

Massillon Museum

OH
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Ohio History Connection

OH

Toledo Museum of Art

OH

Gilcrease Museum

OK

Oklahoma City Zoological Park and Botanical Garden

OK

Oklahoma Department of Libraries

OK

Columbia River Maritime Museum

OR

Oregon State Library

OR

Carnegie Mellon University Libraries

PA

Mercer Museum & Fonthill Castle

PA

National Constitution Center

PA

Brown University Library

RI

South Carolina Department of Archives and History

SC

The Charleston Museum

SC

National Music Museum

SD

South Dakota Art Museum

SD

Cheekwood Botanical Garden and Museum of Art

TN

Mallory-Neely House

TN

Texas Tech University Libraries

TX

University of North Texas Libraries

TX

Witte Museum

TX

Natural History Museum of Utah

UT

Utah Division of Archives and Records Service
Roy Rosenzweig Center for History and New Media (RRCHNM), George Mason
University

UT

Wilton House Museum

VA

American Museum of Fly Fishing

VT

Vermont State Archives and Records Administration

VT

Museum of History and Industry

WA

Yakima Valley Museum

WA

Cable Natural History Museum

WI

VA
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Madison Museum of Contemporary Art

WI

Wisconsin Historical Society

WI

Harpers Ferry National Historical Park

WV

Huntington Museum of Art

WV

Wyoming State Museum

WY
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Appendix 3: American Alliance of Museums, Characteristics of Excellence
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Appendix 4: American Alliance of Museums, Core Documents
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Appendix 5: American Alliance of Museums, Core Documents Verification
Search

About Us

r

Events

Resources

Membership

About Museums

ConiwM

CMimm

Advocacy

A

w Programs > Core Document* Vonfcxtoor

Apply

Core Documents Verification

Core Documents

Com Documents Verification * a document review and recognition program tf»at
revolves around the evaluation of five care documents against a set of requmd
elements Completion of t»*e program providas public confirmation that an institution has
an educational mission and the pokaes and procedures m ptece that relteet standard
practices of professional museums, a s articulated in National Standard# and Best
Practices tor U S Museums and used m the Accreditation Program,

Costs
EUgtbUity
Process
Verified Museums

What are the Core Documents
The fotawing five documents have been designated as core documents because they
am fundamental tor base professional museum operations and embody core museum
values and practices. Each has a set of required elem ents associated with it Learn more
about each document
• Mission Statement
• Institutional Code of Ethics
• Strategy Institutional P&n
• Disaster Prepaiedress.'Emergency Response Ran
• CoHecfeons Management PoBcy

Why participate?
• Get feedback on your museum's core policies and plans
• Get recognition for achieving a teve) of professionalism.
• Streamline the path towards accreditation
• Use as an accountability tool for keeping your policies up to date
• Contribute to field-wide advocacy efforts by sending a strong, viable message to
the public and potcymakers that the museum field m professional accountable
and committed to shared standards and the quest to' excellence

How does it work?
Once a museum feels its com documents am fuiiy in Im with the required elements, (t
uploads one or mom of them, answers a few eligibility and demographics questions, and
pays a toe. Alliance staff or a trained peer reviewer then evaluate me documents aga/nst
the required elements and determine rf the document passes.
Once ail five documents meet we required elements the institution is designated as Com
Oocument Verified. The Core Documents desKjnatwn * vabd for five years, at which
point the museum must indicate ff any documents have changed and maftfrrt eligibility.
Revised documents may need to be m-appmved at the discretion of the Alliance

How does it connect with the Accreditation Program?
Successfully completing the Com Documents Verification program » a required step
before applying for Accmdtlatwn. The documents and information submitted m the
process flows directly into your accreditation paperwork eliminating the need to reanswer or resubmit this material as long as it’s sfefi current

V American Attanoa of Museum*
0 2451 Crystal Ortve. SuSe 1005. Arlington VA 22202
f 262 2W*-1»1*

f , like u*
;/ Follow ua
f*t Join us

Contact Us
Donate
AtlwUsa

Copynghe Statement
PrtWSjy PtAcy
Term* of Ufe

I

Appendix 6: American Alliance of Museums, Eligibility Criteria
Searofc

//

r

American
Alliance of
Museum*

About Us

Events

Resources

Membership

About Museums

Connect

Oomrt*

Advocacy

Home > Assessment Programs > AccreCitatfon > EbglbOKy

List of Accredited
Museums

Eligibility Criteria
« December 3.2004; effective January t.

Eligibility
Process and Timeline

To participate in the Attance's Accreditation P'ogram, a museum must
• be a legally aflg»maKl nonprofit institution or part of a nonprofit organization or
government entity.
• be essential*? education*! Srt nature
» have a formally stated and approved mission
• use and interpret objects and/or a site for me public presentation of regularly
scheduled programs and exhibits.

