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Presenter
The topic of this presentation and discussion is definitely broader than the topic of this conference, and it may take us a bit outside of our comfort zone.  I thought it would be interesting for this group to consider how a new “common standard for rare materials” might need to fit within broader efforts to integrate access to metadata across the sectors of libraries, archives, and museums.  After hearing this morning’s excellent papers, I thought that an alternate title for this talk might have been “Life After RDA.”  After a short introduction, we will have a group discussion moderated by Megan Phillips. 



What is GLAM?

G Galleries
L Libraries
A Archives
M Museums

LAM vs. GLAM

Presenter
What is GLAM?  It is an acronym used by the open access community as a shorthand for Galleries, Libraries, Archives, and Museums.  Most of us usually use LAM, but GLAM sounds much hipper, I guess.



Presenter
Lorraine Stuart (the archivist of the Museum of Fine Arts, Houston) and I recently moderated a panel discussion at the annual CIDOC meeting in August 2015 on this same topic, in New Delhi.  This picture was taken at the opening session of the conference.  



Three sectors

An edited transcript of the panel discussion is available:
http://network.icom.museum/fileadmin/user_upload/minisites/cidoc/AGM_2015/CIDOC_GLAM_Panel

_Report_6__4_.pdf

Presenter
CIDOC is a committee of ICOM: the International Council on Museums, which can be considered a sister organization to IFLA and ICA. Because a conversation about integrating metadata must occur across all three sectors – libraries, archives, and museums – I thought that our meeting today might be an appropriate venue for continuing this discussion.  (An edited transcript of the CIDOC panel discussion is available at http://network.icom.museum/fileadmin/user_upload/minisites/cidoc/AGM_2015/CIDOC_GLAM_Panel_Report_6__4_.pdf ) Before we discuss the panel’s recommendations, I would like to give a summary of some of the ways each sector has been addressing this problem of metadata integration. After this introduction, we will have 30 minutes to discuss our reactions to those recommendations or to propose some of our own.  

http://network.icom.museum/fileadmin/user_upload/minisites/cidoc/AGM_2015/CIDOC_GLAM_Panel_Report_6__4_.pdf


Jennifer Riley, Seeing Standards: A Visualization of the Metadata Universe
http://www.dlib.indiana.edu/~jenlrile/metadatamap/

Presenter
By way of introduction, I thought it would be fun to show you this visualization of metadata standards made by Jennifer Riley in 2009.  You can see the library, archives, and museum sectors here, among many others.  Jennifer no longer maintains this chart because she says that it is growing too quickly.  With the complexity you can see here, it is easy to understand why unifying these standards is such a big challenge.

http://www.dlib.indiana.edu/%7Ejenlrile/metadatamap/


Current Activities: Museums

CIDOC-CRM: A Conceptual Reference Model

¾ Object description
¾ Subject analysis
¾ Provenance
¾ Exhibition history
¾ Publication history
¾ Rights analysis
¾ And more…

http://www.cidoc-crm.org/

“provides definitions and a 
formal structure for 
describing the implicit and 
explicit concepts and 
relationships used in cultural 
heritage documentation.”

Presenter
Several museums and projects are now attempting to map their metadata to CRM.  http://www.cidoc-crm.org/  This chart shows just a small part of the reference model as it is being used to form the “triples” – or semantic relationships -- required by linked open data.

http://www.cidoc-crm.org/


Presenter
Each sector is working on this problem somewhat independently. In the museum sector, ICOM/CIDOC has been developing a Conceptual Reference Model (CRM), which “provides definitions and a formal structure for describing the implicit and explicit concepts and relationships used in cultural heritage documentation.” It is designed to facilitate semantic searching and linking using linked open data.  It covers a wide range of descriptive and administrative metadata required to manage and provide access to collections:  object description, subject analysis, provenance, exhibition history, publication history, rights analysis, etc. 



