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Documentation Abstracts, Inc.
Institutes for Information Science
“The State of Digital Preservation: An International Perspective” is the first in a series of international
symposiums that are supported by a grant from Documentation Abstracts, Inc. (DAI). The institutes,
presented by the Council on Library and Information Resources (CLIR) will address key issues in
information science relating to digital libraries, economics of information, or resources for scholarship.

Documentation Abstracts, Inc. was established in 1966 as a nonprofit organization comprising represen-
tatives from eight societies in the field of library and information science: American Chemical Society–
Division of Chemical Information, American Library Association, American Society of Indexers, Ameri-
can Society for Information Science and Technology, Association of Information and Dissemination
Centers, Association for Library and Information Science Education, Medical Library Association, and
Special Libraries Association.

DAI was established to organize, evaluate, and disseminate information and knowledge concerning the var-
ious aspects of information science. It did this through publishing Information Science Abstracts (ISA), a bi-
monthly abstracting and indexing publication covering the literature of information science worldwide. In
June 1998, this periodical was acquired by Information Today, Inc., which continues its publication to date.

The Council on Library and Information Resources is an independent, nonprofit organization dedicated
to improving the management of information for research, teaching, and learning. CLIR works to expand
access to information, however recorded and preserved, as a public good.

CLIR’s agenda is framed by a single question: What is a library in the digital age? Rapid changes in tech-
nology, evolving intellectual property legislation, new modes of scholarly communication, and new eco-
nomic models for information provision have all contributed to a new information environment for li-
braries. In partnership with other organizations, CLIR helps create services that expand the concept of
“library” and supports the providers and preservers of information.
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had been captured on film was contrary to preserving it. But there
are several types of digital photographs where the possibilities of
displaying different images of the same picture are valuable. For ex-
ample, a traditional chest X-ray produced three pieces of film, and,
therefore, three fixed images. But a computerized axial tomography
(CAT) scan of the chest can produce scores of different images, mak-
ing it a more flexible and incisive tool for diagnosis. How should
CAT scans be preserved? It depends on our conception or model of
what a CAT scan is. If we wanted to preserve the richest source of
data about the state of a particular person’s body at a given time, we
would have to preserve the CAT scan as an instance of a specific type
of technology. But if we needed to preserve a record of the specific
image that was the basis for a diagnosis or treatment decision, we
would have to preserve it as a specific image whose visual appear-
ance remains invariant over time. If the first case, we must preserve
CAT scanning technology, or at least that portion of it necessary to
produce different images from the stored bit file. It is at least worth
considering, in the latter case, that the best preservation method, tak-
ing feasibility and sustainability into account, would be to output the
image on archival quality photographic film.

Here, in the practical context of selecting preservation methods,
we see the operational importance of the principle articulated in dis-
cussing the authenticity of preserved objects: we can determine what
is needed for preservation only on the basis of a specific concept or
definition of the essential characteristics of the object to be preserved.
The intended use of the preserved objects is enabled by the articula-
tion of the essential characteristics of those objects, and that articula-
tion enables us not only to evaluate the appropriateness of specific
preservation methods but also to determine how they should be ap-
plied in any case. Applying the criterion of appropriateness, we can
align various preservation methods across the spectrum of “preserve
technology”—“preserve objects.”

More than a Spectrum: A Two-Way Grid

For any institution that intends or needs to preserve digital informa-
tion objects, selection of preservation methods involves another di-
mension: the range of applicability of the methods with respect to
the quantity and variety of objects to be preserved. Preservation
methods vary greatly in terms of their applicability. Some methods
apply only to specific hardware or software platforms, others only to
individual data types. Still others are very general, applicable to an
open-ended variety and quantity of digital objects. The range of ap-
plicability is another basis for evaluating preservation methods. Or-
ganizations that need to preserve only a limited variety of objects can
select methods that are optimal for those objects. In contrast, organi-
zations responsible for preserving a wide variety must select meth-
ods with broad applicability. Combining the two discriminants of
appropriateness for preservation objectives and range of applicabili-
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ty defines a two-dimensional grid in which we can place different
preservation methods and enrich our ability to evaluate them.

Figure 4 shows this grid, with a number of different methods po-
sitioned in it. Two general remarks about the methods displayed in
this grid are in order. On the one hand, the methods included in it do
not include all those that have been proposed or tried for digital
preservation. In particular, methods that focus on metadata are not
included. Rather, the emphasis is on showing a variety of ways of
overcoming technological obsolescence. Even here, the cases includ-
ed are not exhaustive; they are only illustrative of the range of possi-
bilities. On the other hand, some methods are included that have not
been explicitly or prominently mentioned as preservation methods.
There is a triple purpose for this. The first purpose is to show the ro-
bustness of the grid as a framework for characterizing and evaluat-
ing preservation methods. The second is to emphasize that those of
us who are concerned with digital preservation need to be open to
the possibilities that IT is constantly creating. The third purpose is to
reflect the fact that, in the digital environment, preservation is not
limited to transmitting digital information over time. The same fac-
tors are in play in transmitting digital information across boundaries
in space, technology, and institutions. Therefore, methods developed
to enable reliable and authentic transmission across one of these
types of boundaries can be applicable across others (Thibodeau 1997).

Sorting IT Out

Discussions of digital preservation over the last several years have
focused on two techniques: emulation and migration. Emulation
strives to maintain the ability to execute the software needed to pro-Fig. 4. Digital

Preservation Methods
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cess data stored in its “original” encodings, whereas migration
changes the encodings over time so that we can access the preserved
objects using state-of-the-art software in the future. Taking a broader
perspective, IT and computer science are offering an increasing vari-
ety of methods that might be useful for long-term preservation.
These possibilities do not fit nicely into the simple bifurcation of em-
ulation versus migration. We can position candidate methods across
the preservation spectrum according to the following principles:
• On the “preserve technology” end of the spectrum, methods that

attempt to keep data in specific logical or physical formats and to
use technology originally associated with those formats to access
the data and reproduce the objects.

• In the middle of the spectrum, methods that migrate data formats
as technology changes, enabling use of state-of-the-art technology
for discovery, access, and reproduction.

• On the “preserve objects” end of the spectrum, methods that focus
on preserving essential characteristics of objects that are defined
explicitly and independently of specific hardware or software.

There are various ways one can go about all these options. For
example, if we focus on the “preserve technology” end, we start with
maintaining original technology, an approach that will work for
some limited time. Even for preservation purposes, it can be argued
that this approach is often the only one that can be used.

Preserving Technology:
The Numbers Add Up, and Then Some

The starting point for all digital preservation is the technology and
data formats used to create and store the objects. Digital information
objects can be preserved using this “original” technology for 5 to 10
years, but eventually the hardware, software, and formats become
obsolete. Trying to preserve specific hardware and software becomes
increasingly difficult and expensive over time, with both factors
compounded by the variety of artifacts that need to be preserved.
Over the long term, keeping original technology is not practicable
and may not be feasible.

Enter the Emulator

Various approaches can be used to simplify the problem while still
keeping data in their original encodings. The best-known approach
is emulation. Emulation uses a special type of software, called an
emulator, to translate instructions from original software to execute
on new platforms. The old software is said to run “in emulation” on
newer platforms. This method attempts to simplify digital preserva-
tion by eliminating the need to keep old hardware working. Emula-
tors could work at different levels. They could be designed to trans-
late application software to run on new operating systems, or they
could translate old operating system commands to run on new oper-
ating systems. The latter approach is simpler in that the former
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would require a different emulator for every application, and poten-
tially for every version of an application, while the latter should en-
able all applications that run on a given version of an operating sys-
tem to execute using the same emulator.

 While proponents of emulation argue that it is better than mi-
gration because at every data migration there is a risk of change, em-
ulation entails a form of migration. Emulators themselves become
obsolete; therefore, it becomes necessary either to replace the old em-
ulator with a new one or to create a new emulator that allows the old
emulator to work on new platforms. In fact, if you get into an emula-
tion strategy, you have bought into a migration strategy. Either strat-
egy adds complexity over time.

Emulation is founded on the principle that all computers are
Turing machines and that any command that can run on one Turing
machine can run on any other Turing machine. There is, however,
evidence that this principle breaks down at an empirical level. For
example, basic differences such as different numbers of registers or
different interrupt schemes make emulation unreliable, if not impos-
sible (IEEE 2001).

Reincarnation for Old Machines

Another technique that keeps old software running takes the oppo-
site approach from emulation: it relies on a special type of hardware,
rather than software emulators. It does this by re-creating an old
computer on a configurable chip. An entire computer system could
be reincarnated by being programmed on a new, configurable chip.
The configurable chip constitutes a single point of failure, but that can
readily be offset. If the chip begins to fail or becomes obsolete, the old
system could simply be programmed on a newer chip. Intuitively, con-
figurable chips seem like a simpler approach than emulation.

Compound Disinterest

While emulation and configurable chips take opposite directions,
they present some common problems. First, current technology is
not perfect. There are anomalies and bugs. Any preservation strategy
that relies on specific software is carrying all the problems associated
with those products into the future. Not all these problems get fixed.
For example, it is not always possible to figure out what causes a
problem such as a general protection fault, because there are too
many variables involved. Furthermore, fixes can increase the com-
plexity of preservation strategies that rely on keeping old software
running, because they increase the number of versions of software
that are released. Logically, if the authenticity of digital information
depends on preserving original data formats and using them with
the original software, each format should be processed with the ver-
sion of the software used to produce it.

Software defects aside, the combinatorics entailed by strategies
that involve preserving ever-increasing varieties of data formats, ap-
plication software, and operating systems are frightening. With new
versions being released every 18–24 months, over 25-years or longer,
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one would need to support thousands of combinations of applica-
tions, utilities, operating systems, and formats.

The viability of these strategies gets much more complex when
the focus shifts from a single system to combinations of systems,
which is the norm today. Emulation and programmable chips might
be viable strategies if all we had to cope with were the products of
desktop PCs, but not in today’s world, where the objects to be pre-
served often involve a diverse palette of technologies, such as vari-
ous client-server applications where the servers use different operat-
ing systems, distributed applications running on heterogeneous
platforms, and virtual machines such as Java. Providing technical
support for operations of such a daunting variety of makes, models,
and versions may be neither feasible nor affordable, because you
would have to get all these applications running in emulation at the
same time.

Complexity also increases in the case of collections of documents
accumulated over time. Most government records, for example, are
accumulated over many years, often many decades. Following the
most fundamental principles of archival science—respect for prove-
nance and for original order—we cannot segregate records according
to their digital formats. We must preserve and provide access to ag-
gregates of records established by their creators. Under a strategy of
preserving technology, doing research in such series would entail
using all the different software products used to produce the records.

Even if it were technically and financially possible to keep the
technologies operative, staffing a help desk to support end users is
inconceivable, especially since most users in the future will never
have encountered—not to mention learned how to use—most of the
products they will need to access the preserved information objects.
Even if it were possible to provide adequate support to a user perus-
ing, for example, a single case file accumulated over 20 years, it is
not obvious that this would be deemed an acceptable level of sup-
port, because it would cut users off from the possibility of using
more advanced technologies for discovery, delivery, and analysis.

Scenarios pegged on preserving specific technology, maintaining
the links between specific software and specific data formats, run
counter to the major direction of information technology. E-com-
merce and e-government require that the information objects created
and used in these activities be transportable among the parties in-
volved, independent of the hardware and the software each party
uses at any time. Neither e-commerce nor e-government would be
possible if the necessary information had to be accessed in original
formats using obsolete technologies. Preserve technology strategies
will depend on niche technologies and cannot expect widespread
support in the IT market.

In this approach, one also encounters some interesting issues of
intellectual property rights—not only the usual issues of copyright
but also the ownership that the software companies assert over their
formats even when they do not own the content.



47Understanding Digital Preservation: A Report from OCLC

el, new opportunities for cooperative activity in digital preservation,
economic sustainability for digital repositories with preservation re-
sponsibilities, digital-rights management, preservation strategies,
metadata requirements, and standards work based on the OAIS Ref-
erence Model.

Conclusion

Current trends in information technology and the emerging capabili-
ties with which to build a global knowledge base offer exciting op-
portunities for libraries. Toward this end, DPR and other OCLC divi-
sions are creating the tools and services libraries need to provide
economical preservation of and access to materials. The expansion of
Preservation Resources into DPR centers around the world and the
construction of a large-scale, OAIS-compliant Digital Archive are
tangible evidence of that work.

