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Abst ra ct :

This art ic le e xamines th e changi ng!| andscape of movin g image archivin g
in t he wake of r ecent develo pments i nonlin e vi deoshari ng s ervi ces
such as YouTube and Google Vid eo. The most crucial changet o movi ng
image archives maynot be in r egard to the coll ecti ons th enselv es, but
rather t hesocial order that sustainscultural instit utionsi ntheir
role as the creators and s ustain ers of objectif ied cult ural c apit al .
Int hef uture, movin g image st ewar dship may no lo nger b e th e excl usiv e
provinceof instit utionssuch asarchivesandl ibrari es, and ma soon
be a cconpl is hed in part through the work of other i nterested

in di vi dual s and or gani zati ons ast heycontr ibute to anddefine

coll ecti ons. Thet echnol ogie s being built andt ested in t hec urrent
Inte rnet e nvir onment o ff er a newmodel for the reimagin ed movin g image
archive, whichf oregroundst heuser in the process of creating the
archiv e and strongly e ncourages the appropriati onof movi ngi mages for
new work s. This newa rc hety pe, whic hi n theory f unctions on

demccr atic pri ncip le's, c onsi ders movi ngi magesNal ong with most ot her

ty pes of cultural heri tage material Nto bebuildin g bl ocks of creati ve
acts or public s peech acts. One might arguet hat the latt er r epresents
a new madel for creati ngan archive; this newdenocrati ¢ archiv e

documents and facili tates soci al dis cours e.
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I nt roducti on

The quic kl y accelerati ngi ntegrati on of movin g images on the Wé in
the last year bringsus ever closer to the goal of buil dingdigit al
coll ecti ons that are r ic h in multi media, thus adding to t he
coll ecti ons of d ocuments andi mages that are al ready well -est abli shed.
Video cl ips have b ecome a central feature of many Web s it es, whic h are
ta ki ng advantage of new te chnolo gi es that make it e asier to s tr eam
hi gh-quali ty f ull-mai onvid eo. Refined streamn g capabili ti es, the
growth i n the number of househol ds with b roadband c onnect io ns, and the
strongi nterest by users t o create and share content have f uele d the
growth of Internet vid eos hari ngsit es such as YouTube and
Google Video. i

These new develo pments s uggest f asci natin g implic atio nsf or t he
cult ural herit age commnit y involved in t he work of movin g image
preservati onandaccess. Finall y, cult ural i nsti tuti ons will be able
to bri ngt her ic hes of movin g image arc hi ves to t he masses, andt o
connect their coll ecti ons with other movi ngi mage material. T hrough
vari ous meh ods, such asunionc atal ogsor meda searcht echniq ues,
li nks can be made with not only thosematerials f ound wit hin
in st it utio nal coll ecti ons, but als o the material available via the
burgeoningvid eos hari ngsit es. The mea-archive of movi ngi mages
seems to be finall y within our r each. ii

This article f ocuseson ani nteresti ng proble mthat emeagesi n the
wake o f embracin g and connecti ngwit ht hese newr esourc es. 0One must
consid er t hei mgi cati ons of t his blurring of t hel ines b etweent he

tr adit io nal archive and the new Internet movi ngi mage c ol le ct io ns t hat
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are emergi ng. WhI e the establis hed insti tuti ons and or gani zati ons
have e st abli shed processesandpractices for the management o f

coll ecti ons, andhave the tacit authori ty t o make d ecis io ns a bout s uch
thingsas acquisit ion, appraisal, andpreservation, t henewly e meging
coll ecti ons growin g exponentiall y have fe w such str uctures in placet o
shape the direction of t hecolle ction. One might posit that the latt er
re presents a newmodel f or creatin g an archive; t his new demacr at ic
archiv e documents and facili tates social di scourse by e ncouragi ng
users to s ubmit their own video creationst o bes hared by others in

th e commnit y, t o organi ze material by Otaggi ngO th emwit h keywor ds
and li nking themt o related clips, t o appropriate material fr omt he

ar chiv e th rough downlo ads and li nks to maeri al i n the archive placed
onother sit es, and last, to create addit io nal documentation of cli ps
th rough th e additi onof comrents .

