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Introduction. Attending this particular MARAC conference marks for me a significant milestone. In the fall of 1973, nearly forty years ago, I gave my first conference presentation at the MARAC meeting in Baltimore. I never thought then that I would be doing the same sort of thing today, but here I am. I remember not having a clue about what I was talking about, and if any of you witnessed this debacle, I today ask your forgiveness. It's been a good ride, I think, and there is some interesting work ahead (I hope). Today, I am turning toward the home stretch, with some final projects to complete. I have had a lot of fun, especially at meetings such as this.

I start off my comments with this because I want you to imagine what the state of archival education was back in the early 1970s with what it has become today. Forty years ago we entered the field via apprenticeship, a smorgasbord of graduate courses and institutes, and cold hiring with no formal grounding in archival theory and practice. It was, essentially, a period of self-education, accomplished through independent reading, conference going, workshops, and conversation with more experienced archivists. This was a time even before SAA's Basic Manual Series (1977-1984), a time when we only had T.R. Schellenberg's two textbooks, Jenkinson's classic volume, and a few other assorted volumes. Even if one systematically read through the archival journals, it was a spotty approach to laying a foundation of archival knowledge. There were no regular archival faculty, and there was little hope that there ever would be.

In the forty years since these primitive days, a lot has happened, most of it good but some of it troubling.  There came first a growth in the number of available institutes and then a growth in the number of graduate programs, although even by the early 1980s the standard for most such programs consisted of an introductory, advanced, and field experience course (either because the profession thought that is all that was needed or because it was all the profession could manage to support). No university was pushed to offer more than this, evident in SAA endorsing this limited curriculum as the basis of its educational guidelines. Even though SAA has revised these guidelines several times, the Society's orientation has continued to be on short-term workshops and in developing minimalist guidelines that follow rather than lead the field. Meanwhile, a handful of schools have established a curriculum far exceeding anything SAA ever has endorsed or probably ever will endorse.

From Disciplinary Location to Discipline? For much of the time between the 1970s and well into the 1990s, the primary concern seemed to have been where graduate archival education should be located, disciplinarily speaking. This debate was never really resolved, although it did fade in significance and only occasionally emerges as a topic for debate. Attention shifted to building more substantial curriculum and adding a new corps of full-time, regular faculty (and the emergence of faculty committing to careers as archival educators). Emerging from this came a new form of robust archival research, represented in professional and scholarly journals as well as in monographs.  By 2000, there was more emphasis on building comprehensive education, but we did reach one crossroads after another since then. Back in the mid-1990s we started holding an SAA pre-conference on education and research, but it turned out to be but a small step in strengthening graduate archival education.

The major change has been the creation, with IMLS funding support, of the Archival Education Research Institute, now being held for the fifth time this coming summer in Austin, Texas. Bringing together both doctoral students and faculty members from around the world, the Institute is the first annual weeklong conference for the purpose of exchanging ideas about teaching, curriculum, and research. Imagine the potential of the Institute as we move from an hour-and-half Archival Educators Round Table slot at the SAA annual meeting, a professional conference that seems either increasingly apathetic or hostile to the role of graduate archival education, to an intensive week of open discussion, sharing of scholarly work, and one-on-one mentoring. Some have worried that AERI will lead to increasing distance between educators and practitioners, but most educators have practitioner backgrounds, work with local practitioners, and make the conference circuit interacting with practitioners. The greater need has been establishing and nurturing archival education in a new way that is unprecedented. Perhaps, we are beginning to see ourselves as a true discipline.

Creating A New Archival Faculty. One of the greatest tasks has been creating new faculty to teach archival studies in a variety of different kinds of schools. There was light demand for such faculty in the 1980s and early 1990s, but this changed substantially in the later 1990s. A few programs (Michigan, Pittsburgh, UCLA) emerged as major suppliers of new archival faculty, although demand seems to have continued to outpace supply. Some schools have had to have searches over a multitude of years before finding an adequate faculty member to lead a new archives program or to supplement an existing one. Some of the current schools preparing new archives faculty are not able to allow these individuals to teach, and, as a result they come into new faculty positions with considerable learning to do and substantial challenges to be overcome. It is remarkably difficult for the new faculty member to develop and offer new courses, begin participating in faculty governance, and start developing a research agenda in a fashion that will secure them tenure within half-a-dozen years. Given that it is increasingly difficult to get tenure these days, the future of graduate archival education is still tenuous despite what can appear to be tremendous strides forward. Archival faculties remain busy trying to win support both within and outside of their programs. Current doctoral students and new faculty remain remarkably ignorant of the history of their own educational endeavors, and when the generation of faculty who came from practice disappears (such as me) I wonder if such ignorance will only deepen.

The Digital Present and Future. These challenges are compounded by a number of other issues reflecting a field that is rapidly changing. Digital curation, digital stewardship, and Big Data, all softly defined but critically important terms and realities, are threatening to overwhelm graduate archival programs and their curricular agendas and research programs. How much do we shift our graduate programs to accommodate these larger issues? This is particularly concerning since so many of our students don't enter our graduate programs to focus on such areas. Instead, they come to us with an interest in old documents, artifacts, and history -- all important but not the same as the digital universe. The onus is on our educational programs to lead and prepare the students to be able to deal with the digital world in order to be well rounded and prepared archivists. The analog universe is not disappearing, but, at the same time, the digital universe cannot be ignored. The analog universe is not dramatically expanding, but the digital universe certainly is growing dramatically. Decisions, decisions, decisions.