Current Activities: Libraries

FRBRoo – Object Oriented Approach to IFLA’s 

Functional Requirements for Bibliographic Records

“ …an interpretation of the FR 
family of models using object-
oriented methodology. . . 
[T]he ontology described in 
FRBRoo is based on the three 
entity-relationship models, 
FRBR, FRAD and FRSAD.” 

¾ Active development since 
2003

¾ Version 1 issued and 
approved in January 2010

¾ Version 2.4 now in review: 
230 pages

http://www.ifla.org/node/1017
1

Presenter
In the library sector we have FRBRoo -- an object-oriented approach to FRBR -- which has been in active development since 2006.  The latest draft, version 2.4 and was published in November 2015, is currently under review. It is designed to harmonize with CIDOC CRM. More information is available on the IFLA website:  http://www.ifla.org/node/10171

http://www.ifla.org/node/10171


Current Activities: Archives

ICA: EGAD – Expert Group on Archival Description

¾ Established in 2012
¾ Creating a conceptual model, 

Records in Contexts-
Conceptual Model (RiC-CM) 

¾ Creating an ontology, RiC-O, 
which will need to align with 
CIDOC-CRM and FRBRoo. 

http://www.ica.org/13799/the-
experts-group-on-archival-
description/about-the-
egad.html

“. . . a formal conceptual 
model … to enable national, 
regional, and international 
collaboration in the archival 
community as well as with 
allied cultural heritage 
communities.” 

Presenter
The archives sector has been slower to respond.  In 2012 ICA established an Expert Group on Archival Description (EGAD), which is charged with “developing a formal conceptual model … to enable national, regional, and international collaboration in the archival community as well as with allied cultural heritage communities.” This committee is working on a conceptual model, Records in Contexts-Conceptual Model (RiC-CM), a draft of which is currently circulating among the group.  Their second goals is to create an ontology, RiC-O. This ontology will need eventually to align with CIDOC-CRM and FRBRoo.  “http://www.ica.org/13799/the-experts-group-on-archival-description/about-the-egad.html

http://www.ica.org/13799/the-experts-group-on-archival-description/about-the-egad.html


Related Initiatives

• In the U.S: a joint committee of ALA/SAA/AAM 
– CALM (Committee on Archives, Libraries and 
Museums.

. . . designed to foster closer 
collaboration and encourage the 
development of common 
standards

Presenter
There are some other initiatives in play as well.  In the U.S., for example, there is a Committee on Archives, Libraries, and Museums (CALM) designed to foster closer collaboration and encourage the development of common standards. 



Related Initiatives

Europeana and other large aggregators of digital 
content

Presenter
And certainly Europeana and other large aggregators of digital content have been struggling with this problem within the scope of their work.



Related Initiatives
In the US: Institution for Museum and Library 
Services (IMLS) instituted the Coalition to Advance 
Learning in Archives, Libraries, and Museums.

The vision of the Coalition is: to work in deliberate 
coordination across organizational boundaries to devise 
and strengthen sustainable continuing education and 
professional development programs that will transform 
the library, museum and archives workforce in ways that 
lead to measureable impact on our nation’s 
communities.

http://www.coalitiontoadvancelearning.org/about-us/history/

This slide was added to the presentation on 2 March 2016.

Presenter
In the U.S. a coalition has been formed to devise and strengthen sustainable continuing education … programs that will transform [the] workforce.



Inherited Challenges

MUSEUMS: work is internally focused; lack of 
descriptive standards; no standard transmission 
standards; no tradition of sharing metadata

LIBRARIES: Long established tradition and culture of 
highly structured metadata; standardized data 
transmission standards; long tradition of public access to 
most metadata; resistance to change “what works for us”

ARCHIVES:  Collection-level metadata based on context; 
Very little content analysis; Lack of uniformity and 
structure; Less adoption of international standards

Presenter
Here are a few generalities about each sector that are known to us all, but it doesn’t hurt to review them in this context. Libraries have a long-established culture of "controlled metadata," which is very difficult to change.  Metadata is highly structured and there are sophisticated transmission mechanisms.  Changes to the standards are slow and deliberate. Archives use collection-level description based on context.  There is very little access provided by content. The rules are less proscribed and structured. Museum work has traditionally been internally focused, with research and exhibitions developed around their own collections. There is a lack of descriptive standards, and systems do not talk to each other. There is not a tradition of sharing metadata.