This paper atte mpgs t o explore the ranif icationsof the distinction
between esta bl is hed cult ural i nsti tutionsandt henewer f ormsof
digital movi ngi mage c ol le ctio ns now emergi ng. For instit utions, does
th e appearance of these new archives force the old guard to r eexamine
and redefi net hemsel ves? If cultural i nsti tuti ons nol onger muwst er
the sameauthori ty t o curate c ol le ctionsNand by c urate | mean shape
th emt hrought heactivit ies of acquisit ion, apprais al, descri ptio n,
deaccessio ning, and all the other processesi n whic h suchi nsti tuti ons
engageNwhat is their r ol e within society and in r egard to c ul tural
heri ta ge? Are wenows eein g the ascendancy of a neworder, one in
whic h users and creators t ake a mae proactive approacht o shaping the

content and structuresof movi ngi mage coll ecti ons? Mae
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pragmati call y, d oes the average user understandor evenc are about the
di ff erence b et weent he OarchiveOas such, and ot her formal

coll ecti ons?

Movi ng | mage Archives and the Social Order

Int hedigit al age, movi ngi mage p re servati onc onti nuest o evol ve
beyondi ts ori ginsi n the care of analog mai onpicture andvid eo
medi a. As more and mae movin g images are created, dis tr ib uted, and
mantainedi n digital form, movi ngi mage archiv es wil | nol onger mac h
th e st er eoty pi cal image many of us haveof stacksof rusty cans and
boxes fi Il ed wit h quic kil y decomposin gf il msandv id eos in need of
salv ation. | nstead, the movingi mage archivist of t het wenty-fi rst
century will f ace the evengreater c hal le nge of managin g enor maus
coll ecti ons of digit al f il es, containing dozensof formats (most of
th emo bsol ete) andr esid ing in networks mai ntai ned far fr omt he
ar chiv is tOs actu al | ocatio n. While many of to dayOs archivis ts are
preoccupie d with t hepreservation andr estorati onof individual titles
(s omewhat |i ke c onservators tr eati ng works of art or in divi dual
volu mes) , to mar owOsarc hivists will be much mae c oncerned wit h the
management o f component part s of t he work t hat may in f act ber eused
in other works (Besser, 2001).

Given th e changes th at movin g image arc hivi sts will f ace in t heir
dail y work, it i s not surpri singt hat many in t he profe ssion are
preoccupie d with t het echnic al c hall enges a cconpanyin g th e tr ansi ti on
fr omanalog to digit al. Few archivists have givens imil ar

consid eration to t hesocial implic ations of t his evolution. As digital
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vi deo formats are now well on their wayt o becomingt he pri may mediu m
for movi ngi mage c onte nt, the in formati ondis ci pl in es are j ust

begi nnin g to assess the impact of thesedigit al nedia on the primary
functi ons of cultural heri tagei nsti tutions. | niti ally, weare most

li kely t o recogniz e that digit al media improvest heaccessi bili ty of
cult ural material;, t hepotenti al f or demccratiz ation of access, and

th rough th at d enocrati zati on process, f acil it atin g the appropri ation
of cultural maeri al f or c onsumgi on and creati onof new works. All

of t heset rends tendt o occupyt hewrit ers and thin kers a bout dig it al
medi a.

Weals 0 extol the benefi ts of digital media f or f acil it ating the
devel opment of s ocial networks. Vir tual comnunit ie s buil d around
commnpoints of i nterest, both for work and leis ure acti viti es, using
tools ranging fr omele ctronic mal and newsgroupst o webl ogs to
vi rt ual gaming e nvir onments. | n some ways, it i s inevit able that
soci al network s should e xtend into t he work of cult ural i nsti tuti ons,
ast hey havei nfil tr atedother i nsti tutions ( such as education and
govern ment ).

