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Résumé

Les archivistes nord-américains ont récemment été témoins d’une recrudes-
cence des écrits concernant la théorie de I’évaluation archivistique. Le présent
article adopte une approche différente de ce sujet: il tente de décrire une série
de principes fondamentaux tirés de la littérature archivistique concernant |’ex-
ercice de I’évaluation des dossiers. Ces principes font le lien entre la théorie et
la pratique, mais ils représentent, selon 1’auteur, quelque chose de plus qu’une
simple méthodologie. L article tente également d’évoquer la discussion vieille
d’une décennie sur la stratégie de documentation archivistique, en démontrant
que cette stratégie émane a la fois de tels principes et qu’elle est compatible
avec ces principes.

Abstract

North American archivists have recently witnessed an upsurge in writings
about appraisal theory. This essay takes a different approach to this topic. It
attempts to describe a set of basic principles, derived from the archival litera-
ture, that relate to the practice of appraising records. These principles bridge
the gap between theory and practice, but they represent—in the author’s
view-—something more than just methodology. The essay also seeks to relate
the decade-old discussion to the archival documentation strategy, showing
how the strategy both emanates from such principles and is consistent with
them.

Introduction

For the past few years, the readers of Archivaria and the American Archivist (and
other archival journals) have had access to a steady stream of writings on archival
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appraisal theory, much of it in reaction to or encompassing the documentation
strategy.' The theoretical concepts range from immutable laws to a view that theo-
ry is no more than a codification of practice and principles; there is also the argu-
ment that there is no theory at all. Much of both ends of this spectrum of views
have also swirled about basic archival concepts of evidence and information.?
Some may have taken too seriously Schellenberg’s idea that “ascertaining values
in records cannot be reduced to exact standards” but can be “little more than gener-
al principles.”* More importantly, archivists have used the terms “art” and “sci-
ence” too loosely.* Some of the debate has also bogged down on different concep-
tions of the archival mission, ranging from the preservation of evidence, through
the creation of a representative documentation, to the broad quest to document all
of society.

My aim in this essay is to describe a consistent set of archival appraisal princi-
ples, considering what the documentation strategy has to say about each. I view
these principles as the raw material for an appraisal theory, not as the fully-devel-
oped theory itself. Yet, I also believe these principles provide more specificity than
the normal writings on the concepts of record, evidence, and information. Holding
as I do to the notion of archival theory as patterns and codification of practice,’ 1
believe that doing such analysis of practice as reflected in our fairly substantial (if
uneven) literature will move us to a solid foundation of archival theory. I also
believe that they show the contribution of the documentation strategy to appraisal
theory, and how it is generally consistent with the existing principles and practices.

A Brief Review of the Archival Documentation Strategy Concept

The archival documentation strategy was introduced in the mid-1980s. In the first
of the published articles on this topic, Helen W. Samuels defined a documentation
strategy,® but since then the definition has been refined, most recently in the
Society of American Archivists’s 1992 glossary as

an on-going, analytic, cooperative approach designed, promoted, and imple-
mented by creators, administrators (including archivists), and users to ensure
the archival retention of appropriate documentation in some area of human
endeavor through the application of archival techniques, the creation of insti-
tutional archives and refined acquisition policies, and the development of suf-
ficient resources. The key elements in this approach are an analysis of the uni-
verse to be documented, an understanding of the inherent documentary prob-
lems, and the formulation of a plan to assure the adequate documentation of an
issue, activity, or geographic area.’

The documentation strategy can be viewed as a conceptually simple mechanism to
be added to the archivist’s arsenal of appraisal approaches.® In reality, however, it
was developed in response to the nature of modern documentation and perceived
weaknesses in archival appraisal approaches. As a result, the documentation strate-
gy must be considered as a part of archival appraisal theory, even though some
have simply preferred to describe it as a new discussion about old concerns.’

The archival documentation strategy has stimulated considerable discussion in
the archival profession since the concept was introduced. Some of this discussion
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has occurred due to misconceptions about the documentation strategy concept and
because of varying notions of what constitutes archival appraisal theory (or
whether there is such theory or not).'® Many archivists think that the concept is
meant to replace or supersede other archival appraisal principles and techniques;
rather, the strategy is intended only to provide another needed procedure and to
add a missing perspective to the archival appraisal process and theoretical founda-
tions of appraisal. Others confuse the concept with other appraisal tools such as
surveys, which are quite different. Finally, a smaller group of archivists believes
that the documentation strategy concept violates basic archival appraisal theory,
although what constitutes this theory or the violation has never clearly been indi-
cated.

Building a Set of Archival Appraisal Principles

As a result of such preconceptions of knowledge and practice, archivists have not
made many efforts at systematizing the principles into a theoretical foundation.
Perhaps the main reason for this lies in how archivists have viewed theory in gen-
eral, as characterized by the debate set off by Frank Burke’s 1981 essay, a debate
ranging from “universal truths and laws™"! through Cappon’s overarching “princi-
ples” that “emerged empirically”'? to rejections of theory altogether. These views
come from the fact that many archivists perceive theory as akin to the kinds of the-
orems that constitute mathematical or abstract knowledge rather than as a more
straight-forward “systematic statement of rules or principles to be followed,” or a
“scheme or system of ideas or statements held as an explanation or account of a
group of facts or phenomena.”"?

Appraisal has been defined through a delineation of values such as evidential and
informational, as well as through the development of techniques such as sampling
and institutional collection analysis. Such views remain common, especially, or so
it seems, at the United States National Archives,' formerly the home of pioneer
archival theorists such as Philip Brooks and T. R. Schellenberg, who built the
foundation for an epistemological basis for appraisal. The diminution of the this
institution’s role in archival theory in the past generation or so may be one very
important reason for the flaws in archival appraisal theory and methodologies in
the United States. Most of the recent original work has occurred outside of the
National Archives.

The scope of archival appraisal has been transformed from a process that is insti-
tutionally bound to one that is perceived to be a multi-institutional function, pri-
marily as characterized in the documentation strategy model. This multi-institu-
tional aspect is an effort to deal with the nature of modern documentation. As one
archivist has stated, no matter how effective the appraisal approaches have been,
“both the theory and methods are inadequate and inflexible for appraising contem-
porary records.”'> This results from the problem of trying to decide whether
appraisal should be defined on the basis of some set of common processes, func-
tions, and principles or whether it should be identified through the roles that
archivists take on in their institutions when they do appraisal.