The magnitude of this task exceeds matters of hardware and
software. We are aware of the need to build collaborative channels
through which our members and the broader community can conve-
niently inform and immediately benefit from our ongoing work. To-
ward that end, we have launched and will continue to sponsor the
DPR Cooperative, a group of diverse organizations and individuals
who have joined us in accepting the challenge of exploring new op-
portunities in digital preservation.

OCLC takes as a profound responsibility the need that libraries
and other organizations have to preserve cultural memory. Thus, it is
imperative that we demonstrate the ability to provide a sustainable
approach to long-term digital preservation and a commitment to do
so with and for our community. This paper has described a method-
ology for expanding existing offerings and building new ones under
a proven cost-recovery model. While these offerings will undergo
transformations, we are building them with the belief that users in
centuries to come will find our early collaborative efforts in digital
preservation to have been worthwhile.

Digital Library Federation. 2002. Benchmark for Digital Reproduc-
tions of Monographs and Serials as Endorsed by the DLF. Available
at http://www.diglib.org/standards/bmarkfin.htm.

Garrett, John (Web page curator). 2002. ISO Archiving Standards—
Reference Model Papers. Available at http://ssdoo.gsfc.nasa.gov/
nost/isoas/ref_model.html.

Kenney, Anne R., and Oya Y. Rieger, editors and principal authors.
2000. Moving Theory into Practice: Digital Imaging for Libraries and Ar-
chives. Mountain View, Calif.: Research Libraries Group.

All URLs were valid
as of July 10, 2002.

References



48 The State of Digital Preservation: An International Perspective

OCLC. April 2002. A Recommendation for Preservation Description
Information: A Report by the OCLC/RLG Working Group on Preser-
vation Metadata. Available at http://www.oclc.org/research/
pmwg/pres_desc_info.pdf.

Sawyer, Donald M. 2002. Framework for Digital Archiving: OAIS
Reference Model. Presentation delivered at the OCLC Steering by
Standards Teleconference on the OAIS Imperative: Enduring Record
or Digital Dust? Columbus, Ohio, April 19, 2002.



49

For more than a decade, the Library of Congress (LC) has been
trying to build a digital library. We now have more than 7.5
million items of historical significance online and available at

no charge to schools and the general public. These materials repre-
sent a rich archive of American history, culture, and creativity. In ad-
dition, the LC has recently added material from five other countries.
We intend to expand this program greatly. We have more than 102
archival collections online, and we will put another 20 collections
online in 2002. These collections contain all kinds of new material.

In late 1998, the LC was thinking about the future. Were we
ready to be in the digital business and to serve customers with new
and different services? As part of that process, we brought together
program managers from across the Library, which consists of the
Copyright Office, the Congressional Research Service, the National
Library Service Program, and the Law Library. We asked questions
about how those managers saw their business changing. What kinds
of programs and services did they envision for their customers in the
future? Was the Library ready to stand up to the digital challenge of
the twenty-first century?

Out of that process came a five-year plan that we presented to
Congress in fiscal year 2000. The plan asked for $21.3 million to ex-
tend content, to enhance our infrastructure—our technology back-
bone—to build the components of a repository to house this materi-
al, to increase online access services (including digital reference
services), and to continue our work with teachers online. Congress
gave us about a third of what we asked for, but said, “Come back
next year, and we will try to make you whole.” We are now three
years into that five-year plan, and the Congress has honored its com-
mitment to provide what we originally requested.

Update on the National Digital
Infrastructure Initiative

Laura Campbell
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Our focus has been sharpened and our efforts strengthened by
the results of a report that had been commissioned in 1998 by Dr.
James H. Billington, the Librarian of Congress. For that study, the
National Research Council and the National Academy of Sciences
assembled experts in the archival and information technology com-
munities and the scholarly community to investigate whether the
Library was well positioned to take on the digital task in the twenty-
first century. That report, delivered in August 2000, was construc-
tively critical about things we needed to pay attention to and the
kinds of programs and activities we needed to put into place to learn
from the broader community: digital content creators, distributors,
and users—stakeholders with whom we had not traditionally dealt.

In the fall of 2000, representatives of the LC, along with Ken
Thibodeau from the National Archives and Records Administration
(NARA), presented a briefing to Congress. Supported by our five-
year plan, the results of the National Research Council study, and
our partnership with NARA, the Library was able to convince the
Congress to authorize a $100-million special appropriation to be
used to collaborate with the Department of Commerce, the National
Archives, the White House Office of Science and Technology Policy,
the other two national libraries (Agriculture and Medicine), the con-
tent community, the archival community, and the research communi-
ty, as well as the technology community, to create a national strategy
to collect, archive, and preserve digital content.

That legislation provides $5 million immediately for creating a
master plan and $20 million contingent on approval of another plan
that is targeted for submission late in 2002 to five congressional com-
mittees. As much as $75 million more may become available if it is
matched, dollar for dollar, from non-federal sources. Thus, if the Li-
brary raises $75 million from private sources, Congress will also pro-
vide $75 million, bringing the total to $175 million. This match may
be in-kind contributions or donations of services as well as cash. We
believe that the matching component is most likely going to come
from partnerships developed in the next phase of this effort to test
potential models and options for long-term preservation.

The Big Picture: A Three-Phase Plan

Our plan has three phases. They are
• a preliminary phase, just described, resulting in a master plan to

request Congress to approve the release of funds for investment in
the broader community to test various approaches to the national
strategy

• development of partnerships with the archival community and
the content distributor/creator community

• a  major effort to test and evaluate those partnerships and models
that will enable the LC to go back to Congress in five to seven
years to talk about the most sustainable options for long-term
preservation
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Our preliminary steps have included establishing a 26-member
National Digital Library Advisory Board to which Council on Li-
brary and Information Resources (CLIR) President Deanna Marcum
is a consultant. CLIR is helping us facilitate and work with the board,
which is made up of many of the people cited in the legislation as
well as experts in technology and publishing and people from the
creator and distributor communities.

The board members have helped us develop ways to learn from
this diverse stakeholder community and talk about the barriers to
long-term preservation from their perspective. We have done a num-
ber of things to bring this group together, including coordinating
with other federal agencies on a national research initiative. We have
also undertaken systematic surveys and have examined other techni-
cal repository and preservation efforts, both domestic and international.

To organize our stakeholder community, we commissioned with
CLIR six “environmental scans” of digital video, television, music,
the Web, e-journals, and e-books. The results are available in print
and on the Web (CLIR and LC 2002). Those scans, as well as about 20
confidential interviews with key members of various industry
groups, helped us prepare for “convening sessions” conducted in the
fall of 2001 in Washington, D.C. We held three two-day workshops
that were identical in format, although very different in terms of dis-
cussion, to ask basic questions about barriers to the creation of a na-
tional strategy for long-term preservation.

These sessions helped us set priorities. Participants agreed about
the need for a national preservation strategy. People from industry
were receptive to the idea that the public good, as well as their own
interests, would be served by coming together to think about long-
term preservation. They also agreed on the need for some form of
distributor-decentralized solution. Like others, they realize that no
library can tackle the digital preservation challenge alone. Many par-
ties will need to come together. Participants agreed about the need
for digital preservation research, a clearer agenda, a better focus, and
a greater appreciation that technology is not necessarily the prime
focus. The big challenge might be organizational architecture, i.e.,
roles and responsibilities. Who is going to do what? How will we
reach agreement?

Intellectual Property Remains a Concern

Other priorities were intellectual property and digital rights manage-
ment. Defining the scope is likewise a concern: What is to be pre-
served, by whom, and at what level?

There are those who argue for “dark” archives; others are in fa-
vor of completely open access. Obviously, we have to strike a balance
between preservation and access.

There are no widely used economic models for sustaining long-
term preservation. Who is going to pay? Is preservation solely a gov-
ernment responsibility? Are there other ways to think about the eco-
nomics of long-term preservation? Who will be the users?
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We took the information from those sessions and created an
agenda for what we call “scenario planning and analysis.” This ac-
tivity will be conducted by people who are skilled in looking at the
future and the forces that may affect preservation, including such
great uncertainties as government regulation.

Working with representatives of the Global Business Network,
we created an agenda to bring before yet another group of industry
experts. We talked about a timeframe of roughly 10 years. (It did not
seem useful to go farther because we are struggling with what even
the next three to five years might look like.) We talked about three
possible scenarios: a “universal” library that collects everything, a
library that is more selective, and a highly selective “world’s-best”
library.

Our planning with industry representatives has created a sense
of urgency. We call it the “just do it” approach; its aim is to start col-
lecting things before they are lost forever.

There was also a great emphasis on the need for distributed net-
work technical architectures. In our first scenario-planning workshop,
held in February 2002, we assembled a small group of technical ex-
perts who developed a hypothetical layered technical architecture. In
the next step, we will think about how to fit into this architecture the
functions and services that would be performed on a national level.

What Will People Take on Next?

We have tried to create a shared responsibility among the communi-
ties. What are people willing to take on next in planning? One of the
initiatives has great momentum. Margaret Hedstrom, from the Uni-
versity of Michigan, Donald Waters, from The Andrew W. Mellon
Foundation, and a number of other people have made it possible for
us to bring together, working with the National Science Foundation,
some 50 experts from 15 federal agencies and the private research
laboratory, technology, and computer science communities. This
group is shaping a focused agenda on digital preservation, leverag-
ing our collective resources, and bringing together funding from var-
ious agencies to put digital preservation research within a frame-
work that can serve many of us, not just some of us.

That effort led to a number of informal meetings and to a formal
workshop that was held in Washington, D.C., in April 2002. It was a
good beginning: the executive branch of the government was repre-
sented by individuals from the Central Intelligence Agency and the
Department of Defense; the LC represented the legislative branch.
Also attending were representatives from other national libraries, the
scientific community, and the library community. Margaret Hed-
strom is the principal investigator. We will end up with a call for pro-
posals this fall and, we hope, provide funding to the best initiatives.

As part of our early planning, we have developed a conceptual
framework to think about the components—the political, economic,
social, legal, technical, and organizational concerns—that need to be
considered in a national strategy. Information about this framework



53Update on the National Digital Infrastructure Initiative

is available on our Web site, referenced below. We have also tried to
identify a set of critical technical issues on the basis of what we have
heard in the surveys and our benchmarking. A summary of this
work is also available on our Web site.

Later this year, we hope to incorporate what we have learned
from the industries—the roles they are willing to play and issues on
which we should be focusing—into our national strategy for preser-
vation. This strategy will include credible scenarios and models
based on our sense of who is willing to do what, with whom, and for
what purpose. Our goal is to make progress toward a national pres-
ervation strategy and a research agenda that are grounded in an in-
vestment framework that Congress will understand.

The process will yield a “master plan.” Once the plan has been
developed, we will present it to five congressional committees. Our
presentation will also include expert testimony. We trust these efforts
demonstrate that the LC is being responsible—bringing the right
parties together to recommend the areas in which we should invest
to meet the national need to preserve material for the future.

Council on Library and Information Resources and Library of Con-
gress. 2002. Building a National Strategy for Digital Preservation: Issues
in Digital Media Archiving. Washington, D.C.: Council on Library
and Information Resources and Library of Congress. Also available
on the Digital Preservation Web site, http://
www.digitalpreservation.gov.

All URLs were valid
as of July 10, 2002.
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Understanding of the issues surrounding digital preservation
is growing at a reassuring rate, at least among the nucleus
of experts in this field. At the same time, confusion and a

sense of being overwhelmed by the complexity of the issues often
prevails in the wider community of archives and libraries. The na-
tional approaches that are now being started in the United Kingdom,
such as the Digital Preservation Coalition initiative, as well as in
countries with national digital strategies, such as the United States,
are commendable; at the same time, they can distract institutions
from just going ahead and acting. Moreover, some organizations, na-
tional archives as well as national libraries, seem to be stuck in the
requirements-specification stage and find it difficult to move forward
to implementation, perhaps out of fear of making mistakes.

In the Netherlands, we do not have a national strategy yet, but
we have advanced quite a bit at the institutional level, especially in
my library. The archive community, together with the Ministry of
Home Affairs, has been setting up test beds for digital preservation.
This paper focuses on two activities—how we are preparing to create
a mass storage system as well as the work we are doing with IBM on
long-term digital preservation issues. Like others, we have made
mistakes, but we have also made substantial progress. This paper
describes what we have done and the lessons learned en route.