Yet, when wec onsi der digital media andi ts surroundingc ulture f or
it s potential to providenewmethods for preservingandextendingt he
lo ngevit y of our cultural record, theprobl ems surr oundin g di gi ta |
preservati ons eemto overwhelmt he potential benefi ts. Whl e digital
medi a hold s th e promis e of c onparati vely unli mite d st or age pote ntia |
and ease of maki ngc opies of material, the is sues of format
obsole scence, authenti city, integrit y, scal abil it y, and e conomic

incentivesf or providingpreservationservices weigh downt he
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communit y in ¢ onpl ex ¢ hall enges (Harvey, 2005). WHhl e th ese proble ms
faced by cultural instit utions, corporati ons, g over nments, and ot her
or gani zati ons demand much attention andr esources as wes earch for

solu ti ons, i ndivid uals andf aml ies als o share th ese concer ns a bout
preservi ngmaterial (Bergeron, 2002). The soluti ons mwt b e scal able
both upwardst o accomnodate the largest, most c onpl ex c ol le ctio ns, and

downwards to collectionsof individuals and smdl er r eposit orie s.

Movin g image archivists f ully engaged in t heprocess of man tainin g
digital objects will i nfact be reinventi ngt hemsel ves, r el in quis hi ng
one archetypeNi. e., cust odian of p hysic al o bj ects Nfor a nother. While
it i s truet hat they wil | continuet of ulfi I t heir c usto di al
obli gati ons asr equired of t heir positi onsNwhet her th ose obje cts be
le gacy material or digit al material, many actions, suchas acquisit ion
and preservati onof maeri als, may b ecomel ess vi si bl e and re quir e
le ss contact wit h creators andusers ast hese processes are a ut omat ed
and regulated. As instit utionall y-basedc olle ctionsi ntermingle wit h
user-built collections, those stewardship activit ies that definedt he
identi ti esof archives, li braries, and museuns may nol onger bes een
ast heunique realmof cultural instituti ons. Thus, the curatori al or
ar chiv al authori ty wit h whic h cult ural heri tagei nsti tuti ons are
in vest ed may d iminis h to t he poi nt where soci ety may questi ont he n eed
for suchentit ies to performs uch work.

The above st at ement may seema r adic al suggesti on, particularly as

user-bui lt movin g image coll ecti ons are sti Il i ntheir infancy and do
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not really t hreaten the primacy of e stablis hed cult ural i nsti tuti ons
as of yet. It i s wort hwhi le, however, to e xaminet he nature of movin g
image archives andt he p henomenon of user-built arc hives mae c lo sely .
Doest he newmodel of the digital movin g image archive madi fy t he
essential role andf unctionsof the arc hive, and therefore of moving
image archivis ts t hemsel ves? That question |li esat the heart of t his

di scussi on.

Cul tural Heritage Institutions and the Stewardship of Moving
| mges

Asart ic ul ated a bove, the most cruci al changet o movi ngi mage
archiv es wil | not necessaril y bei nregard to t hec ol le ctions
th emselv es, but rathert o the soci al order that sustains cult ural
instit utions. Movi ngi mage s te ward ship may nol onger bet he e xclu si ve
provinceof instit utionssuch asarchivesandl ibrari es, and ma soon
be acconplis hed in | argepart throught hework of other i nterested
in di vi dual s and or gani zati ons. Creators, whether t hey are
in di vi dual s, organiz atio ns, or c orporations, are bound to b ecome mae
directly i nvolved in herit age acti vities ast hey contri bute mat eria l
to network s and cr eate t heir owna rc hiv es. iii

In our current world vi ew, society relies largely uponc ultural
heri tagei nsti tuti ons to s el ect whic hmaterial is most wort hy o f
expendin g li mited resources oni ts care. | n the new madel bein g
consid ered, selection for accessio ni ng becomes le ssr el evant as
coll ecti ons of signi fi cance may not ever offi cially enteri nto an

in stit utionBbs care i nthe fi rst pl ace; rather, selection of which
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coll ecti ons to | ink to becomes more important. Thei ndivid ual
creators (ort henetwork where t he c ontent resi des) may be the sole
possessors of movi ngi mage material, and tr ansfer of maeri al t o
in stit utio nal cust ody may not occur. The acti ons of creators or
servic e provid ers to perpetuate or destroy maeri al of value (eit her
consci ously or t hrough b enign neglect) will determinet hes hape a nd
scope of cultural heri tagei n the decadest o come iv