The scope of archival appraisal as evidence of the need for archivists to expand
their basic practices and cooperative endeavors is a topic that has only recently
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been re-analyzed via the formulation of the documentation strategy. Archival
appraisal was originally seen as the process of ascertaining whether a specific doc-
ument, records series, or even record group or manuscript collection possessed suf-
ficient informational and evidential content for the archivist to invest additional
resources in preservation, arrangement and description, and other basic archival
work. The traditional view has been to focus on archives as evidence; the
American contribution has been to add the informational dimension.'® But it is evi-
dent that many archivists now view their role to be a selector of recorded informa-
tion leading to a documentation of society based on some fundamental principles
of archival appraisal. This view is a result of the archivist’s recognition of the
immense volume of records, the interrelatedness of records—even those produced
by diverse institutions and organizations—and the increasing diversity of recorded
information forms.'? It may also be the result of the influence of manuscript cura-
tors (who intend to collect and through their collecting to document something)
over archivists (who normally have been institutionally based, serving the needs of
their employers). The blending of the two is, however, most appropriate and essen-
tial given the nature of modern documentation, which, in effect, brings together the
public archives and manuscripts traditions that the United States archivists have
long described.

However, two basic problems persist here. First, the archivist relies on archival
approaches to select, although these principles increasingly have been shaped or
influenced by library collection development and other fields. Second, the archivist
has restricted his or her activity to the traditional documentary forms, whether in
paper or electronic media. The questions that must be asked are whether the
archivist can document society with such a restricted set of sources, and, just as
importantly, whether the archivist plays a role in selecting beyond the traditional
documentary sources. The archival documentation strategy concept has much to
contribute to both of these and other like concerns, provided that archivists and
their institutions are willing to experiment with the process and embed it in their
basic modus operandi. Whether they do or not depends on their view of appraisal
and archival theory, as well as their definition of the archivist’s mission (is it to
document society, or to preserve institutional evidence, or something else?).

Archival Appraisal Principles

There are a number of ways in which we can construct an archival appraisal theo-
ry. The manner that I selected is to work through a series of broad statements,
made by archivists through the past century; at the same time, I have drawn on
other appropriate fields relating to the nature of records and information, as well as
related archival principles that may not be at the same level of theory but are still
broad enough to be applicable across archival institutions and types of records. The
approach is in line with a general notion of theory: “Theories are logically inter-
connected statements about the world that describe, explain, and predict the occur-
rence of phenomena. They are based on empirical generalizations about the world,
which are in turn based upon analysis of our direct observations.”'® In what I con-
sider a tour de force in library science, Michael Buckland has emphasized that the-
ory is a body of generalizations and principles that are formed in their association
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with practice leading to the intellectual content of a discipline. Theory requires that
there be the possibility of a coherent set of hypothetical, conceptual, and pragmatic
principles that form a general frame of reference for a field of inquiry. This allows
for defining principles, formulating hypotheses, and considering actions."

Theoretical Foundations: A Preliminary Proposal Based on Twelve
Appraisal Principles

The basis of an archival appraisal theory can be limited in its scope. It starts with
the notion that all recorded information has some continuing value, if not to the
creator of that information, then to society. The quantity of information is so great,
however, that it must be reduced in order to be useful. This reduction requires care-
ful and tested criteria, built upon the notion of evidential and informational values.
These criteria, moreover, are not determined solely by the institutional creators of
this information; there are some generic characteristics of recorded information
that suggest some common or universal appraisal criteria and processes. The selec-
tion of this information is not for some undetermined future research but for the
present needs of the records creators and based upon the present knowledge of the
record-generating institutions and society. Archivists must also be cognizant of
other, non-textual, information sources that either complement or complete gaps in
the traditional textual records. In order to ensure that the proper records are pre-
served, the archivist must be involved with the records creator as far up the life
cycle of records as is possible. This also requires that archivists have as an
appraisal mission the documentation of society, and that they participate in a team-
oriented, multi-disciplinary appraisal process. Archivists must also acknowledge
that, because of past failures in appraisal, certain records must be automatically
kept because of their age or form. Archivists can also use, in a selective manner,
some methods for reducing the volume of records already determined to have
archival value. All of these elements of an appraisal theory are discussed below in
relation to the documentation strategy concept.

Principle One: All recorded information has some continuing value to the
records creators and to society. This is why archival appraisal is so difficult and so
important. It is also difficult because archivists, having largely come from the
humanities (history primarily), are prone to find value in virtually anything.” Allan
Pratt has noted, for example, that while the scientist sees nothing wrong in discard-
ing old scientific papers because these papers can be obsolete, the humanist is
reluctant to destroy anything.?' Archivist Maynard Brichford supported this
humanistic perspective, indicating that “all records have some research value,”? as
have other archivists such as Luciana Duranti.*

This is probably the main reason why many archivists have determined that
appraisal is a subjective process, and why many have determined to define its para-
meters from single institutional or individual perspectives. It is also probably the
reason why many archivists have criticized the process and results of archival
appraisal. F. Gerald Ham’s assessment was that “archivists waste time and space
preserving random bits and pieces, as well as large accessions, of the most dubious
value™; if so, it is probably because archivists give in to their sense that all
recorded information has some continuing value to the records creators and to
society.
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Ironically, however, the notion that all records have some value is peculiarly that
of the archivist and some researchers, primarily scholarly historians. It is not
shared by organizational records creators. Judging by the writings of records man-
agers and information resources managers, institutions are less interested in pre-
serving their recorded documentation, and more likely to define the length of time
they maintain records through legal and fiscal obligations—which leads to main-
taining very few records for any long-term uses. This point of view is counter to
traditional views of archivists working in the Jenkinsonian tradition, in which the
records creator determines the archival value and the archivist maintains the
records.

Principle Two: The immense quantity of recorded information is an impediment
to the information’s continuing value, leading to the need for the reduction of this
quantity. Six decades ago, Sir Hilary Jenkinson stated that the bulk of modern
archives is a “new and serious matter” requiring the archivist’s attention. This bulk
is caused, according to Jenkinson, by easier duplication and other methods of mod-
ern technology.”® He also noted that “there is ... a real danger that in the future
research work upon Archives may become a task hopelessly complicated by reason
of their mere bulk.”?® Margaret Cross Norton, writing at about the same time and
from her vantage point in the United States, also stated that the growing quantity of
government records has meant that the “emphasis of archives work has shifted
from preservation of records to selection of records for preservation.” In her situa-
tion she advocated a process whereby the archivist worked also as a records man-
ager, so that the quantity of records could be reduced by selection and through the
application of photographic processes and the prevention of creation of unneces-
sary accumulation at the point of records origination.” Norton affirmed the fact
that all government records have some value for historians and other researchers;
she also noted, however, that “even the historian realizes the impracticality of
working from such an avalanche of records as would result from keeping every-
thing.”?® Schellenberg continued this theme: the first sentence of his seminal writ-
ing on the appraisal of public records was “Modern public records are very volu-
minous.”%

More recently, other archivists have continued to make this record characteristic
an issue that they must contend with in their appraisal work. German archivist
Hans Booms, for example, stated similar sentiments and presaged some of the con-
cerns expressed by the architects of the American documentation strategy
approach.’ Tt is obvious that the quantity of modern documentation is a particular
concern of archivists with mandates to document geographical regions or topics.
The concern for volume drives the asking of the right questions, leading to a prop-
er surviving documentary heritage; dealing with one of the most salient aspects of
modern documentation, it is an approach that is very important in the modern
information technology era.’' The volume of information is bound to continue to
increase through the growing sophistication and pervasiveness of information tech-
nology.