The CIDOC Panel: August 2015
Moderators: 
• David Farneth, Assistant Director, Getty Research Institute, USA
• Lorraine A. Stuart, Chief of Archives, Museum of Fine Arts, Houston, USA 

Invited Panelists:
• Gabriel Moore Forell Bevilacqua, Professor, Archival Science, Universidade Federal 

Fluminense, Brazil
• Emanuelle Delmas-Glass, Collections Data Manager, Yale Center for British Art, USA
• Monika Hagedorn-Saupe, Deputy Director, Institut für Museumsforschung SMB -

PK, Germany 
• Jennifer Riley, Associate Dean, Digital Initiatives, McGill University, Canada
• Regine Stein, Head of Information Technology of the German Documentation 

Center for Art History, Bildarchiv Foto Marburg, Germany 
• Reem Weda, Information Specialist, RKD - Netherlands Institute for Art History, The 

Netherlands

Presenter
So, let’s now come back to the CIDOC panel.  All three sectors were represented on the panel, as you can see from this list of participants.



• The panel was born of frustration with the 
long process. 

• Focused on economic, technological, 
educational, and cultural challenges.  

• Greater awareness could lead to faster 
implementation. 

Presenter
You may ask, “Why have this panel when so much activity is going on?”  I think that the motivation for the panel at CIDOC was born mostly from frustration.  Professionals in each of these sectors are wondering why the process is taking so long, and we all need to be better informed of the process. The participants in the panel are mostly on the outside looking in; they are not directly involved it the projects just described.  The discussion, therefore, was not limited to crunching metadata, but it was wide-ranging and focused on economic, technological, educational, and cultural challenges.  I think that the panel was hoping that a greater awareness of this issue across all three sectors could lead to faster implementation. To that end, I thought it would be useful for us to use the CIDOC panel’s recommendations as a jumping off point for our own discussion.  Maybe we can ask ourselves, “How do we see this process differently?”  “Can we identify different challenges and opportunities as the three sectors work to harmonize their different conceptual frameworks?” We will record the session for the purpose of capturing everyone’s comments accurately.  I hope that everyone will participate.  If you wish, please identify yourself before giving your comments. There is also handout of the recommendations for your reference.



Presenter
I will now turn the podium over to Meg Phillips.  Before doing that, however, are there any questions or comments at this point?



Group Discussion

The Question:

“How can we better understand and 

overcome the challenges to integrating 

metadata across museums, archives, and 

libraries, especially the first step of 

aligning our three conceptual models and 

then implementing the result?”

Presenter
Megan Phillips: The Problem Question: How can we better understand and overcome the challenges to integrating metadata across museums, archives, and libraries, especially the first step of aligning our three conceptual models and then implementing the result? 



Recommendations of the Panel

Do  you agree? Or disagree?

Do you see this issue differently?

What other issues does this raise for you?

Presenter
I will read each recommendation and then invite comments from the audience. Do you agree or disagree with the recommendation? What other issues does it raise for you?



#1 - Flexibility

“We are each very protective of our standards. If 
we enter into a collaboration with the attitude 
that everything has to be modeled to our 
standards, we will fail. We have to become 
comfortable with our metadata being used in a 
new environment and in a different way.  We 
need to start welcoming metadata from other 
sources that may not be trusted or conforming 
to traditional models.”