Int hedis tr ibuted e nvir onment of thel nternet, preservation effort s
may bedif fuseanddisjointed, r eliant upona multi tudeof indivi dual s
and or gani zati ons that may not be coordin at ed wit h one anot her. Can
preservati onexi st i n an e nvir onment where the responsi bili ty f or
preservati oni s distri bute d anong meny people and organiz atio ns r at her
thanbeingt hepurviewof a select number of instit utions? We have
not yet buil t ani nfrastructure or mentalit y of preservation anong
creators, thuspreservation ast hef ield curr entl y concei ves it would

be quite dif fi cult

It i s wort hwhile t o examn e briefl y thet raditi onal r ol e of cultural
instit utionsandhowsociety confers upon themthe power to preserve
and provid e accesst o cult ural herit age. By understanding their
powers, wemay b e bett er able to analyze how st ewardship in t he
digital doman may b e tr ansf or med.

The Wéb offers t heopportunity f or i ndividuals with digit al movi ng
image maeri al t o buil d and mantain their own coll ecti ons, ands hare
th emwit h whomever t hey choose. T hese acti viti es, tr adit ionall y the

purview of cultural instit utions ( archi ves, museums, and li brarie s),
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are nol onger the excl usive doman of a f ewr ecogni zed or gani zati ons.

The advent of movi ngi mages ont he Web with t he c oncurr ent develo pment
of vid eo-shari ngs ervi ces, off er a new avenuef or stori ngandmanagin g
such material, onewhichbypasses thet raditi onal r oute of preservi ng

such material withinarchives, | ibraries, museums, and ot her ty pes of

heri tagei nsti tuti ons.

The cult ure heri tageprofession, of which moving image archiv in g
forms a part , is i n factreliant upona social contract i n whic h
instit utionsare createdandsustained to performparti cular ty pes of
cult ural work, i .e., t hei dentif ic ation, coll ecti on, descri ption, and
sust enance of cult urally signifi cant obje cts.vOne mig ht assert th at
such i nsti tuti ons have b een imbuedwith t heauthori ty t o control this
work , and th at many of t heir practic es are actually desig ned to k eep
ot her Ounquali fi edO in di vi dual s and insti tuti ons fr omp er fo rmin g th e
samework (Cri mp, 1993; Douglas, 1986). The degreeof control over
cert ain ty pes of work, such aspreservati onor distri buti onof the
work , may bet enmpered by other variables suchas it s copyri ght st atus
(i n whic h case, the authorit y of t he owner tr umpst hat of t hecultural
instit ution). Preservation is a particularly i mprtant f unction of
the cult ural herit age instit ution, asi t is wheret heauthority of the
curator or archivisti s invoked to determine the value of an object or
coll ecti onandall ocate resources toward it s care b ased o n th at

valu ation. The concept of valueals obears f urther i nvesti gati on.
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Preservati on and Val ue

Ore may summnariz e the central tenet of preservati on most si mgy i n
the foll owin g st at ement: Wep reservewhat is of value. Yet, who
dete rminest hevalueof cult ural objects? And what d o wemean when we
use the termOvalu e0? While t hel atter question is certainly b roader
thanc ould b e addressed adequately here, | would |li ket o offer the
defi niti onof valu e suggested by Randal| Mason, who r econmmends th at
the cult ural herit age commnit y use thet ermin t hef ol lo wing s ense:
Oin reference to t hequali ti esandc haracteri stics seeni n things, in
part ic ul ar t he p osit iv e characteri stics ( actual andp otenti al )O
(Mason, 2002, p. 7). This defi niti on assumes that valuei s extr insic
to t hecultural object, bein g produced solely Oout of the interaction
of an arti fact andi ts contexts; t heydon()temenate f romthe arti fact
it self O (Mason, 2002, p. 8). | n si mpgest terms, what this definit ion
esta bl is hes is t hat value is entir elya construct, and one must Obuy
into O a part ic ul ar s yste m of v al uati on before f indings omethingt o be
of v al ue.