Principle Three: This reduction of documentary sources may occur through acci-
dent and natural events, resulting in a random or, at the least, partial aggregation
of documentation that may harm the records creators and society. Archivists have
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not confronted this matter as they should have. Is this accidental accumulation bet-
ter or worse than planned archival selection? In a perceptive essay on this matter,
Daniel Boorstin has laid out a philosophy of the durable and the least used. He
notes “how partial is the remaining evidence of the whole human past, how casual
and how accidental is the survival of its relics.”** One reason for this, he writes, is
the fact that “there is a natural and perhaps inevitable tendency toward the destruc-
tion and disappearance of the documents most widely used....”*

Individuals in many other disciplines and perspectives have echoed this concern.
According to Kenneth Dowlin, an advocate of the modern high-tech library,
“information has reached the stage where a significant proportion of what is pro-
duced is throw-away.”** Historian and material culture specialist Thomas Schlereth
has supported this: “Evidence comes to us ... often seriously flawed by the feck-
lessness of historical survival and the penchant of most collectors to save only
those objects ... that once had the highest monetary value and now do likewise as
antiques. Frequently only the best or the most expensive of past craftwork has sur-
vived to be enshrined in museums and ensconced in private antique collections.”™
Historian J. R. Pole has contributed a different perspective to this concern, noting
that the “records that survive are themselves the direct consequences of past social
and political decisions.... They present the present mind with a choice that is vast
and variable but never merely random.”* This opens up the possibility for
archivists to think and act more creatively in the documentation of regions, at least
in examining the causes of the present survivals of documentation.

This characteristic of accidental or natural survival of records poses, of course,
some very fundamental questions for the archivist engaged in appraisal. Following
Boorstin’s lead, if the most important records tend to be those that were the most
often referred to while still in the hands of their creator, there is the greater likeli-
hood of their loss, weakening, or misplacement in the files, thus minimizing the
contextual knowledge that is so important to the archivist understanding and evalu-
ating the record. This conclusion argues against the more traditional view of the
archivist waiting for relatively long periods of time before receiving the records
from the creator; it also poses some interesting questions about allowing the cre-
ator to determine what should be preserved, as the Jenkinsonians contend.” We are
led, instead, to a more activist stance of archivist interacting with records creator.
Hugh Taylor, in his study of diplomatics, has said as much: “If the record is to be
of maximum value to the administrator and where appropriate, to the general pub-
lic as user, then archivists must be far closer to the point of creation and original
use.”*®

One can make a strong case for the development of solid criteria and some
planned selection. The chance of natural selection will not necessarily result in
documentation that provides clues to the most important aspects of an institution,
an individual, or society—or that provides, if desired, a representative record (as
others in other disciplines have suggested).* What should be the desired end of
archival appraisal? Should it be what the records creator determines is important,
as the Jenkinsonians want? Is it what Ham calls for when he states that our “most
important and intellectually demanding task as archivists is to make an informed
selection of information that will provide the future with a representative record of
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human experience in our time?™* Or, is it some other paradigm, such as the notion
of adequacy of documentation?*'

Even those involved with the documentation strategy approach have not com-
pletely resolved this intellectual debate. They see the strategy as a concept allow-
ing an approach that either can build a representative record or can answer the best
formulated questions of what is needed to be preserved based upon the best present
knowledge of what is important. This seems better than allowing institutional
records creators to determine what should be saved—since their perspectives are
often quite faulty in their own right”*—or allowing individual decisions to occur
about records without any real input by archivists and others as to why these docu-
ments might be worth saving.

Some might contend that a truly random process of survival is an alternative
method of identifying what records should be saved. How could such a true ran-
dom process be achieved in archival appraisal?** While such concerns are real,
relying on a true random process instead of a deliberative appraisal process seems
to be a dangerous move. Obviously, this is yet another area that requires more seri-
ous reflection and research.

Principle Four: Even a faulty archival appraisal decision or decision process is
better than records surviving haphazardly or not surviving at all. Because all
recorded information has some continuing value to the records creators and to soci-
ety, each decision must be, by necessity, equivocal. As Margaret Cross Norton
indicated, “it is comparatively easy to select records of permanent value, relatively
easy to decide on those of no value. The great bulk of records are borderline.”*

This nature has led, perhaps, to somewhat circular statements by pioneer archival
theorists. Schellenberg’s statement that “in the long run the effectiveness of a
record reduction programme must be judged according to the correctness of its
determination” suggests far more questions than it answers.* On the other hand,
there is considerable evidence that the researchers, at least the scholarly historians
among the users of archival records, will make use of what they can find. Boorstin
posed the matter very well when he noted that “the historian-creator refuses to be
defeated by the biases of survival. For he chooses, defines, and shapes his subject
to provide a reasonably truthful account from miscellaneous remains.”*

This suggests some need for reflection by all archivists, but especially those
engaged in appraisal, and even more so for those doing appraisal for institutions
with mandates to document geographic regions or topics. Archivists should feel
freer to experiment, evaluate, develop, and refine their appraisal theory, principles,
and practices—something that archivists have done too little of——since mistakes
made may tell us something about the needed criteria and not seriously harm the
final documentary record left from a particular period. It should also indicate the
need for archivists to work with their researchers in developing better criteria and
understanding of their use. Despite the fact that use has long been defined as a fun-
damental reason for their existence, archivists have done a woeful job in systemati-
cally evaluating the nature and implications of such use. The user’s perspective is
extremely important since a satisfactory set of output measures for any archives
ought to be its ability to meet its users’ needs, a crucial aspect of an archival