Presenter
Respondent 1:  I was thinking earlier today about how we achieve integration in our own libraries, and quite often the people who make these decisions are fairly advanced in the profession and are at the top of an organization or at the top of a sector. I was thinking about how in our library we bring people who work with manuscripts and archives with the people who work with printed books (which are in separate departments in our library) to talk about cataloging to respect the needs of the material. Therefore, starting with the material, maybe what we need to do is to start with the cataloguers on the ground and get them together to talk about their practices and not start at the top about how we bring together our professions, because, as you say, we are quite protective about how we do things.  Respondent 2: I am probably one of the few archivists in the room, and I agree with what Helen has said. At the University of Edinburgh, it is the cataloguers who are talking and then feeding that conversation up the chain and saying "this is what we need."  With my colleague who is our metadata coordinator, we've got a project at the moment which is looking across what we do and what the user's needs are.  Essentially we all look after material for the users, it's not about our standards.  For example, I've learned valuable lessons when dealing with art students (as opposed to art history students). These students are not studying to write a paper but are studying to reuse and create material.  We don't describe things in the way that they are looking for them. These students have given me a completely different perspective in how we need to describe things, link things together, and make sure they have images so that the images of the work of art match the correspondence, that match to the minutes about how it was taken in, etc., etc.  Like the previous person said, I don't think this is about our professions.  I don't get very wound up about having to stick to my own standards. I want to look at the best practices across the board and bring them together. But it is as you said, it's trying to communicate that back to the people higher up who might not have the time to think in the way that we are doing here today. Respondent 3:  I am also an archivist, and I think that sometimes we librarians, archivists, and museum curators sometimes forgot that it's not only a matter of exchanging experiences but it is also to make the standards of museums, libraries, and archives able to exchange information.  Sometimes we have to deal with all kinds of documentation.  For example, in an archaeology museum you probably have 3-D objects, but you also have the information from the excavation, the notebooks, and the photographs, and all the archival materials from the archaeologists. And you also have books that are related to the collection, so it is not only a matter of exchanging experiences. Sometimes we really need to cross the information because it is impossible to split that information from the object and the documentation related to that object.  And it also happens in archives and libraries.  It happens a lot with personal archives from writers, musicians, composers, painters, etc. You have to cross the information.  It is impossible to access the information without crossing it.  David:  I think one of the things we have not yet focused on is trying to articulate the various ways this approach will be of huge benefit to the user. Our users of course don't care where the material they need lives.  They simply want access across collections, which of course could lead to solving new research questions.  Respondent 4:  I think that we can have the best of three worlds, and that's great.  But, I'd like to bring to the fore the matter of metadata property, authenticity, and reliability. If the metadata come from recognized institutions and they are not changed, it's fine to use them in every context. But there is a lot of metadata on the Internet made by amateurs — people who describe their own collections in a vague, special way. How do we prevent this kind of unreliable metadata from being integrated into the metadata that we want to integrate from these three worlds? Respondent 2:  That brings up an interesting question about legacy collections and legacy metadata.  I am thinking about a wonderful collection that has horrible 19th–century metadata. It's so complex to figure out how to deal with it.  We don't want to be putting up metadata that isn't authoritative, but we don't necessarily have the resources to deal with it. And if we did, we would be creating problems for the researchers who have already used the collection. We are trying to figure out a way to enhance it to make it more authoritative, but we're not going to do a whole retrospective conversion of everything.



#2 - Simple vs. rich metadata
“We should focus on user needs and outcomes.  
Debunk the myth that general users are not 
interested in expert data.  Everyone wants rich and 
expert data.  There is too much focus on the object 
and not enough on context.”

“Sector-specific standards need to be revised to 
facilitate use in semantic-based technologies.  The 
goal should be enriched metadata, not "dumbed-
down" metadata.”