Returning to t hef ir st question, who determinest hevalueof a
cult ural object? With t heabovedefiniti on, a seemn gly sensib le
deri vati onwould be that anybody or any c ommuity c ould d esig nate
someghing to be of value. | f one accepts t his proposit ion, i t is t hen
possib le t hat someone coul d assigna value to an object t hat may bei n
direct opposit ion to t hev al uei mpsed by a noth er individ ual or g roup.
The concept of extri nsic valueall owsf or multi pl e defi niti ons of
value for a cult ural object; cultural herit age is mul ti vale nt Nany

number of valuescanbe ascribedt o an obje ct s imul ta neousl .
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Yet, it is oft ent hec ase that onet ype of value is f oregrounded, on
the basis of t hej udgment of oneparticular set of expert s or
auth orit ies. Thus, while an object might have s piri tual valuei n one
communit y, i ts aesthetic, economc , or scientif ic v al ue might overr id e
the consid eration of i ts spiri tual v alu e. Often, i t is stakehold ers
with power t hat establis h value, dif ferenti atin g anong a mut it ude of
obje ct s to s epar at e th e permanent fr omth e ephemeaal accordin g to
their defi niti ons. Usuall y, t hese stakehol ders f unction aspart of a
larger i nsti tuti onupon whic h has been granted the authorit y to
establis h value. AsPearce notes, Oln the madern state t he o perati on
of power i s li nkedwit h a range of discipli nary and s urveil lance
procedur es whi ch d rawa—on k nowledge in all i ts att ri butes, i ncludi ng
th e develo pment of t he necessary i nstit utionsandt echnol ogie s. We
see fr omt his that not merely reli gion or moral c odesbut als o
scie ntif ic k nowledge, the operation of human re ason, and al/l/ valu e
judgments are to be seensimply asstrategiesof power, as ways of not
perceivingr eali ty, but of creating social relati onships [i tali cs
added] O (Pearce, 1992, p. 231). In many ways, cultural instit utions
are arti culati ons of parti cular worl dvi ews of c ertain s egments of
soci ety. Commui ti es, part icularly t hose in t hedevel opedworld, rely
upont rustedcultural instit utionst operformt het ask of cultural
heri tagevaluati onf or us. These insti tuti ons are often the cult ural
enti ti es wit h whic h weare f aml iar, i. e., li braries, archives, and
mweuns. T hey al so may be other ty pesof forces s uch ast he market,
whic h dete rmin es e conomic valu e of c ult ural objects, or r eligio us

in stit utions, whic h desi gnate cert ai no bj ects wit h sacredv al ue.
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Movi ng | mages as Cultural Capital

Whken d is cussin g is sues surroundingv aluation, i t is parti cularl y
help ful to c onsi der the related concept of capital. Ore might assert
that cultural heri tagei s a formof capit al t hat can be a ccunul at ed,
shar ed, tr ansf erred, a nd o th er wise mani pula te d by b ot h in di vi dual s and
instit utions, and that t hecontr ol of signi fi cant a maunts of cult ural
capital confers a cert ain power to t he possessor. Soci ol ogist Pierre
Bourdieufir st articulatedt heconcept of cultural capital in Cultural
Repr oducti onand Social Reproducti on (1973), and later refi ned the
concept in his e ssay OThe Forms of CapitalO (1986). | n the latt er
work , Bourdieudefinest hreet ypesof cultural capital: embodi ed,
in stit utionali zed, ando bjecti fi ed. Individuals may enbody c ul tural
capi tal through develo pment of what Bourdie u call s Olong-la stin g
di sposit ions of the mind andb ody, O neaningt hat through the process
of enculturati on, individuals in a particular group( often a
soci oeconomic cl ass) acquire ands ustain a body of cult ural k nowl edge
and part icular preferencesi n art, | iterature, and ot her aspects of
cult ure. A personOsparti cular embodie d cult ural c apit al i s known as
hi s or her habit us.