Serious Business: Preparing a Mass Storage System

In contrast to most other countries, the Netherlands does not have a
legal deposit regime. The national library of the Netherlands makes
voluntary deposit agreements with the Dutch Publishers Associa-
tion. Our agreements with publishers date from about 1974 for print-
ed publications and from 1995 for electronic publications. The latter

Experience of the
National Library of the Netherlands

Titia van der Werf
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include offline as well as online publications. To date, we have col-
lected monographs, CD-ROM titles, government reports, and disser-
tations. Among the serial collections are online journal articles from
Elsevier Science and Kluwer Academic Publishers, and we have also
received official government publications in digital form.

Altogether, our collection amounts to three terabytes of informa-
tion. All the CD-ROM information is still in the offline medium; we
have not yet transferred it to a storage system. We do not have
enough storage capacity in our digital stacks for all digital deposit
material. Because we anticipate a great deal of growth and the re-
ceipt of all the Elsevier titles in the coming year, getting a reliable,
quality-controlled mass storage system in place is one of our priorities.

Different Countries, Common Goals

One of our most important activities has been leading the Net-
worked European Deposit Library (NEDLIB) Project. As this project
got under way, the eight participating national libraries entered into
discussions about how to set up a digital deposit system. We spent a
year talking about our differences. While time-consuming, these dis-
cussions were necessary because they gave us a common under-
standing of issues at stake. We slowly realized that we needed to
identify our common missions, goals, and objectives. We asked
“What is common to the digital publications that we receive, and
what common solutions can we come up with for this problem?”
This exercise laid the foundation for the consensus building that
would occur later in the project.

We looked at the deposit process, that is, the workflow for elec-
tronic publications. First, a publication gets selected; then it comes in
as a deposit and we capture, describe, and identify it. This process
continues through the whole workflow, ending at user services.
Next, we identified areas where we thought that this process might
be different in the digital world than it is in the world of print mate-
rial. For example, in the digital world, our library has no system in
place that could tackle the new parts of the process required by digi-
tal publications. We have automated cataloging systems and acquisi-
tion systems, but even if we use these systems for digital publica-
tions as well, we still do not have a storage system or a digital
preservation system.

We identified the missing information technology (IT) compo-
nents. Figure 1 shows how we visualize the existing library systems
that support the conventional steps of the workflow. For the steps in
this workflow that are not supported by any current system, we real-
ized that we would need to put a new system in place. By following
the workflow steps, we could start identifying our requirements for
this new system.
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NEDLIB has now developed guidelines for national libraries that
want to set up digital deposit collections and systems. The guidelines
outline how to design the digital stacks as a separate module in the
digital library infrastructure and how to implement the digital stacks
as much as possible in conformity with the Open Archival Informa-
tion System (OAIS) standard. We had been looking extensively at the
OAIS standard in the NEDLIB project and were impressed that this
model suited our requirements so well.

We also recognized that electronic publications coming in should
be transferred to a highly controlled storage environment, and that
after they are brought into the digital stacks, all objects should be
treated alike. That led to another question: Should we implement
separate systems for Web archiving, CD-ROM archiving, and ar-
chiving of online journals? We realized that if we did, the process
could go on forever; we would have hundreds of systems sitting next
to each other. That would not be manageable. Therefore, we decided
that we wanted to be able to treat all electronic publications in the
same manner, regardless of type.

When the NEDLIB project ended, we returned to our own coun-
tries and started implementing local digital stack systems in our li-
braries. We are all implementing these local deposit systems in dif-
ferent ways, but we hope that through NEDLIB we have gained a
common understanding of what we are doing.

IBM’s Implementation Model: A Work in Progress

In the Netherlands we issued a request for information that asked
the IT market whether there were products that could provide for
system functions according to the NEDLIB/OAIS Model. As a result
of the positive reactions from the IT sector, we started a tendering
procedure.

Fig. 1. The NEDLIB
workflow for
electronic publications
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IBM Netherlands, which had off-the-shelf products that could
support quite a few of the processes that we had identified, was the
successful candidate. IBM made it clear from the start that its prod-
ucts would not be able to provide any long-term digital preservation
functionality, but it was willing to help us research the issues and
look at the requirements of this subsystem for preservation.1

Figure 2 shows the IBM Implementation Model. It depicts the
OAIS modules of Ingest, Archival Storage, Access, Data Management
and Administration, as well as the NEDLIB-added modules of Pres-
ervation, Delivery and Capture, and Packaging and Delivery. The
latter two modules are interfacing with existing library systems.
Within these interfacing modules are gathered everything that has to
do with locally defined and variable types of things. For example, at
the input side are all the different file formats that publishers use.
Because these formats are not generic and change over time, we re-
gard them as external variables instead of internal archive standards.
At the output side are different types of customers. The requested
archive objects must be tailored to make them fit for use, both now
and in the future. Library users’ groups will change over time, and
users will become increasingly demanding as technology evolves. In
summary, we put everything that is variable into these interfacing
modules and everything that is generic into the “black box” that we
call our deposit system.

IBM has named its system implementation the Digital Archival
Information System (DAIS). We have DAIS Version 1.0, whose scope
includes a pre-Ingest module for manual loading of submission in-
formation packages (SIPs). With this module we can load CD-ROMs
and e-books. There is an archival storage unit with backup, disaster

Fig. 2. IBM
Implementation Model

1 Additional information on the collaboration between the national library of
the Netherlands and IBM-Netherlands can be found in Niewenburg 2001.
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recovery facilities, and a data management unit where technical
metadata are recorded. Descriptive metadata and structural metada-
ta are put into other existing library systems. The Access module for
Dissemination Information Package (DIP) retrieval is complemented
with a post-retrieval module for installation of electronic publica-
tions on the library workstations.

We are already planning for DAIS Version 2.0 as we anticipate
additional functional requirements. We know we need full automatic
batch loading of SIPs, especially for the e-journals that come in with
a certain regularity and frequency. We do not want to do that all by
hand, article by article. With DAIS, serials processing and archiving
will be automated.

In Version 1.0, we are able to add new SIPs to the system. We know
from experience, however, that some submissions need to be replaced or
even deleted, even though it is a deposit. For that reason, we also need
some replace and delete functionality in the DAIS-system.

IBM will upgrade the system to Content Manager Version 8.0,
thereby adding new functionality as well. The British Library, which
is involved in a similar effort with IBM-UK, has expressed its inten-
tion to build its deposit system on top of DAIS Version 1.0. Finally,
the preservation subsystem still needs to be implemented in future
versions of DAIS.

Defining Scope to Avoid Distraction

The IBM implementation has raised many issues outside its immedi-
ate scope. Just because we have a system does not mean that it will
support the whole workflow. DAIS is only one piece of a large puz-
zle, and the pieces we still need include, for example, a Uniform Re-
source Name (URN)-based object identifier system.

We also need batch processing of the associated metadata we re-
ceive from the publishers, together with the content files. The meta-
data should be processed automatically and converted to our own
XML DTD format, and they should be loaded into our metadata re-
pository and indexed.

We need a digital mailroom where publishers can deposit their
electronic publications. This should be a controlled area with pass-
word, virus checking, mirroring, and harvesting capabilities. We also
need a preload area for both batch and manual loading. Other needs
include user identification and authentication, authorization mecha-
nisms, and collection browsing functionality.

Although we need these functions, we ultimately did not ask
IBM to include them in their implementation system. We realized
that adding new functionality along the way would jeopardize the
project budget and schedule.  Also we wanted a modular architec-
ture, with well-defined functions and supporting technologies. We
investigated whether we could implement some things ourselves, or
whether there were products on the market that would be suitable.
This scoping effort is very important to make sure that you take only
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the generic parts into the system and have a modular way of build-
ing your digital library infrastructure.

What are the digital stacks? Essentially, it is the IBM system and
possibly other content management systems as well. We are thinking
of implementing a separate system for our digitization collections
because we are not going to put those collections in the IBM system.

Deciding whether to add our digitized collections to the IBM sys-
tem has been difficult. Our primary goal was the deposit collection.
The requirements, therefore, were for managing highly complex and
controlled technical metadata to ensure that later on we would be able
to migrate, convert, or emulate formats. We had developed several re-
quirements relating to the pre-ingest and post-retrieval processes that
were much too heavy for the digitized collections. Digitization is all
about providing quick access and putting it quickly on the Web. This
is in contrast to requirements for deposit collections. We ultimately
decided to create a separate system for the digitized collections.

A Data Model for Long-Term Access

The data model implemented in the IBM system is based on the
OAIS model. In one archival information package (AIP), we envision
being able to put in either the original version of the electronic publi-
cation or a converted version of the electronic publication. Also, we
envision keeping the bit-images of installed publications in AIPs. For
example, if a CD-ROM publication needs to be installed, we take a
clean workstation configuration and install the CD-ROM on it. Then
we take a bootable image of the installed CD-ROM and enter that as
one image in the AIP. This process allows for access now and, we
hope, in the future.

We also envision putting software applications (including plat-
form emulations and virtual machines) in AIPs and operating sys-
tems, if need be, as disk images. Of course, hardware platforms can-
not be put in an AIP.

Fig. 3. Digital Library
Infrastructure
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In DAIS Version 1.0 we have in place as many long-term preser-
vation hooks as we could think of. The data model, and especially
the technical metadata, are important hooks. In terms of technical
metadata, we are concentrating on what we really need to record
about the technical dependencies between file formats, software ap-
plications, operating systems, and hardware platforms. We see this as
a prerequisite to ensure access and readability now and in the future.

A Reference Platform for Manageability

As Ken Thibodeau has said, when you start registering all this tech-
nical information and look at each file type for what system it can
run on, you find that it can run on up to 100 different systems or con-
figurations. Recording all that will take a good deal of time, and that
is what he was visualizing when he created his graph with preserva-
tion methods and format types. He put preserving original technolo-
gy at the “great variety” end of the continuum and contrasted it to
preserving the more generic and persistent content of objects.

Recognizing this problem, we considered managing the technical
metadata in terms of the concept of a “reference platform.” The refer-
ence platform concept tries to freeze the configuration of a worksta-
tion or PC for a whole generation of electronic publications—per-
haps for five years. The configuration includes the hardware, the
operating system (e.g., Microsoft Windows 2000), viewer applica-
tions (e.g., an Acrobat reader), and a Web browser, as is shown in
Figure 5.

This frozen workstation would cater to a generation of publica-
tions: for example, all PDFs published between 1998 and 2002. Ev-
erything we receive in the library currently is in PDF format. We
hope that with this frozen workstation, we will be able to manage
the diversity in configurations that may appear during this period of
time. We do not want to support all possible view paths, just the pre-

Fig. 4. Data model of the
IBM implementation
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ferred view path. The reference workstation is the preferred view
path for a collection of publications for a certain period of time. In
this way, we can standardize the view paths we support in our system
and make the handling of diverse configurations more manageable.

The technical metadata records the chain of software and hard-
ware dependencies. We create technical metadata to be able to re-
create the running environment for access now and in the future.
This process will also help us monitor technological obsolescence.
The reference platform is a means to make all this more manageable.

New Skills Call for New Jobs

With the workflow for electronic publications, we need new skills
and staff. We need staff for the daily operation of the digital stacks,
most likely not organized as a new department but as part of our ex-
isting processing department where the general cataloging takes
place. We need technical catalogers who can handle many different
file types and IT configuration management tools. We need technolo-
gy watch officers who monitor for new formats and trends on the e-
publishing market. Further, we need reference platform administra-
tors, digital preservation researchers, and quality control managers.

Assistance from the Computer Scientists

The Koninklijke Bibliotheek has worked with Jeff Rothenberg of The
RAND Corporation and IBM’s Raymond Lorie. We began working
with Jeff Rothenberg because his emulation theory was new to us
and we were interested in solutions. When we asked him to explain
his solution, he presented his hypothesis as it stood in 1995 (Rothen-
berg 1995). As he talked with us and with representatives of other

Fig. 5. The Concept of the
Reference Platform
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memory institutions, such as the Dutch National Archives, he devel-
oped his concept to maturity (Rothenberg 2000). He addressed the
problem of needing to build different versions of emulators over
time. Consequently, he developed the idea of the virtual machine on
which you would be able to extend the life of an emulator.