Presenter
Megan: Would anyone like to react to that recommendation?  Maybe this is a good time to continue thinking about the user experience. Respondent 5:  Do we really have one general audience of users?  Do we still have difference categories of users, such as beginning students, expert users at universities doing research work, and general audiences who just want to get acquainted with something?  Can we satisfy all of them at the same time?  Will a rich metadata set satisfy someone who only wants to take a glimpse of something? Would they capitulate if they are faced with a wonderfully enhanced description?  I'm not sure myself about the answer. David: I've often thought that the answer to that question might be solved by more sophisticated user interfaces that would either customize the metadata presented or that would allow people to drill down as deeply as they wish to go.  Respondent 6:  We are really just searching indexes, and we don't index every piece of information that we have. So, we have simple texts for searching and then much richer data.  We probably need to talk about what needs to be in the "core" record to make everyone at least partially happy. But the extra information can be all sorts of things.  Respondent 7:  I would also question that it's just simple vs. rich metadata, but it's also the resources that you have available.  Almost everyone would like to have rich metadata, but when you are dealing with a limited amount of resources the question becomes, do you put a little bit about everything, or do you create a perfect record for ten items.  And there is no right or wrong answer, depending on your institution or the project that you are working on, and recognizing that there needs to be flexibility.  It's not either/or.   David:  Perhaps I should add here that this recommendation came out of a discussion where some people thought that some of the mapping exercises done to date have ended up compromising the quality of the metadata. The feeling within the CIDOC group was that we need to work harder on our mapping so that valuable metadata is not lost in the process. Respondent 8:  Just to follow up on the earlier comment, I agree that it is not "either/or."  There is middle ground, and you get feedback from the users where there are particular collections that need more detailed metadata, either now or in the future.  I would agree that we are constrained by resources and must make intelligent decisions about how to use them.  Respondent 5: About the quote: "There is too much focus on the object and not enough on context."  I would completely agree for this forum here, for museum collections, archives, and special collections. However, is the sentence true for the normal, mass-produced book that we just register for a public library so that people can read it and give it back? What would be the description of context in that case?  Would the context for a mass-produced book be other books that you might find interesting, in the way that Amazon tells you the books that others have bought too?   Respondent 1: I was thinking about this when David was introducing this session, and I have two different thoughts.  One is if you want to bring other kinds of material into your general purpose catalogue, and your cataloguing standard is RDA, you have to bring in the contextual information; you will not be able to bring special collections material into RDA unless you can provide the capacity to give that contextual information as we heard today about rare book special collections -- such as author's private libraries or collector's private libraries -- it's just as relevant for the rare books.  Being such a minority in the printed books world, we haven't had the leverage, but now we need to work with the manuscript and archival community to say that you will not bring these people in unless you provide them with the ability they want, which is to give this contextual information.  But my other observation, when David was talking about collection management, what would happen if the rare book and special collection community walked away from the mass produced cataloguing community, saying, you don't want to give us what we want.  Therefore if you don't want this rich data, we'll going to step outside altogether and start working with archives and museums.  That's the only way we're going to get our rich description and contextual information. So, that was my provocative question: What would happen if we walked away from printed book cataloguing in its big broad sense and started to work with other special materials? Respondent 5: You could catalogue the rare book as a very precious museum object, and could create a rich authoritative record that requires a lot of research.  Who would say no? Respondent 9: I am puzzled by the concept of having just one description for one object.  I think the future is about multiple descriptions for the same object: descriptions of different levels and different authorities, of different languages, of different cultural contexts.  And also the context thing: each object richly described can have a multiplicity of contexts.  In fact, we should be aiming for this kind for building up of contexts and networks.  I am absolutely against the concept of a single record describing an object once and for all. This is not realistic.



#3 - Map to Conceptual Models

“We need to rethink descriptive standards and 
practices and harmonize them to conceptual 
models.  A good example of this is mapping to 
CIDOC-CRM.” 

Presenter
Megan: Does that trigger any thoughts or comments?  No?  Let's move on.



#4 - Authorities and Controlled 
Vocabularies

“We need to leverage technology to improve 
context-based retrieval, especially though the 
adoption of authority control, multi-lingual 
controlled vocabularies, and linked data.  (The 
vocabulary becomes part of the system rather 
than part of the cataloging process.) The power 
of Linked Open Data is that it brings together 
the different vocabularies of different 
communities.” 