One of the great challenges facing archival education is balancing the preparation of new archivists between the analog and digital issues. Given the limitations in the number of courses and the number of existing faculty, this is not an easy problem to resolve. Archivists need to be grounded in understanding the history of recordkeeping as well as the development of the digital technologies in our modern systems; the digitalization of analog systems may be the link between the two, but it is certainly far more than learning about tools and their application. Doing this effectively will probably require a different, more inventive curriculum than we have ever had and a stronger commitment of resources and faculty than has ever been devoted to archival studies.  New ideas are required, some of which may be gleaned from practice, but probably most will be developed by those engaged in thinking about the challenges and suggesting or codifying new approaches (much as Schellenberg shaped the ideas for his seminal books half-a-century ago). At present we have many new and exciting projects underway in digital curation or stewardship, but they have tended to be isolated examples of successes, failures, or uncertain experiments. Archival faculty, developing new teaching case studies, and their doctoral students, working on new research projects, ought to be searching for the commonalities of these projects and the keys to what makes them worth exemplifying or avoiding (although failures are possibly the best cases to learn from).

Ethics and Justice. We have an even greater challenge facing the early twenty-first century archival profession. At a time when the value of records can be traced by their deliberate concealment, destruction, forging, or alteration, we need a more intensive and radical teaching about the implications of social justice and ethics for archival work. Perhaps it is the influence of the Web and the media, but it seems as if the tampering with records and recordkeeping systems is becoming a more regular and serious problem. As a result, we need to ramp up our graduate archival education programs to prepare the new archivists to cope with such matters, even when the students don't like to consider these open-ended, often ambiguous issues. It doesn't help that the Society of American Archivists lacks a strong ethics code and, more importantly, any real commitment to using the code (fearing litigation, draining of resources, or something else). For myself, I consider archival ethics to be the most important topic in the profession today. And, as well, the importance of social justice, from truth commissions to reparations, and from memory to evidence, all as a crucial coalescing concern for archival work. In other words, we need to teach our new archivists the elements that make archives relevant in our society. This profession is not about old stuff for antiquarians, but rather it is about essential evidence for accountability and understanding both past and present.

Building Knowledge and Better Education. Our new graduate programs also need to become hubs for a new kind of relevant research by both faculty and students (primarily doctoral students). Not all that long ago, we possessed little in the way of research, our literature mostly consumed with accounts of practice (important, but not everything that we need to know or to teach about). The need for more in-depth applied research, historical analyses, and theoretical musings were occasional, but mostly ignored.  Ideas, such as that of distributed custody or citizen archivists, could emerge, but they often did so without much background analysis or research. In the late 1970s to the early 1990s, the American archival profession published multiple research agendas, but there was little infrastructure to carry out such research. Now with a corps of archival faculty and a growing number of doctoral students, we have the means to be more directed in the kinds of research we do. Graduate courses can be designed whereby master’s students can contribute to the development of detailed research studies and the creation of useful case studies. All this suggests the need for new partnerships with practitioners, archival users, and other disciplines to build a much stronger and more relevant archival research base. Whereas just a couple of decades ago we lacked even a useful historical literature, today we have a full and comprehensive literature about the history of records, archives, and archivists that is beginning to show cross-pollination and new opportunities for dialogue and collaboration.

If we need anything now, it is to birth bigger and better graduate programs. We continue to have our programs located in either history or information science programs, although with the demise of public history as a home for archival education (at least from its heyday in the 1980s) and the rise of the Information School we have a somewhat more variegated educational landscape. However, we cannot afford to stand pat or to be too confident about our future. While some of these programs have grown in scale and improved in quality, we are still functioning short of a full-scale, independent status. Why can't we have some major independent graduate programs, unless we accept that we are a small profession with limited growth potential or assume that we are not important enough to warrant such a program scale?

I have gotten all the way to this point without discussing distance education, and I am going to avoid it except to say that I do not see it as the salvation of graduate archival education. In fact, I see it as a venue that may be weakening such education and is, certainly, over-producing the number of archivists that we need and can place in positions. All I can say at this point is that the burgeoning of archival distance education is really more a part of the corporate university's intense interest in generating revenue than in producing the kinds of archival leaders and scholars that we need in the future. I am interested in long-term benefits not short-term gains (perhaps because my time remaining can only be seen as short-term). 

[bookmark: _GoBack]Conclusion: Tending to Matters at Home. For myself, except for some occasional writings and conference presentations, I have taken myself off of the national stage and opted to work to strengthen the program I reside in. In my program, we have expanded the curriculum, added faculty, strengthened the admissions requirements, and shifted the program to focus on preparing future leaders and scholars rather than entry-level practitioners. However, I am still uncertain about the stability of the foundation of our program. And, I feel that way across the field where we remain pre-occupied and self-satisfied with popularity contests such as the U.S. News and World Report rankings. Such issues ought to remind us about how much work we have left to do to strengthen the education of archivists. I figure I have until the end of this decade before I hand over the reins to new archival educators, but I am still not confident about what I am handing over. I hope my writings and my graduates will be my legacy, but I am not sure the education program will be part of this legacy.  
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