With Raymond Lorie, we looked at all the PDF files in our digital
deposit. He worked on a prototype to demonstrate that you could
extract both the data and the logical structure of the document to re-
create it at access time, even without the original PDF file. What you
would need to keep is the bit-image of the document and a Universal
Virtual Computer (UVC) program to interpret the logical data struc-
ture of this document, so that you would be able to scroll, search for
words, and navigate through the document.

Lorie’s approach offers a generic way of handling PDFs that
could be applicable to other types of data formats, such as JPEG (Lo-
rie 2001). With this approach, you could discard the original PDF,
although we have not chosen to do so. We agree with Ken Thibodeau
when he says that as long as we can afford it, we should try and keep
everything in its original state, even if we know that we will not be
able to read it in 10 years’ time. Maybe in 150 years we will be able to
read it; who knows?

Talking with computer specialists such as Jeff Rothenberg and
Raymond Lorie helped us understand the need to distinguish be-
tween two types of electronic publications: executable publications
and document-like publications. Executable publications are soft-
ware programs; they include games and complex publications on
CD-ROM. Document-like publications are the simpler data types,
such as texts and images, which require only viewers to interpret
them. Programs and document-like objects require different technol-
ogy solutions. We have been investigating virtual machine technolo-
gy and hardware emulation to solve the problem of hardware depen-
dency, and we have been looking at data extraction for solving the
software dependency problem.

Mistakes Bring Wisdom: Lessons Learned

What lessons have we learned in the course of the activities just de-
scribed? First, the question of scope is important, because otherwise
it is easy to get distracted. At one point we mentioned to IBM that
our digitized collection needed to be put into this system. When they
asked us about our requirements for that type of collection, we an-
swered, “Fast access and fast ingest.” Those requirements, however,
contradicted those we had previously specified for our deposit col-
lection. This was confusing, and it took much precious time to clear
up the confusion. We decided to forget about the digitized collection
and return to our original goal. This shows that you just cannot try to
tackle all the problems at once. A step-by-step approach is essential.
This does not mean, however, that you can overlook the need for a
comprehensive approach, because you always need to keep the big
picture in mind.
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Modular design is also important, especially the ability to have
independent modules so that you use the right technology for the
right module and do not create unnecessary dependencies. Each
technology—for cataloging, indexing, or storage, for example—
changes at its own pace. Technologies should not  be too dependent
on each other, because when you change one technology, you will
have to upgrade the whole system.

It is important to think about whether you are going to choose IT
market solutions or develop your own. We have reorganized our IT
department in such a way that we no longer support IT develop-
ment. Instead, we outsource everything pertaining to development
or hire people with the needed development skills. Our policy is to
rely as much as possible on IT market products rather than custom-
made products, so that we can gain leverage from IT product sup-
port and development services.

Technology Problems Need Technology Solutions

Analysis of a list of digital preservation projects recently drawn up
by the European Union-National Science Foundation Working
Group shows that not all these projects are about long-term digital
preservation. Many are about building controlled archives, which is
really much more about storage management, rather than long-term
preservation. The “Lots of Copies Keep Stuff Safe” (LOCKSS) ap-
proach, for example, has often been cited as the answer for digital
preservation. But it is not the answer, because it is really nothing
more than a very controlled  (or maybe uncontrolled!) way of repli-
cating. LOCKSS does not preserve anything in the long term. If a for-
mat is obsolescent now, it will still be obsolescent in the future.

There is an important difference between archiving and long-
term access. Archiving is quite straightforward because we are doing
it already: selecting, identifying, describing, storing, and managing.
Archiving keeps the objects machine-readable and healthy, and it
provides access now. The real challenge is long-term access—being
able to render the object in a human-understandable form and being
able to solve the software and hardware dependencies.

Digital preservation is a technology problem, and it needs a tech-
nology solution. Metadata are a means to help us solve the problem,
but digital preservation is not a metadata issue. It is the same with
access control issues. People talk about dark, dim, and bright ar-
chives, but that has to do with access control, not long-term digital
preservation.

Spreading the Word for a Shared Problem

Digital preservation is not only the problem of memory institutions.
We have new players and potential partners in our midst, such as
Warner Brothers, a film business partner. The problem we are tack-
ling is a shared problem across our new, e-based society. Businesses,
public service and health organizations, schools, and research insti-
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tutions have a stake in this issue, as do individuals. You have your
personal files, including electronic income tax files and Web pages,
that you want to keep for a longer period of time—the tax files be-
cause you are required to keep them for at least five years, the digital
pictures and Web pages for your grandchildren.

We, as memory organizations, are responsible for raising aware-
ness. Where other sectors in society are not yet fully aware of the
need to develop a digital memory, we are the ones that can raise this
awareness. The adoption of a Resolution on Preserving our Digital
Heritage at the UNESCO general conference in October 2001 has
been a very important awareness-raising step.

How can you measure the state of digital preservation? What do
we have in place to be able to measure at what development stage
we have arrived? It might be useful to look for similarities in another
field, such as medicine. The first question is  “Do we have patients?”
Yes, we have an increasing number of digital archives and collections
that are potentially endangered. Do we have doctors? Yes, we have
increasing numbers of experts. What are the illnesses? Do we know
the symptoms? We do know that there are increasing examples of
digital obsolescence, of tapes that cannot be read, file types that are
no longer supported by any software, but we do not know how
many. Are there research programs? Yes. Research is under way
worldwide, and we know that much more needs to be done. We are
at the stage of drawing up research agendas. Do we have hospitals?
Data recovery centers? I think there are one or two in the world.

Do we know the treatment against the illnesses? Are there medi-
cines and cures? We have advisors, we have best practices, but not
much more than that. Educational programs? Yes, in rising numbers.
Do we have emergency kits? These are all questions that beg for an-
swers, and only in raising these questions can we raise awareness of
digital preservation issues across society and across the globe.

Lorie, Raymond A. 2001. Long Term Preservation of Digital Informa-
tion. In: Proceedings of the first ACM/IEEE-CS Joint Conference on Digi-
tal Libraries, Roanoke, Virginia; p.346-352. New York: ACM-Press.

Nieuwenburg, Betty. 2001. Solving Long Term Access for Electronic
Publications. D-Lib Magazine 7(11). Available at http://
www.dlib.org/dlib/november01/11inbrief.html#NIEUWENBURG.

Rothenberg, Jeff. 1995. Ensuring the Longevity of Digital Documents.
Scientific American, 272(1): 42–7 (international edition, pp. 24–9).

Rothenberg, Jeff. 2000. An Experiment in Using Emulation to Pre-
serve Digital Publications. RAND-Europe. NEDLIB Report Series;1.
Den Haag: Koninklijke Bibliotheek.

All URLs were valid
as of July 10, 2002.

References



65

The National Library of Australia (NLA) has made a substan-
tial contribution to digital preservation practice, research,
and thinking. In 1995, it established one of the world’s first

library digital preservation sections. Our PANDORA (Preserving and
Accessing Networked Documentary Resources of Australia) archive
of online publications, in operation since 1996, has developed into a
collaborative national collection. The NLA was an early contributor
to international discussion and debate through negotiation of a State-
ment of Principles for the Preservation of and Long-Term Access to
Australian Digital Objects (NLA 1997). The Library also provided
input to the Task Force on Archiving of Digital Information set up by
the Commission on Preservation and Access and the Research Li-
braries Group (1996). The NLA has played a leading role in raising
and discussing digital preservation issues with other national librar-
ies and in looking for areas of collaboration (Fullerton 1998). Finally,
the Library’s Preserving Access to Digital Information (PADI) Web
site is a tool for keeping up to date on digital preservation develop-
ments worldwide.

While these and many other initiatives are evidence of the NLA’s
commitment to promoting digital preservation practice and thinking,
their main value in the context of this symposium resides in the les-
sons and principles that can be drawn from them. The purpose of
this paper is to analyze experience at the National Library of Austra-
lia and to determine whether it can offer anything of value to other
libraries’ digital preservation activities.

Digital Preservation—A Many-Layered
Thing: Experience at the National
Library of Australia

Colin Webb
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Unpacking the Digital Preservation Problem

In Australia as elsewhere, library professionals have been engaged in
a quest to find effective solutions to an overwhelmingly complex
problem: the preservation of digital information. Experience at the
NLA suggests that it is profitable to see digital preservation not as a
monolithic problem but as a challenge with many layers. For us, ap-
proaching digital preservation from this perspective has been enor-
mously productive.

One set of layers concerns different types of digital collections. For
NLA, these collections include online publications, physical format
digital publications, digital sound files, image files, corporate
records, and a number of other discrete collections. While we recog-
nize that all digital data can be handled the same way, it has taken us
nearly 10 years even to start implementing systems that will inte-
grate the management of these collections. It will take more years
before we achieve full integration; perhaps we will never do so. This
situation reflects our collection-oriented approach: for example, we
organize publications collected from the Internet in a different man-
ner than we do the oral history audio files we create; and the way we
provide access to corporate records is different from the way we han-
dle open-access collections. Our approach also reflects some techni-
cal differences; for example, the range of file formats and software
dependencies in the material we collect is much more diverse than
that of the digital materials we create ourselves.

For pragmatic reasons, we began by setting up what we believed
would be the best way to manage each type of collection, knowing
we would have opportunities to bring these systems together as we
built knowledge and system capabilities over time.

A second set of layers concerns stages of action. We decided to be-
gin by addressing immediate issues that threatened to rob us of the
chance of taking longer-term preservation action. We made a con-
scious decision to take first steps—intelligent first steps if possible—
without knowing all the challenges we would face or how to solve
them.

Our most pressing demands were to make some decisions about
what we should try to preserve and to put those materials in a safe
place. We subsequently added layers of description, control, access,
preservation planning, and action, and we are gradually integrating
processes. However, the ability to look for staged responses and,
when necessary, to separate processes, remains key to understanding
and tackling problems.

We have formalized these processes into two broad terms: ar-
chiving and long-term preservation. For the NLA, archiving refers to the
process of bringing material into an archive; long-term preservation
refers to the process of ensuring that archived material remains au-
thentic and accessible. Thus, we quite happily have a manager of
digital archiving and a manager of digital preservation who work
closely together and understand the subtle but important differences
between their roles.



67Experience at the National Library of Australia

A third set of layers concerns levels of action. We found that we
could and should distinguish among intentions, commitments, ac-
tions being planned, and actions proven and in place. The differences
among these levels are easily and dangerously blurred; for example,
when we assume material has been preserved simply because it has
been saved to an archive. When we have recognized the differences
among these levels, it has spurred us forward.

Infrastructure often seems to be the main enabler in moving
from one action level to another. At NLA, we define infrastructure as
the tools and systems for managing digital collections, the policies
that guide what we do, and our means of sharing information, agree-
ments, and accountability measures. Developing infrastructure takes
time and resources, but it is a necessary investment. By developing
infrastructure in parallel with archiving action, we have allowed for
feedback processes so both activities can inform each other. It is not
always necessary, or even desirable, to wait until all the infrastruc-
ture is in place before beginning the preservation activity.

A final set of layers concerns responsibility. We were impressed
with the approach taken by the Library of the University of Califor-
nia at Berkeley and described in its 1996 Digital Library SunSITE
Collection and Preservation Policy (Library of the University of Cali-
fornia, Berkeley, 1996). This policy makes a clear distinction between
the resources for which it will take archiving responsibility and the
other materials available from its site. In trying to establish a distrib-
uted, collaborative approach to managing a collection of online pub-
lications, NLA has explored responsibility principles expressed in
down-to-earth terms such as
• “Everyone doesn’t have to do everything.”
• “We don’t have to do everything all at once.”
• “Responsibility can be time limited: it doesn’t have to be forever

for everyone.”

These principles will be addressed in greater detail in the section
entitled “A National Model.”

To summarize, the concept of layers underlies much of the Na-
tional Library of Australia’s progress in responding to the challenges
of digital preservation. While we have often been characterized as
advocates of a “just do it” approach, we believe that “just doing it”
can be carried out in a systematic, intelligent, and learning-oriented
way.

Situational Factors

The approach just described is one that tries to respond to the real
world of digital information within a framework of evolving concep-
tualization. Under such an approach, it would be inconsistent to ex-
pect the experience in digital preservation at one institution to be a
sure guide for every other program. The circumstances in which we
operate function as constraints and enablers that help define what
we want to achieve and how we go about it. Some explanation of the
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NLA’s circumstances may help others understand what we do and
identify commonalities and differences with their own experience.