Presenter
Respondent 10: I do really like this one, but my question is, how much are we hampered by the limitations of the software that we have available to us at the moment? So many systems are still absolutely reliant on textual character scripts for matching identification rather than using identifiers.  So what we have found with staff looking at ArchivesSpace is that you can get the same person coming up, and you can say that's their VIAF identity or that's their LC Authority Record, but you can't reuse it, and the discovery tools that are available at the moment don't make particularly good use of authority data.  In addition, if you buy a piece of software, you expect of have a lifecycle of around 10 years, so it's expensive to upgrade. 



#5 - New and Different Training

• We need better education in crossed-sector 
practices

• Devise curricula and train staff
• Develop staff who have both technology 

knowledge and content knowledge
• Develop staff who are "data champions" 

focusing on longterm management, meaning, 
context, function, and use, no matter what 
system it used.

Presenter
Megan: Any reactions to that?  Do we have the staff we need to make this actually happen? Respondent 5: The answer is yes.  This is something I would bring back as a message to the museum constituency that I work with, because there we have this problem in particular.  We have a regulated education system of librarians and archivists and it is changing the future, but in museums we do not have specialized personnel of this kind. They would need to enrich their institutions by hiring such staff and provide the necessary education, which is not always the case now, at least not in Germany (which is the only place I can judge).  Many people are self-trained, and they have a hundred things to do at the same time, which means they cannot meet these criteria. So, there we really need to do something to educate museum managers and directors to understand that some kind of specialized personnel is needed.  It's not enough to have a general education. You just can't do all this without specialized training.  Respondent 9:  I absolutely love the term "data champion."  We need these people in libraries and that is the term for some of the people we have.  But in addition to data champions, we need to have staff who know both technology and content. Anyone who forgets about content cannot be a data champion.  We need to have this constant dialogue, and we need to have people who know the systems by heart.  I mentioned in my paper that we must make sure to document our practices.  Even though we have rules, we also have explanations and codes that we use in day-to-day practices that are not sufficiently codified.  The knowledge is lost quite easily within a 10-15 year time period, and we must make sure that these things are documented and handed over to the next data champion, or content champion working together with the data champions. Respondent 2: In response to that, I'm going to play devil's advocate.  I don't think that we need to be trained as IT staff, and it's the same argument that I had 15 years ago when in the archives sector we were starting to deal with digital preservation and everyone thought that we had to be both archivists and IT specialists.  I don't think necessarily that's always going to work. We need to make sure that we're really good at our metadata.  We need to make sure that we are linking it to people who are looking at metadata in another capacity. Our IT specialty is largely about communication and opening up those channels and talking to the right people.  You have your archivists, you have your rare book librarians, and you have your IT specialists all together working on a project together rather than someone developing something over here and somebody else developing something over there. I think quite strongly that it is about communication and getting the right people in the room as opposed to re-training everybody all of the time. We're good at what we do, which is why we're all here in this room.  We know that we can do it. So rather than having to add on something else, we just need to communicate better, and it's not always necessarily about getting on top of the language either.  It's trying to find where those different terms meet, as we heard in the talk earlier. 



#6 - New Tools

We need to develop better tools that will:
• Support semantic representation of data
• Employ computer vision and other new 