THE DOCUMENTATION STRATEGY AND ARCHIVAL APPRAISAL PRINCIPLES: A DIFFERENT PERSPECTIVE 19

programme’s effectiveness.*’ If the wrong records are held by the archives, in the
opinion of its potential researchers, then there is little hope for meeting their needs.
As Brichford commented, “the surest proof of sound records appraisal lies in the
quality of use of the archives and the growth of its reputation among the adminis-
trators and scholars it serves.”**

Archivists have also been loath to admit mistakes in appraisal, falling back on the
fact that a mistake in accessioning original materials, even if those materials are
hardly ever used, is somehow acceptable because they are unique and irreplace-
able. Libraries can make two kinds of errors in their selection: they can fail to
acquire books that would have been used or they can purchase printed materials
that are little or never used.* While there have been exceptions, archivists in gen-
eral seem reluctant to consider such issues. Jenkinson did state that archivists
should not criticize past archival selection decisions if they were made according
to the standards of their time.*® Luciana Duranti, from a different vantage point,
has stated that she does not know of one situation in which “appraisal decisions
have destroyed documents that we needed to have for our protection, development,
and intellectual growth. When serious losses have occurred, they may have been
caused by accidental circumstances in more recent times, by the voluntary destruc-
tion of records creators of compromising documents, abducted while they were
still active, and sometimes in the initial phase of creation....*!

This returns to the issue of the archivist needing to confer with the user, to main-
tain adequate records, and to conduct sufficient research to answer such concerns.
There are some rare instances when the researcher speaks directly to the archivist
about this, as did historian JoAnn Yates when she questioned whether archival
appraisal approaches were not so inadequate for documenting businesses that it
might be better to preserve comprehensively the records of a few representative
corporations.®? The issue of representativeness rears its problematic head here
again. This is certainly one reason why the documentation strategy concept and
approach is built through the archival records user and creator working with the
archivist in determining appropriate questions to be asked and selection strategies
to be formulated and carried out.

Principle Five: Because of the immensity of this documentation and the impor-
tance of recorded information to its creators and society, a well-developed set of
universal or common archival appraisal criteria is one of the most important ele-
ments for appraisal. This is a long-held view of the archivist—although the actual
development of criteria has been less than successful. Maynard Brichford, on the
first page of his appraisal manual, declared that the “most significant archival func-
tion is the appraisal or evaluation of the mass of source material and the selection
of that portion that will be kept.”** What should be the basis for these criteria?
They should first of all rest on a theoretical foundation representing how organiza-
tions, people, and society function and be cognizant of archival appraisal practice
that has proved successful in achieving this representation. Part of this representa-
tive record should be the preservation of all records that serve as vital evidence for
the organization; it is the remainder, the informational, that is so elusive. Some
archivists have demonstrated that the practice and theory of other disciplines that
affect the nature of record-keeping to a certain degree must be used for developing
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effective archival appraisal criteria. This can be seen in David Klassen’s view that
records going into a social welfare archives should be derived from the docu-
mentation that is largely produced by that discipline’s self-conscious professional
activity.™

The criteria should also facilitate effective decision-making about the documenta-
tion that possesses archival value. In the field of management, Maier developed a
formula characterizing an effective decision as equalling quality times acceptance.
Quality is the feasibility of a decision arrived at by the use of data, facts, and
analysis; it is the result of the cognitive or intellectual process. Acceptance is more
subjective, suggesting the personal aspects of a problem that has been determined
by those affected by the decision; it is the emotional and non-intellectual aspect of
the human decision-making process.*® This notion clearly suggests that the
archivist, in conducting appraisal, must know the objective of the appraisal process
and determine the reactions of the records creators and users to the selection. Some
archivists have suggested that this is at the heart of the archival appraisal dilemma:
“I also contend,” wrote David Bearman, “that we will only be able effectively to
appraise larger volumes of records if we focus our appraisal methods on selecting
what should be documented rather than what documentation should be kept, and
develop tactics for requiring offices to keep adequate documentation, rather than
trying to review what they have kept to locate an adequate record.”® This is also
affirmed by less theoretical notions of decision-making. According to Charles
McClure, a leading student of library and information professional effectiveness,
“if one defines decision-making as that process whereby information is converted
into action, then decision-making has largely to do with the process of acquiring,
controlling, and utilizing information to accomplish some objective.”*” In this
sense, the archivist conducting appraisal must do everything necessary in order to
determine the desired ends of appraisal, consider the universe of documentation,
and reflect on the users’ and creators’ interest in the appraisal decision. This also
takes us back to the user, of course: standard systems approaches set forth classic
input-output measures, with output being the effectiveness of use.

The reason for the significance of selection criteria is that the appraisal process is
fundamental to the mission of any archival institution. Peter Drucker has noted that
“profit is not a cause but a result—the result of the performance of the business in
marketing, innovation, and productivity.”*® Archivists must ask what the equiva-
lent of “profit” is for their organizations. Most would state that it is the successful
use of their archival holdings by researchers. This successful use is dependent on
appropriate and wise appraisal decisions. Akin to what Drucker stated about busi-
ness organizations, use—if equal to profit—is dependent on appraisal; appraisal is
likewise dependent on knowledge of researchers’ needs, specified aims for
appraisal, and the appropriate ability to perform these.

Is there a framework or other basis for such criteria? Even without a framework,
are there suitable criteria for guiding appraisal? Most archivists would immediately
point to the classic statements on evidential and informational values as the criteria
to be followed. There have been detractors, such as Norton, who argued that
“records are created for one purpose and for one purpose only, namely, to fulfill an
administrative need; and if the records fulfill that need, the archivist considers
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them adequate.... If, as often happens in the case of government records, the docu-
ments tend to take on value for purposes of historical or other research, that is so
much ‘velvet.””® Moreover, the concepts of evidential and informational value, as
other specific criteria, have not been all that well-defined. Schellenberg himself
noted that “the distinction between evidential and informational values is made
solely for purposes of discussion. The two types of values are not mutually exclu-
sive.”®0

Other archivists have tried to refine these criteria by providing more specificity.
Brichford describes uniqueness, credibility, understandability, time span, accessi-
bility, frequency of use, type and quality of use as more specific criteria for selec-
tion for preservation.® Many archivists fall back upon these criteria as if they are
precisely defined and use them as the explanation for most of their decisions. It is
not difficult to see them devising checklists or weighted evaluation scales based on
such records characteristics. In many cases, the use of the terms seems ill-advised
and certainly lacking in methodological rigour.®

The classic case of this is the notion of intrinsic value. This value is a very specit-
ic criterion possessing a lengthy set of terms used to define its parameters. A close
reading of these terms, however, reveals a lack of precision itself. Terms as value-
laden as “aesthetic or artistic” are used. Ironically, the only publication defining
the concept of intrinsic value states clearly that its use is relative: “‘opinions con-
cerning whether records have intrinsic value may vary from archivist to archivist
and from one generation of archivists to another.” Yet the same publication states,
in one of the most obvious contradictions in the profession, that the “archivist is
responsible for determining which records have intrinsic value,” refuting the
notion that archivists probably seek outside assistance in this.** Nevertheless,
intrinsic value is seen by some as one of the major recent contributions to archival
theory.* Some of this may be due to the fact, as lexicographers have found, that
the precise or ultimate meaning of any word is impossible to determine. Archivists
need interaction with individuals at either end of the spectrum, from institutional
records creator to records user. It is this function that the documentation strategy
makes an effort to provide.