Australia is a large country, similar in size to the United States
but with a much smaller population. Roughly 20 million Australians
live in a number of large urban sprawls scattered around the fertile
edges of the continent, in regional towns and cities, or in remote
communities. Almost every political jurisdiction is characterized by a
dichotomy between relatively large urban populations and what we
call “the bush,” whose inhabitants often have very limited access to
the information resources accessible in the cities.

To some extent, the Australian library system reflects these geo-
graphic realities. The system also reflects our national history and
the foundations of pre-existing colonies that carried many of their
roles with them into Federation in 1901. Central libraries with depos-
it functions and public library systems committed to serve the popu-
lace wherever they could efficiently do so were a part of Australia’s
history. Libraries have a proud place in the Australian ideal of a fair,
open, and educated society in which there is both equality of oppor-
tunity and reward for initiative and excellence. Such an idealized
picture has often been undercut by realities, including the fact that
many Australians are denied equality of access to information be-
cause of distance, income, education, or background.

In such an environment sits the NLA—working with, leading,
and serving a library system made up of many autonomous parts
geographically distant from the majority of Australians who own it
through their taxes, and committed to providing effective informa-
tion services to all Australians.

It is not surprising that Australians have taken up digital tech-
nology and that institutions such as the NLA see the exploitation of
digital information as critical to their futures. Without embracing
digital information, and without managing and preserving digital
resources, the NLA would face increasing irrelevance. Thus, in the
1990s, the Library made a deliberate choice to bring digital informa-
tion resources and services into its core business. From this decision
flows virtually all progress the Library has made in building and
managing digital collections and in working with others engaged in
similar work.

The NLA is established by law and largely funded by annual
federal government appropriations to deliver a number of functions
including
• developing and maintaining a national collection relating to Aus-

tralia and the Australian people
• making material from its collections available for use
• cooperating in library matters with others in Australia and else-

where

Bringing the management of digital information resources into
the Library’s core business means applying these functions to such
resources.



69Experience at the National Library of Australia

Digital Collections

The NLA manages a range of digital collections. While most atten-
tion has been paid to one of these—the PANDORA archive—our pro-
grams seek to manage all of the collections for which the Library ac-
cepts long-term responsibility. These collections include
• Online publications selected for the National Collection of Australian

Online Publications managed in the PANDORA archive. Establish-
ment and management of this collection are described in detail in the
sections titled “Collection Building” and “Digital Preservation.”

• Physical format digital publications (distributed on diskettes or
CD-ROMs). Preservation actions for this collection are described
under “Digital Preservation.”

• Oral history sound recordings. Preservation actions for this collec-
tion are also described under “Digital Preservation.”

• Both intentionally and unintentionally deposited manuscript ma-
terials on digital carriers. Recovery procedures for inaccessible
items are briefly described under “Digital Preservation.”

• Digital copies of analog collection items produced in our digitiza-
tion programs.

• “Born-digital” unpublished pictorial works such as photographs.
• Corporate electronic records.
• Bibliographic and other metadata records.

Collection Building: PANDORA as an Example

Most of the NLA’s collection-building activity has involved online
publications. For this reason, the following discussion focuses on the
PANDORA archive. The PANDORA archive of Australian online
publications has been described in many papers available from the
NLA Web site (Cathro 2001). This discussion is limited to the points
that are most relevant to a broad understanding of what PANDORA
is and how it works. Although initiated and managed by the NLA,
PANDORA has in recent years developed into a collaboration among
a number of partners.

The origins of PANDORA lie in the conviction that the Library
has a responsibility to collect and preserve the published national
heritage, regardless of format. The Library started discussing options
for preserving online electronic information resources in the early
1990s. In spite of predictions that it would be technically too hard
and that there would be insurmountable copyright obstacles, we de-
cided to take some exploratory steps and see what progress we could
make. Thus, in 1995-96 we appointed an electronic preservation spe-
cialist in our Preservation Services branch; set up a cross-program
committee to develop guidelines for selecting online publications
that should be collected; established an Electronic Unit to select and
catalog online publications; and began to experiment with capturing
(and sometimes losing) selected publications using cobbled-together,
public domain software.
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From these uncertain beginnings, PANDORA has developed into
an operational National Collection of Australian Online Publications.
It contains about 2,200 titles, roughly half of which have multiple in-
stances (i.e., they have been gathered more than once). Roughly a
third of the titles in the archive are collected on a regular basis; how-
ever, the frequency of capture varies, depending on the gathering
regime negotiated with the publication owners.

To build a national collection, NLA works with a number of part-
ners, including ScreenSound Australia (the national film and sound
archive), and seven of the country’s eight State and Territory librar-
ies. The contributions of partners vary from simply selecting material
to be archived, to negotiating with publishers, to programming the
harvester to initiate a capture. So far, all the gathered material is
stored and managed by the NLA. It will be interesting to see how
this responsibility develops; there is an argument for sharing respon-
sibility for storing, preserving, and providing access more equally
among our partners, but there is also an argument that it is more effi-
cient and reliable to centralize the storage and preservation functions.

In place of the inefficient harvesting and storage tools originally
used, the Library has developed its own Digital Archiving System.
This suite of tools has increased the efficiency of operations and
made it easier for our partners to participate via a Web interface.

From the beginning, the Library has taken a selective approach
to archiving. We believe the reasons for having taken this approach
still apply. First, by archiving selectively we are able to focus some
resources on quality control. We check each title to ensure that it has
been copied completely and with full functionality (as far as is cur-
rently possible). Because all publications have been selected for their
national significance and long-term research value, we consider this
investment of time to be justified.

Second, by archiving selectively we can negotiate with publish-
ers for permission to archive their publications (necessary in the ab-
sence of legal deposit legislation for digital publications) and make
them accessible online or through dedicated onsite PCs.

While the Library recognizes many advantages in taking a more
comprehensive approach to Web archiving, we have yet to be con-
vinced that such advantages outweigh the benefits of quality control
and accessibility that we have been able to achieve only while col-
lecting selectively. However, we do not see these approaches as mu-
tually exclusive. We would like to be able to pursue high-quality, on-
going capture for a core body of material selected for its research
value, complemented by periodic capture of more comprehensive
snapshots of the Australian domain.

Last year we engaged a consultant to look at the feasibility of
such an approach. While funding difficulties interrupted this work,
we are exploring a number of ways of making our national collection
both broad and deep.

Although support for the enactment of legal deposit legislation
for electronic publications is emerging, we will still need to commu-
nicate with many publishers to negotiate periods of restricted access
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or assistance with formats that are difficult to gather automatically.
For this reason, the NLA is working with Australian publishers to
establish a code of practice that would guide us, particularly in deal-
ing with commercial online publications.

PANDORA encounters a number of technical problems, even in
its collection-building tasks. An early decision that content should
take precedence over format means that, in principle, no publication
is excluded simply because it is difficult to capture or manage. This
is a noble objective but one that has not always been successful in
practice. Despite many years’ experience in automating our ar-
chiving processes, we still have to handcraft some features, such as
applets, to make them work reliably. Our greatest difficulty is with
publications structured as databases, which we have been unable to
harvest. We plan to do more work in this area because we recognize
the difficulty with databases as a major deficiency.

The ultimate purpose of all this effort is improved access. The
NLA has long been interested in persistent identification that will
keep information resources findable while they are still available. We
are currently using an in-house system of persistent identifiers and
resolution mechanisms.

Rights management is critical to PANDORA’s access arrange-
ments. While the archive has been developed to respect and support
rights management for all publications, special procedures and con-
trols have been developed for commercial publications.

From this discussion of collection building for PANDORA, it
should be evident that our archiving arrangements continue to
evolve as we encounter and deal with a wider range of issues.

Digital Preservation Programs

The Library’s digital preservation programs have developed more
slowly than has our digital collection building. However, some con-
crete steps are starting to emerge. Our preservation programs are
predicated on a concern to protect and maintain the data stream car-
rying the archived information, and to maintain, and if necessary to
recover, a means of accessing the archived information.

PANDORA

Our six-year experience in active archiving has taught us that the
browsers that provide access to online material are remarkably toler-
ant. It is hard to find any material that cannot be accessed once it has
been saved to the archive. This will change, especially as dependen-
cies such as plug-in software are superseded and lost from users’
PCs.

The most notable step we have taken with PANDORA has been
to design and carry out a trial migration of files affected by the su-
perseding of formatting tags in the HTML standard. Our modest mi-
gration does not constitute absolute proof that we can preserve ac-
cess to the entire archive this way. However, it does suggest that we
can quite efficiently make consistent, well-documented changes
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within files in the archive and produce an outcome that meets our
standards for preserving the significant properties of HTML files.

Physical Format Digital Publications

Our collection of physical format digital publications is not large; it
comprises only a few thousand titles. It does, however, contain im-
portant material. In working with this collection, our most signifi-
cant step has been to establish an ongoing regime of transferring in-
formation from unstable diskettes to more stable CD-Rs. We are
about to experiment with transfer to a mass storage system. These
are, again, quite minimal preservation steps aimed at enabling future
preservation action.

Audio

The Library’s collection of more than 35,000 hours of recorded sound
has been a nursery for developing our thinking about digital preser-
vation. We began digital recording in the early 1990s but did not be-
gin archiving to a digital format until 1996. Our first archival digital
carrier was CD-R, chosen for its manageability and expected reliabil-
ity over the reasonably short time we intended to retain it. While al-
ways expecting to lose access to professional analog audio technolo-
gy, until recently we have archived to both CD-R and analog tape. A
few months ago, we finally dropped the analog part of our archiving
strategy and moved to a digital mass storage system, managed
through extensive metadata. This has been a rapid development over
only five to six years, and most of the collection remains on analog
tape in a controlled-climate store. We expect to be using our third or
fourth mass storage system before we have copied the entire collec-
tion to a digital format.

Because the Library has retained control over the file formats we
use and the quality of sound archiving work, we expect to use a
straightforward migration path to maintain access to this collection.

Data Recovery

There is insufficient space in this paper for a detailed description of
our data recovery program for the many undocumented diskettes
that emerge from the Library’s manuscript collections. Our invest-
ments in buying format recognition and translation software, and in
developing procedures for using it, have been rewarded by regaining
access to some important material (and to quite a lot of junk).

While not prepared to rely on data recovery as a means of ensur-
ing ongoing access, we have come to accept it as a satisfactory meth-
od of last resort.

Infrastructure

Within Australia, it is likely that NLA’s efforts in building infrastruc-
ture to manage all of these digital collections will be as seen as more
important than the original initiatives themselves.
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The following six types of infrastructure have been important for
the Library:
1. tools
2. policy frameworks
3. resources (including expertise)
4. mechanisms for sharing information
5. collaborative agreements
6. certification

Tools

The key systems infrastructure to support all of our digital collec-
tions, and to carry and support the National Collection of Online
Publications, is what we call our Digital Services Project. A challenge
for the Library has been the lack of systems that could be bought off
the shelf. Through procurement exercises starting in 1998, we tried to
purchase systems for digital archiving, storage, and digital object
management. Of the three, we have managed to buy only the storage
system; the other two have had to be developed in-house—a slow
and resource-intensive process.

Development of our systems was slowly aligned with the Open
Archival Information System (OAIS) Reference Model, which is
emerging as a standard framework (CCSDS 2001). The Library began
modeling its business processes and data structures before we were
aware of OAIS, and we continued to do so without feeling the need
to fully adopt OAIS terminology. This apparent willfulness on our
part does not seem to have caused either the NLA or anyone else
much harm. At the right time, we found we could map our processes
quite accurately to OAIS, providing something like an independent
endorsement of the OAIS Reference Model.

Another essential tool for managing our digital collections is
preservation metadata. Because we could find no existing model that
met our needs, in 1999 we undertook development of a preservation
metadata model to support all our digital collections. That work has
contributed to the efforts of Research Libraries Group (RLG) and
OCLC to negotiate a consensus metadata model that could be of-
fered to the world (OCLC 2002).

Policy Frameworks

Policy is the second kind of infrastructure we needed to establish. In
developing its Digital Services Project, the Library produced various
information papers that serve as policy documents for many of our
collection management processes.

More recently, we have set down our intentions regarding ongo-
ing maintenance by releasing a digital preservation policy that ad-
dresses the way we manage our own collections as well as the way
we wish to work with others (NLA 2002). Hindsight will probably
see it as an early and rather unsatisfactory draft, but for now it is
having a powerful effect in focusing our preservation efforts.