technologies as they are developed
• Disambiguate, filter, and organize search 

results in the ways that users need them

Presenter
 Respondent 1: I don't think that the people sitting here are the "we" that this recommendation is addressing. We need to say to our researchers: "You have to lobby for this. You are going to be better than we are at getting these big developments in the way you want them to happen.  It's your professional associations that need to be lobbying the creators of the system software."  It's the researchers collectively who have to lobby for this, because otherwise these big organizations that produce these kinds of software keep telling us "what we are concerned with is that people can find books in libraries... Or electronic resources in libraries."  And they won't help us to do what we want to do with the data.  I think that if researchers want to do complicated things with data, and they want complex data, they are going to have to step up and do some lobbying for it.  It can't just be us.  Respondent 11:  As one of those researchers, may I say that we need to move away from paid for vendor library management systems and museum management systems and have faith in our ability to step into the world of open source. The ownership does not and should not reside with the people who are computer scientists first and interested in heritage second. It resides with the people who have an interest in heritage first and then use the tool, like man picked up the flint, put it on a stick, and made a ball that you could shoot a long distance without getting killed themselves. As someone who teaches, I am so sick of being told that we need to find out what computers can do and then make our cataloging fit the computer. The technology exists, and we can have software that will do what we need it to do.  However, the vendors don't exist to do that.  They exist to make money for themselves. We have a history in the UK of wonderful organizations that are waiting to do this for the heritage sector, and instead the heritage sector keeps handling over money again and again to the usual suspects.   Respondent 2:  In response to that, in the sector I work in (and I hate to say that because we are all part of the same thing), we've developed, in conjunction with people in the U.S., ArchivesSpace, and it's a community-led, open source, piece of software for cataloging and management of archives.  We've partnered up with people to raise small bits of money to get people who are developing this to do those bits of work to make it fit, and they want to work with the community to do that. It's very much a community based thing. There's a system being developed for museums as well, and they are looking at what functionality ArchivesSpace can help with for the rare books side and the manuscripts side in our main library catalogue because it won't necessarily do what we need it to do. So our digital library development team are working with them to try and make that happen.  But that's pretty small scale, and it would be great to see if the momentum behind it can scare the big companies into doing what we need for the future.  It's actually much cheaper to pay for this open source software than to pay for a big system.  Respondent 11:  Do you remember the day when we didn't employ GEAC, but GEAC gave us money to employ someone to work things out with them?  The National Library of Wales got an entire keyboard designed for the Welsh language, courtesy of GEAC.  Who has heard of something like that today? Twenty to thirty years ago we owned the computer, the computer didn't own us.  Respondent 12: All of these points makes me keep going back to personal authority files, and the mentality we have on the ground as cataloguers and also as managers of cataloging projects, to allow the time for catalogues, who are often the ones disambiguating names using local authorities, to be able to contribute the information they are finding not just to their local catalogues but to allow them to go through the process of reporting these out to the correct agencies -- Library of Congress, VIAF, whatever. I think that mentality has to shift as well; that we're not just there to churn out catalogue records, but we are also there to affect the quality of the metadata in the wider field.



#7 - Institutional Commitment

“Large institutions and professional organizations 
need to make this effort central to their mission and 
make it a higher priority.”
“We need to have sustained funding for 
technological development. These efforts cannot be 
accomplished through limited term projects that 
come and go.  They have to be strategic initiatives 
funded with permanent money.” 
“Do our communities really care about this?” 

Presenter
Megan:  Because we are out of time, I'll just read the last two recommendations together and invite you to give your closing thoughts before we wrap things up.  



“We need to be patient.”

#8



Two last questions …

• In the end, do our communities really care 
about integrating access to cultural heritage 
collections?  

• Does IFLA Rare Books and Special Collections 
see this as an important priority for the 
profession?

Presenter
Megan: Any final thoughts on this topic of integrating access to libraries, archives, and museums through metadata?  And, do our communities really care about this? Respondent 5: Information is still to some degree an offer-driven exercise. We have users and they have identified needs and desires, there is no question, but still some of this process comes from us.  If we do not offer certain things, they are not there, and people do not realize what could be there if we don't offer it.  At the same time we must keep it manageable.  Do our communities really care about this? I think so.  They need to be encouraged to formulate that. Some have only a fuzzy feeling, "I would like to profit more from this museum or that archive" but do not come to terms with it.  Megan: Thanks to everyone for the excellent feedback and for contributing to this important discussion.



Thank you for your participation!

• David Farneth, Getty Research Institute 
dfarneth@getty.edu

• Megan Phillips, National Archives and Records 
Administration meg.phillips@nara.gov
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