Principle Six: The criteria that provide the basis for archival appraisal decisions
are independent of records creators and their institutions and are generic to
recorded information. Malcom Getz, in his economic study of public libraries, sug-
gested that “each library is molded at its birth by the needs that existed at that
time.”% What he meant was that these needs establish an institution’s mission—
which remains the continuing formative influences on libraries. If this is also true
for archives (and I think it is true for all organizations), it means that appraisal
practices, collection policies, and missions will be dictated by the institution’s
long-standing aims and traditions—rather than by the changing nature of society
and its information systems and needs. It suggests that archival programmes found-
ed before the computer may continue to exercise older notions of how to carry-out
their mission rather than adapt to dealing with newer systems—partially explain-
ing, in fact, why it has been so difficult for the archival profession to cope with
electronic records.®® Kevin Lynch, looking at this matter from the perspective of
city planning and architecture, has suggested that urban preservation has been the
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“work of established middle- and upper-class citizens. The history enshrined in
museums is chosen and interpreted by those who gave the dollars.”®” Some of this
is clearly dependent upon the filiopietistic origins of most historical societies and
museums. Archivists have to make an effort to break away from such mindsets in
order to provide a more even documentation of modern society.

There is little question that the need to understand how records originated in their
environmental setting is important. Schellenberg noted that the “archivist must
know how records came into being if he is to judge their value for any purpose.”®
This is clearly seen in Yates’s study of internal communication systems in business
organizations.®® It can also be seen in an analysis of individual documents. Maps,
for example, are “unique systems of signs.... Through both their content and their
modes of representation, the making and using of maps has been pervaded by ide-
ology. Yet these mechanisms can only be understood in specific historical situa-
tions.”” The nature of modern documentation poses a number of interesting prob-
lems. Samuels has concluded that the “analysis of single institutions ... is insuffi-
cient to support the [appraisal] decisions archivists face.” “Institutions do not stand
alone,” Samuels contends, “nor do their archives.””' Michael Lutzker has noted
that “all working archivists recognize ... that the records we receive, no matter how
voluminous, contain something less than the full administrative history of our insti-
tutions.””? Ham has also made this point: “in spite of the bulk and redundancy of
modern records, there is also a problem of missing data.””

Yet the consensus among archival practitioners seems to run counter to this
assessment. Frank Boles and Julia Young have stated that the “analysis of this ele-
ment takes place within a universe defined by the archivist’s experience and
knowledge.” That experience and knowledge is defined by their institutional set-
ting. “Repository policies ... and acquisition policies in particular, should guide the
archivist in establishing the relative weights that should be assigned to the compo-
nents and their elements.”” In an article penned solely by himself, Boles carried
this thinking to its natural conclusion, suggesting that “appraisal can be understood
to be a three-part activity, involving first the application of institutional interest
evaluation, second the implementation of record evaluation criteria, and third..., the
interaction of institutional interest evaluation and record evaluation.”” While this
kind of thinking perhaps represents a very practical approach to appraisal, it poten-
tially ignores the need to understand record-keeping, information systems, and the
nature of modern documentation. It is a denial of the empirical foundation of
archival theory. Here, of course, the archivist must make a choice: the dependence
on a single institutional perspective or expansion to multi-institutional approaches
and various other interests as provided for in the documentation strategy.

Principle Seven: The most fundamental aspect of appraisal is the consideration
of records as part of an organic whole related to institutional purpose and func-
tion. Muller, Feith, and Fruin in their famous late-nineteenth-century manual stat-
ed that “an archival collection is an organic whole, a living organism, which
grows, takes shape, and undergoes changes in accordance with fixed rules.””® They
also noted the fundamental archival truth that documents are often difficult to
understand if removed from their context, since “the various documents of an
archival collection throw light upon one another.””’
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This contextual aspect is reflected in many other documentary (and, even non-
documentary) fields. Lynch, in historic preservation, noted that “under the banner
of historical preservation, we have saved many isolated buildings of doubtful sig-
nificance or present quality, which are out of context with their surroundings and
without a means of supporting their use or maintenance or of communicating their
meaning to the public.”™ In archaeology, “a find’s context consists of its immedi-
ate matrix (the material surrounding it, usually some sort of sediment such as grav-
el, sand, or clay), its provenience (horizontal and vertical position within the
matrix), and its association with other finds (occurrence together with matrix).”™
Field archaeology is “based on the theory that the historical value of an object
depends not so much on the nature of the object itself as on its associations.”™
Schlereth, looking at material culture and museum collections, has considered the
same problem: “Without a documented context, many artifacts remain little more
than historical souvenirs.”®' Another museological rumination stated that the “uni-
versal language spoken by curators about these artefacts is contextual.”* Stephen
Jay Gould, writing from the perspective of a paleontologist, expressed the same
concept in his treatise on the Burgess Shale: “What do scientists ‘do’ with some-
thing like the Burgess Shale, once they have been fortunate enough to make such
an outstanding discovery? They must first perform some basic chores to establish
context—geological setting (age, environment, geography), mode of preservation,
inventory of control.”}

This principle, perhaps a universal law, requires the archivist to look at records in
their institutional context and to not consider them piecemeal—a fault pertaining
more to the manuscript curator operating under a collecting policy than to the insti-
tutional archivist serving the needs of an organization. Jenkinson also suggested
this same principle, noting that destruction had to be done on the large scale; other-
wise it is too expensive to perform.* Schellenberg likewise argued that “appraisals
of evidential values should be made on the basis of a knowledge of the entire docu-
mentation of an agency; they should not be made on a piecemeal basis.”™ More
recently, Booms has shown the international hold on this idea: “The value of a par-
ticular item only becomes apparent when it is set in relation to something else and
compared with that other item.”® In general, archivists have interpreted this solely
within an institutional environment, when in fact the changing nature of modern
documentation demands a multi-institutional approach, as seen in the documenta-
tion strategy model.