Cost
Apply
Benefits
Statistics
Accreditation Commission

• have a format and appropriate program ©f documentation. care, and use of
cottections and/or objects

Contact

• carry out the above functions primarily at a physical facMiiy^fe

Accreditation Staff

• have been open to the puttie lor a! least two year*.
• be open to the pobfcc a! least 1 OCO hours a year
• have aceessfoned 80 percent of its permanent collection.
• have at least one paid professional staff with museum knowledge and
experience.
• have a full-time director to whom authority is delegated for day-to-oay operations.
• have the financial resources suWc*ent to operate effectively.
• demonstrate it meets the Characteristics of Excellence for U S Museums
• successfully {wnoteW the Core Documents Verification Program
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Appendix 7: American Alliance of Museums, Ethics, Standards and Best Practices
Lo*n

u

American
Alliance of
Museum*

r

About Us

Events

Search

Resources

Membership

! Connect

About Museums

Donat*

Advocacy

A

Ho*n« > Ethics. Standanjs and Best Practice*

Direct Care of Collections

Ethics, Standards and Best Practices
Aa (he national organization representing museum# of alt kinds, we bring together
museum prote*s>onats in order to formulate voluntary ethical gu>dellnes. standards and
best pract ices that inform museum operations The Characteristics of Excellence for U S
Museums and Code of Ethics for Museums provide the foundation for museum
excellence. They address 'big picture" Issues about how m useum shouid operate and
put forth broad outcomes that can be echasved in many different ways based on an
institution’* discipline. type budget governance structure and other unique
circumstances,
These standards are directly informed by the field They are filtered through the
dalogue debate and data generated by our excellence programs, professional
networks, conferences and seminars, national studies and relationships with other
museum service organizations. We recognize me great diversity of the museum fWd
and the importance of the ethical codes, standards and best practices developed and
issued by venous tfcscipiine/interest-specific museum associations. Taken together they
work in concert to ensure museums bold themselves accountable to their peers and ihelr
publics.

This white paper provides fieid*
wsde guidance about this term
from the Code of Ethses for

join the Alliance
Membership is the foundatKKi
for excellence and unites the

Take the Pledge
Demonstrate and communicate
your commitment to standards
and ethics.

Importance
Ethics and standards hertp foster common vocabulary, expectations and assumptions
They foster informed decision-making, which contributes to an accountable and credible
museum field Adherence to mutually agreed-upon standards also enables museums to
self-regulate. to a large extent, in a flexible and appropriate way that accommodates the
huge diversity of our field, rather titan have regulations imposed by lawmakers
We encourage a# museums to commit to these standards, best practices and ethical
guidelines in order to fuff* their notes as assent* educational and community
insctutons. This commitment to excellence Is necessary to secure the support, trust and
recognition we need to advance our goals with lawmakers, funders, other community
groups and the genera! public

Resources
Field-Wide Ethics and Standards
Read more about ethics and standards issued by the Alliance and other organizations

National Standards and Best Practices for U.S. Museums
This guide a an essential reference work for the museum community, presenting the
ideals mat should be upheld by every museum striving to maintain excellence in its
operations. This publication is available as a free PDF to all museum members.

Accreditation Commission Policy Statements
The following policies address certain eligibility issues and participation requirements
specific to museums engaged m the Accreditation Program Although they are
Accreditation Comrnwson-issoed policies and not national standards, nor,-accredited
museums may find them of interest
. Mergers and Other Organizational or Physical Changes at Accredited Museums
• Management Agreements and Memorandum of Understanding
• Statements of Support from Parent Organizations

Standards Assessment and Recognition Programs
team about programs that support, motivate and recognize your pursuit to uphold
standards and best practices

Resource Ubraiy
Reference guides, articles and tools to help your museum understand and apply
standards and best practice#

leading With Intent Strengthening Museum Governance
For museum directors and trustees find out about the most pressing clvalienges the
best practices, and the moot valuable resources to nelp you effectively lead your
institution.

American Afcanoa of Museums
S S / ' . ‘ 1 2451 Crystal Onve, Suit* 11)05 Arlington VA 22202
203-288-181*

u

f ; like us
FOHOI* US
S5 Join us

Contact Us
Oonew
ArfverB*®

Copyright Statement
Privacy PoOcy
Teems o* Use

1
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Appendix 8: American Alliance of Museums, List of Accredited Museums

American
Alliance of
Museums

About Us

Events

Resources

Membership

About Museums

The fctowmfl institutions tire part of the Continuum of Excellence They have committed
to operating according to national standards ar d beet practices in a variety of ways.
Use this search tool to find museums that have
. Taken the Ptedye of Excellence

Want to add your museum to this fcsf? Learn how.