Like all good policies, this one has spawned an action plan that
commits the Library to the following steps:
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• Documenting our collections so that we understand what we have
and what we have to deal with;

• Understanding and auditing the preservation effects of the ways
we manage our collections currently;

• Developing mechanisms to monitor threats, preferably in collabo-
ration with others;

• Defining the significant properties of our collections that must be
maintained through our preservation processes; and

• Investigating how we can retain access to software required by
our collections, and continuing our practical tests of emulation,
migration, and other strategies, on the assumption that we will
need to apply different approaches to different kinds of material.
For example, we are confident that migration will work for our
large, homogeneous collections of digital audio and image surro-
gates from our digitization programs, whereas emulation will
probably be needed for parts of our physical formats collection
and PANDORA, supported by ongoing access to software ar-
chives. We are also looking at the practicalities of using XML as a
format simplification approach and at the use of generic docu-
ment viewers for nonexecutable files, as currently used for our
corporate electronic records.

Resources

While the NLA has been pleased to discover what it could achieve
without outside funding, it would be foolish to deny that digital ar-
chiving and preservation programs are resource-intensive. The Li-
brary has had to reallocate quite a few million dollars from other
work to achieve what it has been able to do so far in digital preserva-
tion. This reallocation has not been without pain, as the Library con-
tinues to acquire nondigital collections as rapidly as ever and re-
mains as committed as it ever has been to their good management
and preservation. The Library is reaching a point where it will be dif-
ficult to make further progress with its digital collections without
additional resources and a sustainable business model.

With regard to managing workflows, the Library’s practice of
placing dedicated teams of specialists inside existing organizational
units has proved effective in building expertise we require without
losing contact with the broader institutional culture and direction.

Mechanisms for Sharing Information

We see information sharing as a critical enabler of digital preserva-
tion. The most visible manifestation of the Library’s commitment to
information sharing is PADI, the Web-based subject gateway on pre-
serving access to digital information.

PADI was set up by a group of institutions as a place where we
could share, compare, and find information about digital preserva-
tion. PADI is not the only good place to go looking, but our friends
tell us it is their international subject gateway of choice. While man-
aged by NLA, PADI has a number of contributors and partners, and
a recent agreement with the Digital Preservation Coalition in the
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United Kingdom ensures we will be working together to the benefit
of both organizations’ users.

Support from the Council on Library and Information Resources
(CLIR), has allowed the NLA to pursue an experimental program of
identifying and protecting the key resources listed in PADI through
the Safekeeping Project. This project is based on a model of extreme-
ly distributed management of information resources, principally
through self-archiving in compliance with a set of guidelines.

Collaborative Agreements

The NLA is committed to working with others in libraries, archives,
universities, publishers, government agencies, and elsewhere, both
in Australia and overseas. We seek to work collaboratively because
our own small steps will take us only part of the way we need to go.
We have found that collaboration works best where there is concrete
action to be taken and clearly defined expectations on all sides.

Certification

It has long been recognized that some kind of certification is required
to establish whether archiving arrangements can be trusted to pro-
vide adequate preservation guarantees (Task Force 1996; RLG 2002).
The long history of cooperation between libraries in Australia may
well lead us to look for cooperative ways of demonstrating our mu-
tual accountability. It will be fascinating to watch the development of
approaches to certification in other countries with different traditions
of cooperation.

A National Model

In thinking about how national models for digital archiving may de-
velop, it is helpful to return to the principles of responsibility men-
tioned earlier and the impact they have had in Australia.
• “Everyone doesn’t have to do everything.”

This principle has made it possible for partners to come into PAN-
DORA at a modest level of involvement. It has also allowed some
people who do not have an identifiable role to opt out of active
archiving.

• “We don’t have to do everything at once.”
This message has enabled us to focus on collection building for
the moment and to look for ways of improving how we manage
collections later. It has also helped us accept the constraints and
compromises along the way without falling into despair.

• “Responsibility can be time constrained.”
This principle has been especially powerful in inviting people to
play a role for a defined period without implying a long-term ob-
ligation. It also helps us bear in mind that all of our roles may be
time constrained and that effective exit strategies and succession
plans are essential.
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These principles have been useful in helping us approach and
develop the building of a national model for distributed digital ar-
chiving. However, we believe that they are only valid in the context
of some other related principles:
• “We may not all have to do everything, but someone has to do

something.”
• “Someone must be willing to take a lead on almost all steps.”
• “In the last resort, someone must be willing to take responsibility

for everything, even if it is only responsibility for a final decision
that some information will be lost.”

So far, building this national collection has worked well in Aus-
tralia’s library sector. That may have something to do with the NLA’s
leadership and the strong spirit of cooperation engendered by suc-
cess. Perhaps out of success in individual sectors, it will be possible
to achieve success within other sectors and among sectors, so that we
can build a truly national model for archiving and preserving digital
information.
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Good fences make good neighbors.” This famous aphorism
from Robert Frost’s poem “Mending Wall” suggests the
title and subject of this paper.1 Let me begin by explain-

ing the relevance of the poem to the topic of the archiving of digital
information.

A Preservation Parable

“Mending Wall” is a parable in the form of a poem. Wonderfully
crafted, it can be read on many levels. It is about boundaries and ter-
ritoriality, the conflict between primitive impulse and modern reflec-
tion, and the nature of ritual and work.2 But at another level, “Mend-
ing Wall” is simply about the preservation of a shared resource—a
common wall that each year two neighbors must join together to re-
build. Why does it need repair? As the opening line famously puts it,
“Something there is that doesn’t love a wall.”

The narrator of the poem identifies two sources of damage: natu-
ral causes, such as the heaving of stones that results from the freez-
ing and thawing of the earth, and deliberate human acts, such as the
attempts of hunters and their dogs to flush out their prey from hid-
ing in the wall. Whatever the cause, it is the mending that matters to
the narrator, who says:

The gaps I mean,
No one has seen them made or heard them made,
But at spring mending-time we find them there.
I let my neighbor know beyond the hill;
And on a day we meet to walk the line
And set the wall between us once again.

Good Archives Make Good Scholars:
Reflections on Recent Steps Toward
the Archiving of Digital Information

Donald Waters

“

1 For the poem, see Lathem (1979: 34-35).

2 For critical commentaries on the poem, see Nelson (2001) and Faggen (2001).
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The narrator then vividly describes the mending process. The
fieldstones are heavy and variously shaped; they often do not fit well
together. He says, “We wear our fingers rough with handling them.”
All of this is a hard, but straightforward, technical process. Then the
neighbors come to a grove of trees, and the narrator asks why do we
need to mend the wall here? The taciturn New England reply of the
neighbor is simple: “Good fences make good neighbors.”

From this point, the poem takes a darker turn as the conflict be-
tween the narrator and his neighbor becomes apparent. The narrator
probes deeper into the reasons why neighbors agree to preserve their
common resources. “Before I built a wall I’d ask to know/What I
was walling in or walling out,/And to whom I was like to give of-
fense.” But the neighbor’s motives remain inscrutable.

I see him there,
Bringing a stone grasped firmly by the top
In each hand, like an old-stone savage armed.
He moves in darkness as it seems to me
Not of woods only and the shade of trees.

The neighbor simply will not admit that letting the wall deterio-
rate is a possibility and says again to conclude the poem, “Good
fences make good neighbors.”

And so the reader is left with a puzzle. The wall has different
meanings to each of the neighbors and, although the narrator calls
his neighbor each year to the task, he himself finds many reasons to
question the merits of preserving the wall. So what moves these two
people to come together each year to mend this common resource?
Could it be that what makes good neighbors is not simply a bound-
ary? Could it be that what makes good neighbors is the very act of
keeping the common resource good—of making and taking the time
together to preserve and mend it?

The Archiving of Digital Information

The library, publisher, and scholarly communities are now engaged
in efforts to resolve the problems associated with preserving another
kind of common resource: digital information. Such information is a
critical priority, especially for libraries and other institutions that
have borne responsibility for maintaining the cultural record. Six
years have now passed since the Task Force on Archiving of Digital
Information issued its report (Waters and Garrett 1996). During the
course of its work from 1994-1996, the Task Force recognized well
that “something there is that doesn’t love digital information.” In the
face of the limits of digital technology, the Task Force struggled, as
does Frost’s narrator, with the question of motivation and action:
Why should we preserve digital information, and who should do it?3

3 The word “archiving” has multiple senses ranging from the narrow sense used
by professional archivists to designate the process of preserving formal records to
the broad sense used by computer technologists to refer to a temporary backup
collection of computer files. For certain purposes and audiences, one might
choose to restrict use of the word to one or other of these senses. In this paper, I
have followed the Task Force on Archiving of Digital Information (Waters and
Garrett 1996), and use digital archiving and digital preservation interchangeably to
refer to the long-term maintenance of digital objects judged to be of enduring value.
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The Task Force’s response was that we need a serious investment
in archiving because we are in danger of losing our cultural memory.
The first line of defense rests with creators, providers, and owners,
who must take responsibility for creating archivable content. A deep
infrastructure, consisting of trusted organizations capable of storing,
migrating, and providing access to digital collections, is then needed
for the long term. A process of certification to establish a climate of
trust is also needed, as is a fail-safe mechanism by which certified
archives would have a right and duty to exercise aggressive rescue of
endangered or “orphaned” materials.

Since the Task Force report was issued, there has been much ex-
perimentation, definition of requirements, and development, much
of it reported and summarized in previous papers in this volume.4
Margaret Hedstrom has reported the recent emergence of a greatly
sharpened sense of the research needed to support digital archives.
The development of the Reference Model for Open Archival Infor-
mation Systems (OAIS) has been a galvanizing force (CCSDS 2001).
As Titia van der Werf, Colin Webb, and others have described, a
number of digital archives have been created, are being created, or
are expanding following the OAIS model in the United States, the
United Kingdom, the European Union, and Australia.5 Most of these
efforts, however, have been government-funded, a point to which I
return below.

In other developments, the emulation-versus-migration debate
has largely played itself out. Neither approach provides a sufficient,
general answer to the problem of digital preservation, and it has
proven largely fruitless to debate the merits of these approaches in
the abstract.6 Instead, there is growing recognition that different
kinds of information captured in different ways for long-term preser-
vation will need various kinds of support.

Thanks to a variety of reports, such as those organized by the
Research Libraries Group (RLG) and the Online Library Computer
Center (OCLC) on preservation metadata for digital objects and at-
tributes of trusted digital repositories, there is a deepening under-
standing of the requirements and expectations for best practices
when building trustworthy archives.7 Some of these analyses of re-
quirements, it must be noted, are also being conducted in the ab-
stract, without a realistic sense of costs and what will work, and so
may be setting unrealistic expectations. Nevertheless, much is being
learned from all these initiatives.

4 The Preserving Access to Digital Information (PADI) Web site, which is
maintained by the National Library of Australia, is one of the most
comprehensive and up-to-date sources of information about the archiving of
digital information. Available at: http://www.nla.gov.au/padi/.

5 For a recent overview, see also Hodge and Carroll (1999).

6 See, for example, the largely polemical debate on the relative merits of
emulation and migration in Rothenberg (1999) and Bearman (1999). For a more
balanced view, see Granger (2000).

7 See OCLC (2002) and RLG (2002). For a different approach to requirements
definition, see Cooper, Crespo, and Garcia-Molina (2000).
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Our vision is much less clear about the infrastructure needed to
enable archives to cooperate and interoperate. Our understanding of
the legal and business frameworks needed to sustain the long-term
preservation of digital information is likewise still very crude.8 For
those interested in these questions, a recent initiative of the Mellon
Foundation that was designed to explore the archiving of electronic
journals may shed some light. This paper describes some of the re-
sults of that project, lays out some of the issues the participants have
encountered, and suggests some solutions.

Mellon Electronic Journal Archiving Program

Over the last decade, there has been much hope placed in the poten-
tial of electronic publishing as a means of resolving the rising costs of
scholarly publishing.9 However, with the recent dot.com collapse has
come an increasingly sober approach to electronic publishing. One
aspect of the reassessment that is under way is a growing awareness
that archiving has not yet been factored into the overall costs of the
system, and if electronic publishing is to be taken seriously, it must be.

Given the general digital archiving problem, and the Founda-
tion’s particular concern with scholarly publishing, Foundation staff
began several years ago consulting with librarians, publishers, and
scholars about how best to stimulate investments in solutions. An
investment in the archiving of electronic journals seemed to be espe-
cially promising and was welcomed by both publishers and libraries.
The Foundation solicited proposals for one-year planning projects,
and, in December 2000, the trustees selected seven for funding.10

Building on what has been learned during these planning efforts, the
Foundation is now preparing to fund two major implementation
projects.