Principle Eight: The quantity of recorded information should be reduced in a
planned manner, based upon carefully determined and tested selection criteria.
Planning has become a fundamental aspect of archival practice. Faye Phillips, in
the best statement of archival acquisition policies, noted that “policies must pre-
cede active collecting rather than be developed as an afterthought.” Why? Because
“sporadic, unplanned, competitive, and overlapping manuscript collecting has led
to the growth of poor collections of marginal value.” Judith Endelman also has
shown how planning in reverse, using the notion of institutional collection analy-
sis, is so essential to the refinement of acquisitions policies.*® It is the matter of
comparison between what we think we have been doing with what we have actual-
ly done. Careful planning is also important because appraisal dictates so much of
what we do in all our activities: the use of our resources, the service to society, and
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whether we have been successful at all. As Ham has stated, “in a profound way we
are also a product of our decisions.”®

It is possible to detect these kinds of problems in other fields concerned with doc-
umentation. In Sweden, and other nations, history museum professionals have
turned to careful planning because “it was clear that unless plans were made to
document contemporary life, museums would be leaving behind the same kind of
fragmented collections of their time that they inherited from past generations of
curators.”

The planned archival appraisal process is especially important because a decision
to save records is also a decision to destroy some other records. Due to the preser-
vation requirements of recorded information and the limited resources of the
archival repositories, not all of this information can be saved. Planned selection is
often the result of both the peeling away of documentation that does not have value
and the focus on documentation that is the most important. There is some univer-
sality in the combination of preservation-destruction; field archaeology has noted
that “all excavation is destruction” in order to identify evidence of past settle-
ment.*'

Planning can conjure up numerous spectres for archivists and other information
professions, especially when it comes to a function such as appraisal. One librarian
noted that the benefits of planning (minimizing risk, facilitating control, etc.) were
counterbalanced by loss of communication, drop in motivation, lack of an oppor-
tunistic stance, and, most importantly, loss of creativity.”

The concept of planning as it is used in the archival documentation strategy must
be clarified, in order to prevent undue confusion. Planning is careful research,
evaluation, and reflection relative to the aspects of society and its people and insti-
tutions that are sought to be documented. Planning is also the mechanism by which
various groups are brought together to enable such reflection to take place. The
development of a documentation strategy should enable greater creativity to occur
in the appraisal process, thus ensuring a better documentary heritage.

Principle Nine: The archival appraisal selection criteria should rest not on
unpredictable future research practices and trends but upon the more predictable
sense of determining what are the salient and important features of contemporary
institutions and society. There have been numerous suggestions made by archivists
through the years that their selection and preservation of archival records is for
future researchers. Technically, this is true. Records brought into the archives will
not be used until some point in the future, but many archivists have also suggested
either that they must be able to predict future use and acquire records for it, or that
they must be in the business of collecting to encourage new kinds of research.
While encouraging use is a legitimate role for the archivist, any kind of prediction
is an unreliable and inadequate basis for appraisal decisions. Andrea Hinding spec-
ulated that “outguessing the future by more than a few years is a game that no one,
by definition, can win.”** A more valid statement of this is that of Luciana Duranti:
“permanent value 1s the capacity of consigning to the future the essence of a soci-
ety’s culture; it is the power of making permanent a society by making its culture a
vital part of any future culture.”® Jenkinson commented that archives acquired
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from the past should not be destroyed because it is impossible to predict their
future use and unwise to superimpose the values of the present day on past deci-
sions that led to the formation of those archives.”

This concept of Jenkinson’s, which is contrary to more recently formulated
notions such as reappraisal, sampling, and weeding, questions the basis of a rele-
vant archival appraisal theory; certainly Jenkinson’s advice must be used with cau-
tion, since he also stipulated that “destruction is an operation which can only be
practiced with undoubted safety in one case—that of word-for-word duplicates.™®
Such a notion must be moved aside in the light of the vast bulk of modern archives
and the increasing complexity of modern documentation and information systems.
Other information specialists have also struggled with this concern. Benjamin
Bates, for example, has suggested that the “value of information comes from its
use at some future point, and is influenced by the circumstances of that use.”
However, he noted that the problem is that “information goods cannot be given a
definitive or concrete value prior to their use, and that information goods may be
used more than once.”” This suggests that archivists need to rethink the basis for
their appraisal decisions, fixing such decisions to a more concrete foundation than
something as indeterminate as future use.

Characterizing the archival appraisal process in this manner brings up the old
bugaboo of “objectivity.” As soon as one raises the matter of trying to conduct
appraisal in a manner that is planned, in order to capture the important issues of
any institution, period, locality, or aspect of society, the questions of who decides
what is important enters into the discussion and the notion of objectivity becomes
the prime concern. We know that we are inadequate to the task. In an impressive
analysis of our knowledge of the past, David Loewenthal concluded that the *“past
as we know it is partly a product of the present; we continually reshape memory,
rewrite history, refashion relics.”® Characterizing the work of history museums
and historical societies, Thomas Schlereth observed that “there is bias in every
method of collecting” and that the major method of dealing with this bias is to be
aware of it. Archivists could say the same.

How does objectivity fit here? Where do archivists’ concerns with this matter
really originate? For American archivists, at least, the concept derived from their
origins as a profession in the old framework constructed by the scientific historians
of the late nineteenth and early twentieth centuries. We have since learnt that the
concept of objectivity was a misreading of the intentions of the German historical
school of Leopold von Ranke. As Peter Novick eloquently states, von Ranke and
his followers did not intend history to be a nomothetic (law-generating) activity,
but rather an ideographic (particular-describing) one; Americans took it as the for-
mer. Even if this were not the problem, the American archivist would still be
required to reconsider the matter of objectivity. Archivists continually return to the
argument about the centrality of historical study in their education and the need to
understand their researchers’ research methods and trends—yet the past twenty or
thirty years has found the history profession in disarray over such concerns as
objectivity and disinclined to stress method over subject content or political rele-
vancy of their research in its published form. “By the seventies and eighties,”
according to Novick, “American professional historians’ attitudes on the
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objectivity question were so heterogeneous that it was impossible to identify any-
thing resembling a dominant sensibility.” In addition, as he poignantly pointed out,
the “evolution of historians’ attitudes on the objectivity question has always been
closely tied to changing social, political, cultural, and professional contexts.”'™

Objectivity in archival appraisal should always be a concern: it was, in fact, one
of the concerns that led archivists to worry about the underdocumented elements of
society in the 1960s and 1970s. Now objectivity needs to be seen as a goal in guid-
ing appraisal decisions, not as something that hamstrings the appraisal process
aimed at developing a reasonable documentary heritage that will be welcomed by
both records creators and researchers wanting the kinds of information found in
archival records. What are the options? Should the archivist allow the records cre-
ator to decide? Should the element of random survival dictate? Should the
researcher, not considering objectivity but certainly deciding relevant information
for his or her own specific slant and interest, make the appraisal decision? Or
should the archivist, in tandem with and cognizant of researchers’ needs and the
records creators desires, be the guiding force in determining what records will be
selected and re-selected for preservation and other special treatment in order to
ensure long-term use?