Then? are H.VS5 inaftuSdrH*.) that match youf march.

University of Alaska Museum of the North ■ ■ H

State Umvenwly, AR

Old State House Museum H •
« 1 2 3 4 5 8 7 8 9 1 0 . . .»

A/rw'can Attaoc* ot
2451 Cry»W Ortv* Sola <005. Arhngloo VA 22202
202-2*9-1818
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Appendix 9: American Alliance of Museums, Pledge of Excellence
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American
Alliance of
Museums

About Us

Events

Resources

Membership

About Museums

Advocacy

A

Home > Assessmerrt Programs > Pledgo a> Excsdonc*

Pledge of Excellence

Take the Pledge
Now

The Pledge of Excellence is an easy and achievable slap along your museum s path to
excellence, and a way to tnow your museum'* commitmeni to being a good steward of
the resources it holds (ft the public trust

Show your commitment to
standards, best practices an
ettvcs

The museum pledges that in fulfillment of it* educational mission, it wifl stave to operate
according to national standards and best practices to the best of its abifttes and in
accordance with its resources.

See Who's Taken the
Pledge

Why take the Pledge?
• Advocacy and PR opportunities Te*t your visitors staff, policy makers, funders
and peers that your museum ha* committed to operating ethically and according
to
-wide standard* and practices and remind them of your educational role
• Credit and recognition your written and public commitment to excellence w,tl
appear on a national, public list.
• Raise professionalism Increase your staff and board’s awareness of museum
standards and ethics; a good internal reminder of your institutional goals and
values,
• Support field-wide advocacy efforts A critical mass of museums signing the
pledge sends a strong message to the public and policymakers that the *ieWis
professional, accountable and committed to shared standards and etNcs—
making it worthy of support
Taking tfie Pledge can also be a useful and motivating precursor for participating «n other
standards assessment and recognition programs, such as the AA6LH StEPs program.
Museum Assessment Program (MAP) and Accreditation.

Who should take the Pledge?
We encourage every museum (including zoos, aquanuws. nature and science center
and non-col!ectk>ns-bBsed institutions) to take the Pledge of Excellence--whether your
museum just opened or has been accredited for decades.

How does my museum take the Pledge?
Tak.ng the Pledge is voluntary, free and available to all museums (Alliance
is encouraged but not 'equired) The Pledge operates on the honor system.
Either check the box on your membership form or take the Pledge now.

V American AWario* ol Museums
U 2451 Crystal prtve, Suns 1005 Arlington VA <2202
f 202-289-1816

; ‘V' 1*'

—

f \ Uke us
' : foHcwmis
{’J Jofcius

ContaC Us
Donate
Advwrtaw

•'Mflynyrc Stateinenl
Privacy Pofcy
Term* ol Um
________ _______ _________
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Appendix 10: American Alliance of Museums, Standards and Best Practices
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Appendix 11: American Alliance of Museums, Statistics

Appendix 12: National Digital Stewardship Alliance, List of Member Institutions
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Appendix 13: Society of American Archivists, Museum Archives Guidelines

[
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Appendix 14: Smithsonian Institution, Guide to Collections Records
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Appendix 15: Survey Cover Letter
October 3,2016
Dear Collections Records Staff:
My name is McLaren and I am conducting a project on the digitization of records and the
impact of digitization on analog records and record management. The information
gathered will be used to analyze museum policy and practice concerning these records,
and to offer recommendations to the museum community about how to best select and
maintain these records. I am hoping that I might have approximately ten minutes of your
time to complete the enclosed survey.
The data collected from this survey will be used for the completion of a Master of Arts
degree in Museum Studies at San Francisco State University. You have been contacted
because your museum contains or may contain digital collections records, and because
you are an expert in collection records management. If you agree to complete the survey,
please understand that any information provided by you may appear in the final written
thesis. However, note that you need not supply any information on the response that links
your museum to the survey.
If you are not the most appropriate person in the museum to answer the survey, it would
be most appreciated if you would forward it along to someone in the museum who can
respond. A label with my return address has been supplied in this envelope. If you would
prefer to return the survey by email, please scan your completed survey and send it to my
school email address, listed at the top of this letter. I would greatly appreciate the return
of the survey by October 28,2016.
If you have any questions or concerns regarding this project, please contact my research
advisor, Dr. Victoria Lyall at vlyall@sfsu.edu. The title of my thesis is Records
Digitization and the Impact of Digitization on Analog Records and Records Management.
Thank you for your assistance.
Sincerely,
McLaren Cundiff