What was the reason for focusing on e-journals?  Scholars de-
mand the multiple advantages of this emerging medium, including
reference linking, easy searching across issues and titles, and the
ability to include data sets, simulation, multimedia, and interactive
components in the published articles. In addition to flexibility and
functionality, e-journals have promised lower costs, but this goal has
remained elusive. Major journals are rarely published only in e-for-
mat, and the costs of archiving are unknown. Without trusted elec-
tronic archives, it is unlikely that e-journals can substitute for print
and serve as the copy of record, and so we have a duplicative and
even more costly system—a system we all hope is transitional.11

8 For approaches to these topics, see, for example, Granger (2002), and Cooper
and Garcia-Molina (2001).

9 See, for example, Ekman and Quandt (1999).

10 Copies of the successful proposals are available at http://www.diglib.org/
preserve/ejp.htm. See also Flecker (2001). For another perspective on the
archiving of electronic journals, see Arms (1999).

11 For data on these issues, see, for example, Born and Van Orsdel (2001), and Van
Orsdel and Born (2002).
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Of the seven Foundation-funded planning projects, the Stanford
University project proposed to develop a technology for harvesting
presentation files—the Web-based materials that publishers use to
present journal content to readers—and storing them in a highly dis-
tributed system called LOCKSS, (Lots Of Copies Keeps Stuff Safe).
Five projects engaged in planning for the capture of publishers’
source files, including high quality images and text that is encoded
in the standard generalized markup language (SGML) or the extensi-
ble markup language (XML).12 Three of these explored a publisher-
based approach: Harvard worked with Wiley, Blackwell, and the
University of Chicago Press; the University of Pennsylvania worked
with the Oxford and Cambridge University presses; and Yale part-
nered with Elsevier. The two other projects took a discipline-based
approach: Cornell focused on journals in agriculture, and the New
York Public Library focused on e-journals in the performing arts. In
the seventh project, the Massachusetts Institute of Technology ex-
plored the issues involved in archiving what it saw as a new class of
periodical publication made possible by the digital medium—publi-
cations that it referred to as “dynamic e-journals.” These publications
included CogNET and Columbia International Affairs Online
(CIAO).13

When inviting proposals for these projects, the Foundation asked
applicants to focus on a rather complicated set of objectives. They
were asked to:
• identify publishers with which to work and to begin to develop

specific agreements regarding archival rights and responsibilities
• specify the technical architecture for the archive, perhaps using a

prototype system
• formulate an acquisitions and growth plan
• articulate access policies
• develop methodologies to be used to validate and certify the re-

pository as a trusted archive
• design an organizational model, including staffing requirements

and the long-term funding options, that could be tested and eval-
uated during a setup phase

These were ambitious goals, and the outcomes that the Founda-
tion trustees expected were equally ambitious. They hoped that lead-
ing research institutions, in partnership with specific publishers,

12 In what follows, I distinguish two approaches to archiving: one that focuses on
the capture of presentation files; the other that focuses on source file capture.
Dale Flecker of Harvard University points out, in a personal communication
dated May 30, 2002, that for many publishers, SGML or XML files are not really
source files, but are among a variety of derivative files that are generated during
the publication process. Referring to a “source file approach” to electronic journal
archiving thus may be inaccurate from at least one perspective. I have
nevertheless retained the label because the intent of this group of planning
projects was to identify and capture files that would serve both publishers and
archives as an authoritative source from which e-journal content could be reliably
disseminated to a reader as the technology for representation and display
changed over time.

13 See http://www.cognet.org/ and http://www.ciaonet.org/.
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would develop and share detailed understandings of the require-
ments for setting up and implementing trustworthy archives for
electronic journals; that enabling technology would be developed to
facilitate the archiving process; and that plans would be developed
as competitive proposals designed to secure funding for the imple-
mentation and operation of electronic journal archives.

The planning period has come to an end, and much has been ac-
complished. In this paper, I cannot analyze how each of the projects
succeeded or failed in meeting the ambitious goals and expectations
set for them.14 Instead, I would summarize the findings by noting,
first, that archiving now seems technically feasible using different
approaches: the capture of Web-based presentation files using
LOCKSS and the capture of source files. Second, participating pub-
lishers have come to view archiving their journals as a competitive
advantage. Third, there is an increasingly shared understanding that
an e-journal archive should aim to make it possible to regard e-jour-
nals as publications of record and to persuade publishers and librar-
ies to consider abandoning print. There were other key results, some
of them unexpected. I now turn to a discussion of the most impor-
tant of these, which relate to the economics and organization of digi-
tal preservation.

The Political Economy of Public Goods

In trying to devise next steps, the project teams ran smack into some
of the classic problems of the political economy of public goods—
questions that Robert Frost explored in a much more elegant and art-
ful way. What are the incentives for individuals and institutions to
participate in the provision of a good from which others cannot be
readily excluded from enjoying the benefit? What are the organiza-
tional options? What are sustainable funding plans?

The Task Force on Archiving of Digital Information argued that
the value of digital information rests in what it contributes to our
cultural memory. Because cultural memory is a public good, it fol-
lows that insuring against the possible loss of such memory by the
archiving of digital information would also be a public good. The
joint economic interest of publishers, authors, and the scholarly com-
munity in electronic journals as intellectual property is reason to sug-
gest that archiving them may not be a public good in the strictest
sense of the term. Still, the archiving of digital information has special
properties as a kind of modified public good that demands special
attention.15

14 Each of the institutions that participated in the Mellon Electronic Journal
Archiving Initiative is preparing a final report of its planning project. All reports
should be available by September 2002 at http://www.diglib.org/preserve/
ejp.htm.

15 For a strict definition of a public good, see Baden (1998: 52): “A public good is
one which, if available for anyone, is available for everyone. . . . This suggests
that the good is not easily packaged for sale, and people cannot be excluded from
its consumption. In other words, property rights cannot be readily established for
public goods. A public good is also one whose incremental use does not reduce,
subtract, or consume it.”
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To understand these properties, let us examine the proposition
that archiving is insurance against the loss of information. Is ar-
chiving really like insurance, in the sense of life or fire insurance?
Would a business model for archiving based on an insurance model
induce people to take on responsibility for archiving? If you have fire
insurance and your house burns down, you are protected. If you
have life insurance and you die, your heirs benefit. There is an econ-
omy in these kinds of insurance that induces you to buy. If you fail to
buy, you are simply out of luck; you are excluded from the benefits.
Unfortunately, the insurance model for archiving is imperfect, be-
cause insurance against the loss of information does not enforce the
exclusion principle.16

A special property of archiving is that if one invests in preserv-
ing a body of information and that information is eventually lost to
others who did not take out the insurance policy, the others are not
excluded from the benefits, because the information still survives.
Because free riding is so easy, there is little economic incentive to
take on the problem of digital preservation, and this partly explains
why there has been so little archive building other than that funded
by governments. Potential investors conclude that “it would be bet-
ter for me if someone else paid to solve the archiving problem.” In
fact, one of the defining features of a public good—and think here of
other public goods such as parks or a national defense system—is
that it is difficult and costly to exclude beneficiaries.

The Tragedy of the Commons

Given the huge free-riding problem associated with the maintenance
of public goods, what are the alternatives? Reflecting in part on this
problem, Garrett Hardin in an influential article entitled “The Trage-
dy of the Commons,” despaired of solutions. “Ruin,” he wrote, “is
the destination toward which all men rush, each pursuing his own
interest in a society that believes in the freedom of the commons.
Freedom in a commons brings ruin to all” (1968, 1244). Hardin ech-
oed Thomas Hobbes, who lamented the state of nature, a commons
in which people pursue their own self-interest and lead lives that are
“solitary, poore, nasty, brutish, and short” ([1651] 1934, 65). Remem-
ber the state-of-nature allusion in the Frost parable about preserving
a common resource? To the narrator, the neighbor seems “like an
old-stone savage armed.”

Focused on preserving digital information in 1996, the Task
Force on Digital Archiving echoed both Hobbes and Hardin in writ-

16 There is a substantial literature on the economics of various types of insurance,
which is broadly defined as a mechanism that “mitigates against the influence of
uncertainty” (McCall 1987: 868). For analyses of the problems in creating markets
for insurance, see, for example, Arrow (1963), Pauly (1968), Ehrlich and Becker
(1972), and Hirshleifer and Riley (1979).

There may be great utility in viewing digital preservation in terms of the business
of insurance with its apparatus of risk management and underwriting. Some
preliminary and promising applications of the economics of insurance to the
problems of digital archiving include Lawrence (1999) and Kenney (2002).
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ing that “rapid changes in the means of recording information, in
formats for storage, in operating systems, and in application technol-
ogies threaten to make the life of information in the digital age ‘nas-
ty, brutish, and short’”(Waters and Garrett 1996, 2). One of Hardin’s
solutions to the tragedy of the commons was, like Hobbes’s, to rely
on the leviathan—the coercive power of the government. Certainly,
protection of the common good in the archiving of digital informa-
tion could be achieved by massive government support, perhaps in
combination with philanthropy.

Given these considerations of public goods economics, it is no
accident that so many of the existing archiving projects are govern-
ment funded, and it may be that some forms of archiving can be
achieved only through a business model that is wholly dependent on
government or philanthropic support. Several national governments,
including our own through the agency of the Library of Congress,
are exploring the power of copyright deposit and other mechanisms
for developing digital archives. The National Archives and Records
Administration is financing major archiving research projects with
the San Diego Supercomputer Center and other organizations. Brew-
ster Kahle’s Internet Archive, which has been collecting and storing
periodic snapshots of the publicly accessible Web, is an extraordinary
example of philanthropic investment in digital archiving by someone
who made his fortune in the development of supercomputers.17

Hardin’s other solution to the tragedy of the commons was to
encourage its privatization, trusting in the power of the market to
optimize behavior and preserve the public good. It is not unreason-
able to view congressional extensions of copyright and other mea-
sures to protect the rights of owners as efforts to privatize intellectual
property and entrust its preservation to the self-interest of owners.18

Advocates of author self-archiving articulate a similar trust of self-
interest in the service of the public good.19 Moreover, in the digital
realm, as with other forms of information, the passions and interests
of what Edward Tenner has called “freelance selectors and preserv-
ers” will almost surely result in valuable collections of record (2002,
66). Just as government and philanthropy undoubtedly have a role in
digital archiving, so too will private self-interest. In fact, the Task
Force report suggested that the first (but not last) line of defense in
digital archiving rests with creators, providers, and owners.

Organizational Options

Government control and private interest, however, are unlikely to be
sufficient, or even appropriate in many cases, for preserving the pub-
lic good in digital archiving. Moreover, substantial experimental and

17 See http://www.archive.org/.

18 Whether such extensions are good public policy is the subject of vigorous
debate. See, for example, Lessig (2001) and Vaidhyanathan (2001).

19 See, for example, Harnad (2001).
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field research in the political economy of public goods has shown
Hardin’s pessimism about the prospects of maintaining public goods
to be unwarranted. Case after case compiled since Hardin published
in 1968 demonstrates that groups of people with a common interest
in a shared resource will draw on trust, reciprocity, and reputation to
devise and agree upon rules for and the means of financing the pres-
ervation of the resource.20 The projects that Mellon funded provide
seven more case studies with similar prospects for e-journal archiving.

The Mellon Foundation will undoubtedly continue to pursue its
long-standing philanthropic interest in the preservation of the cultur-
al record as a condition of excellence in higher education. At the
same time, it is looking, as it does in nearly all cases of support, for
ways to promote a self-sustaining, businesslike activity. It seeks to
foster the development of communities of mutual interest around
archiving, help legitimize archiving solutions reached within these
communities, and otherwise stimulate and facilitate community-
based archiving solutions. The premise of the Mellon e-journal
projects was that concern about the lack of solutions can be ad-
dressed only by hard-nosed discussions among stakeholders about
what kinds of division of labor and rights allocations are practical,
economical, and trustworthy.