Some archivists have become preoccupied with the time distance they require (or
think they require) from the records they are appraising. Their concern is that it is
difficult to know what features of an institution or society will be important in the
future. James R. Beniger, in his work on the origins of the “information society,”
addressed this problem directly: “one tragedy of the human condition is that each
of us lives and dies with little hint of even the most profound transformations of
our society and our species that play themselves out in some small part through our
own existence.” Reflecting on the reasons for this, the problems with it, and its
results, Beniger offered a different lesson for the archivist: “Because the failures of
past generations bespeak the difficulties of overcoming this problem, the tempta-
tion is great not to try.” Instead, he suggests it is possible to be sensitive to this.
“This reluctance might be overcome if we recognize that understanding ourselves
in our own particular moment in history will enable us to shape and guide that his-
tory.”'0!

Principle Ten: Archival appraisal is an incomplete process if it is done without
consideration of the information found in non-textual records that archivists often
do not take responsibility for in their work. Archivists talk about their mission to
document society and then proceed to concentrate all their energies and resources
on only one aspect of “documentation.” George Lipsitz, in an analysis of American
popular culture, noted that “historical memoirs and historical evidence can no
longer be found solely in archives and libraries; they pervade popular culture and
public discourse as well.”"® Information valuable or essential to understanding any
topic, geographic area, event, movement, an individual’s life, a family’s develop-
ment, or a society can be found in a tremendous number of “sources.” Artifacts,
archaeological remains, popular culture, oral tradition, folklore, publications,
movies and television, and archives and manuscripts are all essential for document-
ing society. What are the relative importance of these sources? Is there a hierarchy
of values attached to them? How do, or should, they relate to each other? Can
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archivists, concerned with documenting the culture of their institution or society,
really afford to ignore such materials as come from popular culture and other
sources?

Popular culture is the group of perspectives that people develop in their every day
existence as they interact with societal norms, authorities, and institutions. John
Fiske, in his provocative writings on this topic, has noted that the “people make
popular culture at the interface between everyday life and the consumption of the
products of the cultural industries” and that “popular culture is made by various
formations of subordinated or disempowered people out of the resources, both dis-
cursive and material, that are provided by the social system that disempowers
them.”'" The results of these interfaces are texts that outsiders can use to interpret
the people’s activities and lifestyles and that the people themselves use to give
meaning to their own existence. These texts are far different from traditional
archival sources. For John Fiske, then, a text is a beach, a mall, or the image of the
popular singer-actress Madonna. In other words, as George Lipsitz has found, tele-
vision, music, film, and literature have become a significant source of providing a
collective memory for people, giving structure to their lives and helping to provide
them with a sense of meaning. The same case can be made for material culture, the
remains of buildings, everyday objects, and other artifacts. In an essay on docu-
menting the built environment, Nancy Carlson Schrock has suggested that the
“best sources for information about the built environment are the buildings or land-
scapes themselves,” although their destruction and alteration have made other
sources especially important.'™

The potential meaning of material culture and the importance and difficulty of its
selection for preservation can be seen in how a museum seeks to use material cul-
ture remains (and, of course, other more traditional textual sources) to interpret the
past for the public. An excellent glimpse into this process was seen in the
Historical Society of Pennsylvania’s recent exhibition, “Finding Philadelphia’s
Past.” The exhibition sought not only to interpret the history of Philadelphia, but
also to provide understanding about the role of collecting artifacts and archives.
The exhibition showed that one institution cannot gather all the important relics
and information sources of the past and that items collected for one purpose often
take on different meanings as time passes. The symbol of the exhibition became
Benjamin Franklin’s bifocals, “to remind museum-goers of the need to look at the
exhibition with dual vision—with one eye to what is there, one to what is missing;
one eye to earlier interpretations of an object, one to more recent interpretations;
one eye to what an artifact meant to its prosperous owner, one to what it meant to
less privileged members of the society.”'®

Archivists need Franklin’s bifocals and a better working relationship with col-
leagues such as history museum curators. A discussion of the Swedish documenta-
tion effort noted, for example, that the “programme was originally conceived as a
means to strengthen the collections through the acquisition of contemporary arti-
facts. As the actual work began, however, collecting became secondary to the over-
all objectives of documenting society.”'® In another of Thomas Schlereth’s essays,
he noted that the “principal task of material culture studies is an epistemological
one; it is an attempt to know what can be known about and from the past and pre-
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sent conditions of mankind.” The use of material culture remains adds to our
documentary evidence: “Such [material culture] data can provide the historian with
an opportunity to explore a facet of the past,” Schlereth suggests, “first-hand as it
were, not as translated by someone in the past, writing down experience or orally
transcribing what he encountered.” Archivists sometimes suggest that the evidence
from the transactional textual record is somehow superior to other evidence.
Schlereth states otherwise: “Material culture is consequently seen as one type of
historical evidence that might mitigate some of the biases of verbal data that (in the
American historical experience) are largely the literary record of a small group of
mostly white, mostly upper or middle class, mostly male, mostly urban, and mostly
Protestant cadre of writers.”'””

Connecting all of this is the sense of collective memory. Kenneth Foote wrote
that “consideration of the collective, independent nature of institutional memory ...
implies that the cultural role of the archivist is hard to isolate from the contribu-
tions of other institutions and traditions.”'%® In fact, some archivists have identified
such connections in a manner that should cause us to wonder why as a profession
we have not done better in this regard. Clark Elliott argued that “we have chiefly
the remains of one form of communication (written documents) from which must
be inferred other forms of communication (oral) that have left no artifactual
remains. We must also use the written documents to infer the relations of both
these communication modes to larger events in history.”'? In other words,
archivists have long been concerned with the role of records in documenting
events, institutions, and society. It is a natural extension to include artifacts, as
Hugh Taylor suggested when he wrote that

we need to give a great deal more study to the cultural impact of our media of
record to the ways in which they “work us over” as we communicate with
them, and to develop a kind of meta-diplomatics as we come to understand
how maps, photos, film, sound recordings and fine arts are to be “read” if they
are to be interpreted accurately and their impact on us and society in general
assessed. This is essential for effective appraisal, since we may have to recog-
nize the most appropriate medium out of many to preserve an event.''?