What about publisher-based archives? The question here is not
whether preservation is in the mission of publishers. As long as their
databases are commercially viable, publishers have a strong interest
in preserving the content—either themselves or through a third par-
ty. Scholarly publishers also have an incentive to contribute in the
interests of their authors, who want their works to endure, be cited,
and serve as building blocks for knowledge. However, the concern
about the viability of publisher-based archives is whether the materi-
al is in a preservable format and can endure outside the cocoon of
the publisher’s proprietary system. One necessary ingredient in a
proof of archivability is the transfer of data out of their native home
into an external archive, and as long as publishers refuse to make
such transfers, this proof cannot be made.

The research libraries of major universities are also interested,
some say by definition, in ensuring that published materials are
maintained over the long term. With regard to the digital archiving
of electronic journals, the libraries in the Mellon projects have gener-
ated several significant technical and organizational breakthroughs.
They demonstrated that digital archiving solutions that meet the
needs of the scholarly community require at least three factors: ex-
treme sensitivity to public goods economics, dramatic efforts to take
advantage of the economies of scale inherent in the technology either
through centralization or a radical distribution of service, and very
low coordination costs in consistently and transparently managing
publisher and user relations. Meeting these requirements within ex-
isting library structures has proved elusive, but in mapping out what

20 See, for example, Ostrom (1990), Bromley (1993), Anderson and Simmons
(1993), Baden and Noonan (1998), and Ostrom (1999).
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these requirements are, some of the most imaginative minds working
in libraries today have blazed trails in the Mellon-sponsored projects
and demonstrated what solutions are likely to succeed in the next
phase of the e-journal initiative.

What Would Be the Economic Model?

One of the surprising findings that the Mellon Foundation has made
in monitoring these projects is that new organizations are likely go-
ing to be necessary to act in the broad interest of the scholarly com-
munity and to mediate the interests of libraries and publishers. But if
some new archival organization (or organizations) were created to
perform the preservation function, what rights and privileges would
they need to be able to sustain the e-journal content? Can ways be
found to apply the exclusion principle in such a manner that it cre-
ates an economy for digital archiving—a scarcity that publishers and
libraries are willing to pay to overcome and that would support the
larger public good? Put another way, what kinds of exclusive bene-
fits can be defined to induce parties to act in the public good and in-
vest in digital archiving?

Access is the key. Over and over again, we have found that one
special privilege that would likely induce investment in digital ar-
chiving would be for the archive to bundle specific and limited
forms of access with its larger and primary responsibility for preser-
vation. User access in some form is needed in any case for an archive
to certify that its content is viable. But extended and complicated
forms of access not only add to the costs of archiving, they also make
publishers very nervous that the archives will in effect compete for
their core business. As a result, the Foundation is now looking to
support models of archival access that serve the public good but that
do not threaten the publishers’ business.

Secondary, noncompeting uses might include aggregating a
broad range of journals in the archive—a number of publications
larger than any single publisher could amass—for data mining and
reflecting the search results to individual publishers’ sites. Another
kind of limited, secondary use might be based on direct access to the
content with “moving walls” of the kind pioneered in JSTOR.21

Much work needs to be done to sort out what the right access model
might be, but it is clear that so-called “dark” archives, in which a
publisher can claim the benefit of preservation but yields no rights of
access, do not serve the public good. They serve only the publisher,
and the Foundation is not willing to support such archives.

Archiving requires agreements. The basic value proposition for dig-
ital archiving that has thus emerged from these projects is this: Pub-
lishers would bear the costs of transferring their content in an ar-
chivable form to a trusted archive and allow a limited but significant
form of access or secondary use as part of the archiving process. Uni-

21 See http://www.jstor.org/about/movingwall.html.
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versities and colleges, through their libraries, would pay for the costs
of preservation in exchange for a specific but limited form of access;
those who do not contribute do not get the access. Given this form of
participation by publishers and universities, e-journal archives
would maintain the content over time. This bargain would have to
be cemented organizationally and legally in the form of appropriate
licenses that define in detail what content is archived, the responsi-
bilities of the parties, and the conditions of use.

Priming the Pump

To prime the pump for such self-sustaining, community-based solu-
tions for the archiving of scholarly electronic journals, the Founda-
tion is now focused on developing support for the two approaches
explored in the planning process just concluded, namely, preserving
presentation files using LOCKSS and preserving source files.

Preserving presentation files with LOCKSS. In the LOCKSS system,
a low-cost Web crawler is used for systematically capturing presenta-
tion files. Publishers allow the files to be copied and stored in Web
caches that are widely distributed but highly protected. The caches
communicate with each other through a secure protocol, checking
each other to see whether files are damaged or lost and repairing any
damage that occurs. Caching institutions have the right to display
requested files to those who are licensed to access them if the pub-
lisher’s site is unavailable and to provide the local licensed commu-
nity the ability to search the aggregated files collected in the institu-
tional cache.

During the next phase of development, the key issues for the
LOCKSS system are to separate the underlying technology from its
application as an e-journal archiving tool; explore ways of ensuring
the completeness and quality of e-journal content on acquisition and
of managing the content as bibliographic entities rather than simply
as Web-addressed files; expand the coverage of journals; maintain
the LOCKSS software; and identify strategies for migrating the e-
journal content. To help undertake and finance these tasks, Stanford
has identified a variety of partners and is planning the development
of a LOCKSS consortium.

Preserving source files. The source file capture approach requires
that publishers be able to present, or “push,” files in a normalized
form to the e-journal archive. The question of cost in this approach
turns, at least initially, on how many output formats a publisher
must produce and how many an archive must support from different
publishers. During the course of its project, Harvard commissioned a
consultant’s report to determine the feasibility of developing a stan-
dard archival interchange document type definition (DTD) that
would dramatically reduce this complexity (Inera 2001). The report
suggests that it is possible to produce such a DTD without reducing
content to the lowest common denominator, sacrificing substantial
functionality and appearance, or avoiding attention to extended
character sets, mathematical symbols, tables, and other features of
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online documents. The planning projects also made significant
progress in specifying both the tools needed to transfer, or “ingest,”
e-journal content into the archive and a workflow for managing con-
tent quality control. License agreements were also outlined that be-
gan to converge on the concepts of “moving walls” and other limited
rights of user access.

What are the next steps for developing the source file capture
approach? The cost and scale of archiving source files suggest the
need for a coordinated and collaborative approach for shaping the
agreements with publishers, developing the underlying archival re-
pository, and creating operational procedures for transferring con-
tent from publisher to archive. One approach that the Foundation is
considering would be to channel the expertise and energy developed
in these projects through a not-for-profit entity that is either part of
JSTOR or related to it. Such an entity would be expected to assume
archiving responsibility for a substantial subset of the electronic jour-
nal literature for the academic community and would require invest-
ment by the university community to obtain the benefits of second-
ary access rights that the archive would provide and that would not
compete with the core business of the publishers. This is not to say
that the business model and terms of participation that currently ex-
ist at JSTOR are a perfect fit for electronic archiving, but rather that a
lean, entrepreneurial, mission-driven organization such as JSTOR,
which is positioned at the nexus of publishers, libraries, and schol-
ars, is well situated to take the development of the archive to the
next step.22 As the new organization begins to take shape, the Foun-
dation expects to involve the participants from the planning projects,
to incorporate the specific breakthroughs each participant has made,
and to think about the specific models of access and cost recovery
that would be necessary to preserve and sustain electronic journal
content for the common good of the scholarly community.

These two approaches are very different. Although experience
might later tell us that one approach is better suited than the other
for certain kinds of materials, it would not be useful now to think of
them as competing approaches. We have to get used to the idea that
overlapping and redundant archiving solutions under the control of
different organizations with different interests and motives in collect-
ing offer the best hope for preserving digital materials. We currently
have no operating archives for electronic journals. It would be unwise
at the outset to expect that only one approach would be sufficient.

Moreover, these different approaches suggest a natural layering
of functions and interfaces from the repository layer to access servic-
es. Given such points of interaction, specialization and division of
labor are possible that could result in real economies. If there are
economies of scale in the LOCKSS system, for example, some func-
tions could be more centralized in what was conceived as a highly

22 JSTOR has developed significant expertise in the archiving of electronic
journals that could be greatly leveraged. See Guthrie (2001). For a further account
of JSTOR’s archiving activities, see the presentation by Eileen Fenton at http://
www.jstor.org/about/e.archive.ppt.
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decentralized system. Conversely, source file capture could make
greater use of distributed storage. Possibilities exist for even further
development. Files aggregated in the archives across publishers
could serve secondary abstract and indexing publishers as a single
source, not only saving them from going to each and every publisher
for the texts to index but also enabling them to use computational
linguistic and other modern techniques to improve their products.
Source files might also be “born archival” at the publisher and de-
posited in the archive, from which they might then serve as the mas-
ters for the derivative published files that the publisher creates for its
different markets. These latter possibilities are not likely to emerge
immediately, mainly because they would require intense negotiation
among the interested parties;  however, they are suggestive of how a
thoughtful, entrepreneurial, community-based approach to ar-
chiving might add incremental improvements that would actually
lead to more dramatic transformations of the system of scholarly
communications.

Broader Context and Conclusions

The approaches to e-journal archiving that the Foundation and its
partners are now considering would have to be formulated in the
context of a much broader array of solutions for the archiving of dig-
ital information. An especially important part of this larger context is
the development of local institutional archives for the variety of
scholarly digital materials that members of each college or university
community create but have little means of maintaining over time.
The basis for what appears in scholarly journals will undoubtedly be
found in data sets and other supporting materials at the authors’
home institutions. In addition, a range of archival solutions needs to
be developed for the much broader array of digital content in the
form of newspapers, popular periodicals, music, video, scientific
data sets, and other digital content that the cultural and scholarly
community deems important for long-term preservation.

Another element in the larger context, and a critical impediment
for digital archiving that arises again and again, is the legal regime
governing intellectual property. There is now considerable confusion
among policy makers in the United States about how the protections
that have been afforded to owners of intellectual property in the dig-
ital age should serve to advance the higher goal established in the
U.S. Constitution of promoting “the progress of science and useful
arts.”23  For print materials, special exemptions have been built into
the copyright law for preservation activities.24  It may be too early to
formulate specific exemptions that would apply to digital informa-
tion. However, instead of waiting indefinitely for the policy confu-
sion to be resolved, one step forward may be to begin to articulate

23 U.S. Constitution, Article 1, Section 8, Clause 8.

24 U.S. Code, Title 17, Section 108.
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“safe harbor” principles about intellectual property rights that could
form the basis of digital archiving agreements among interested par-
ties. In building JSTOR and ArtSTOR, the Foundation has found that
content owners are much more comfortable with agreements that
limit uses of intellectual property to not-for-profit educational pur-
poses than they are with agreements that leave open the possibility
of creating competing commercial profit-making access to the prop-
erty. Lawrence Lessig has also recently argued for the utility of the
distinction between not-for-profit educational uses and other kinds
of uses of intellectual property (2001, 249-261). Because educational
use is certainly consistent with the Constitutional mandate for intel-
lectual property law in the United States to promote “the progress of
science and useful arts,” perhaps it is time to build a safe-harbor
framework for digital archiving on just such a distinction.

It is on this point that we come back to Robert Frost’s preserva-
tion parable. I suggested earlier that what makes good neighbors
may not be simply a boundary. Rather what makes good neighbors
is the very act of keeping good the common resource between
them—the act of making and taking the time together to preserve
and mend the resource. So too it is with digital archiving.

In the context of an array of factors relating to many kinds of
digital materials, the lessons of the Mellon planning projects are
clear. Relevant stakeholders—scholars, publishers, and research li-
braries—can frame the archiving problem very concretely as a prob-
lem of technical, organizational, and economic development. Two
options are being actively explored as a result. The first, LOCKSS,
appears to be a relatively inexpensive solution, but caution is needed
because the system may not be capturing files in the best long-term
format. The second option, source file capture, is likely to be more
expensive but promises to support the most durable archive. Framed
in this way, using a variety of approaches, digital archiving, for elec-
tronic journals at least, seems achievable as what one might call a
modified public good.

There are many dimensions to the good to be achieved, but two
merit special mentioning. On the one hand, there is the joining to-
gether by scholars and the agents of education—universities, librar-
ies, scholarly societies, and publishers—in serving the common inter-
est of future scholarship by keeping good, or preserving, the digital
resources now being created. On the other hand, there is the research
and learning thereby made possible, which are the indelible marks of
a good scholar. In other words, good archives make good scholars. If
we accept the proposition that a free society depends on an educated
citizenry, it is not a great leap of logic to conclude further that good
archives make good citizens.
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