The documentation strategy approach provides the needed bridge between
archivists and other disciplines—as well as to the records creators—to resolve such
problems.

A more pervasive notion of documentation is essential in considering the nature
of and processes for documenting society. Museums have recently come to realize
the complexities of their roles in interpreting local public culture, as well as being
a part of this culture, causing them to develop more energetic activities in dealing
with the community.'!" Such concerns have been expressed by information scien-
tists in the matter of information retrieval and use. Michael Buckland, reviewing
the work of European information scientists, has noted their emphasis on docu-
ments as being “any expression of human thought” and as evidence. As Buckland
notes, “if you claim to be interested in information science, then you have to go
beyond dealing with text and records of communication and include those other
undoubtedly informative phenomena [such as “material objects, objects having
traces of human activity..., explanatory models and educational games, and works
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of art”].”"'? As the symbolic nature of archival sources is more important than is
often readily acknowledged,''? proponents of documenting society have to see that
architectural remnants, industrial sites, artifacts, and other material manifestations
of the past have to be accounted for and may say something far more important
than—or at least substantially different from—archival sources. The best way to
determine this may be to develop more systematic documentation projects, with
the documentation strategy as a conceptual guide.

Principle Eleven: The nature of archival appraisal planning requires the
archivist to be involved actively in the selection process, operating with the assis-
tance of the archivist’s selection criteria and theory. This activism includes being
as close to the beginning of the records life cycle as is possible, likewise not a new
concept. Margaret Cross Norton stated that the “archivist as the ultimate custodian
is also interested in the creation of records. After the records have been transferred
to the archives it is difficult to weed the files and too late to supply gaps where
necessary records have not been properly made.”'" Norton, in considering the
archivist’s relationship to the records manager, went even further in the archivist’s
connection to the creation process: “The archivist’s training in research methods,
his intimate knowledge of the history of his government, and his experience with
the various ways in which records are used for purposes other than administration
qualify him to take an active part in the creation of government records.”'s It is
especially important for this kind of activity to be followed in working with mod-
ern electronic records, in which the systems are fragile and quickly replaced; with-
out intervention, documentation in electronic form will be lost long before the
archivist ever has a chance to identify and save the record. For some archivists, this
concern has been expanded to include the need to assist selectively in the creation
of documentation.

An interesting idea to consider might be whether the records life cycle can be
extended to include the kinds of documentation created outside of institutions with
regularized archival and records management operations. Some study needs to be
done on the extent to which the papers of individuals, families, and small organiza-
tions such as civic associations and family-owned businesses may have specific
times when they fall prey to destruction. Could we discover, for example, regular
patterns in the cycles of existence of small businesses which would indicate to
archivists when they should be most concerned with the safeguarding of their
records (provided it has been determined that these records will contribute suffi-
ciently to the greater objective of documenting society)?

Principle Twelve: The main purposes of planned archival appraisal are to docu-
ment institutions, people, and society. Part of this planned documentation is to be
sensitive to the underdocumented and often powerless elements of society.
Archivists, influenced by the work of social historians, have been especially con-
cerned about the documentation of certain aspects of society. This concern led to a
number of efforts to develop special subject archives that collect with the intention
of filling in gaps. These efforts have not led to the development of any new
archival appraisal theory, although there is certainly a basic principle here.
Danielle Laberge has stated that archivists must be cognizant of all elements of
society and to the fact that some of these elements may not be well-represented in
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or protected by the kinds of archival documentation most often preserved. This led
her to articulate a specific principle that “archivists ... must remember in designing
selection and sampling criteria to protect as far as possible representative slices and
samples of case file information in order to document the basic rights of groups
and individuals in society.”"'® Others have observed how a society’s collective
memory tends to be connected to that society’s nature of power.''” Representative
documentation is again an important postulate of archival appraisal. Who is to say
that this should not be viewed as an aspect of every institutional archival program-
me’s work—since most institutions are responsible for or accountable to society?

This notion of representativeness probably extends to other organizations such as
museums; “useful and representative collections for the study and presentation of
American social history” is, for example, a task of American history museums.''®
A librarian, looking at the criteria for preservation selection, has also noted that
one purpose of preservation is to “provide scholars of the future with access to
some kind of representative collection of documentation.”''” Archivists have
expressed major interest in appraisal for evidential purposes, to serve their organi-
zations; but these organizations have great social responsibilities as well.

There is some legitimate question, however, about the degree of consensus
among archivists concerning this issue of representativeness. David Bearman has
suggested that the “profession does not agree whether this record is intended to be
‘representative’ of all of recorded memory, or ‘representative’ of the activities of
members of the society, or ‘representative’ of those aspects of social activity per-
ceived by members of the society at the time as important to the understanding of
the culture. Most archivists apply appraisal criteria to records, not to activities or
social policy processes, and therefore assume that the goal is not to skew the
record as received.”'®* These are good points. Terry Cook has begun to articulate
an appraisal theory that encompasses the notion of public interest, suggesting that
any other approaches to appraisal must be open to modification by the greater
interests of the public.'?

The documentation strategy affords a perspective that will resolve where archival
appraisal ought to be going, especially as such issues as being sensitive to various
groups and interests becomes ever more important in a society concerned with
such matters as multiculturalism and political correctness.

Conclusion

The archival documentation strategy is a planning mechanism for the archivist to
use in working through the landmines represented by the fact that all recorded
information has some continuing value. The documentation strategy provides a
mechanism for a careful and systematic reduction in the bulk of documentation.
The strategy adds to a solid set of selection criteria. It takes into account the specif-
ic nature of modern recorded information. It is built on the best possible under-
standing, that of present—not uncertain future—concerns and needs. The docu-
mentation strategy opens up the means for understanding how to document all of
society, using textual, graphical, and artifactual information. All of these attributes
are built upon a solid archival appraisal theory and other archival theory.
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Leonard Rapport, in his article on archival reappraisal, noted that, in his opinion,
“appraising is at best an inexact science, perhaps more an art; and a conscientious
appraiser, particularly an imaginative one with an awareness of research interests
and trends, is apt to know nights of troubled soul searching.”'?? The documentation
strategy is one way of improving the nights of all archivists. And it supports the
fact that, as Terry Cook has stated it, “appraisal is a work of careful analysis and of
archival scholarship, not a mere procedure.”'” The archival documentation strate-
gy is a mechanism intended to aid such analysis and scholarship.
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