WHhI e embodiedc ultural capital is often tr ansmit te d within t he
fa mily e nvir onment, instit utio nali zedc apit al i s tr ansmit te d th ro ugh
school s, universit ies, andother educatin g bodies. Persons who
possess in stit utio nali zed cult ural c apital have b een Oacademicall y
sancti oned by le gall y guarante ed q ual if ic atio nsO; i .e. t hey have an

earnedd egree or certi fi cati ont hat grants thema parti cular status,
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and separates themf rom practi ti onerswhodo not havet he

qual if ic ations. Thus, society hasestablis hed a meh od to separate

th e physicians f romthe quacks, and the professors fr omt he ard ent

amat eurs . One may al so apply t his concept of instit utio nali zed

cult ural capit al t o the instit utions thenselves, associety t endst o
recogniz e those cult ural i nsti tuti onst hat have aff il iati ons with

accr edit in g bodies. Examde s of t hese bodiesi n the cult ural herit age
area mig ht i ncludet he Ameai can Associati onof Mueuns or t he

Inte rn at io nal Federati onof Film Arc hiv es.

Cult ural i nsti tuti ons invest i n objecti fi edcultural capital, t he
thir d ty peof cult ural c apit al t hat Bourdie u desi gnated. |t
encompasses coll ecti ons of cultural goods, including all ty pes of art ,
arti facts, books, and archives, all of whic h contain the tr acesor
real iz ations of human endeavor. Movingi mages reside wit hin this
real mof objecti fi edcultural capital (Bourdieu, 1986). Accordingt o
Bour di eu, the meh od by whic h soci ety r ecogni zes such o bj ects as
havingvalueas woks of art, i. e., as havings ymboli ¢ value, i nclu des
not only r ecogniti onof the arti sts themsel ves, but als o th ose who
coll ect, analy ze, and ot herwis e perf ormactio ns u pon th ose
coll ecti ons.

Given that works of art exist as s ymbolic objects only if
they are k nownandr ecogni zed, t hat is, sociall y instit uted
asworks of art and receivedby spectators capabl e of
knowin g and re cogniz ing themas such, thesociologyof art
and li terature hast o takeas it s object not only t he

mae ri al production but alsot hes ymbolic production of t he
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work , i. e., the producti onof the valueof the work, or

whic h amounts to t hes ame thing, of belief int hevalueof

th e work . It t herefore hast o consider as contr ibuting to

producti onnot only the direct producers of t hework in i ts

maeri ality (artist, wri ter, etc.) but alsot heproducers

of t he meaningandv alueof the work Ner it ic s, p ubli shers,

gall ery directors and the whol e set of agents whose

comhbn ed e ff orts p roduce c onsumes c apabl e of k nowing a nd

recognizing the work of art assuch .. . (Bourdieu, 1993).
The key actors i n this v aluati onprocess are the Oabit ers of t aste ON
people andi nsti tuti ons selecting, preserving, and facili tatingaccess
to works contr ibute directly t o the creation of valuewit hin the work .
These pl ayers, who p opul ate a sphere that Bourdieu refers t o ast he
Ofield of cult ural production, O organiz e the process of v al uati on a nd
dete rmin e who shall have i nflu ence within t hef ield and who wil | not.
Ou cult ural i nsti tuti ons are createdpri mai ly t o refl ect the
dominant o pi ni ons of t he Ota st emaker sO; while i t is t rue that valuei s
a social construct i n fl uxandc apable of r edefinit ion at anyt ime,
the stabil it y of cultural instit utions reli esupon the diff iculty i n
di sl odgingt he d omn ant paradigm Often, i t requir es external forces
such as economic cri sis or polit ical regi mechange to Oshock the
syst emO and effect a c hange in t hestatus quo. An example of t his
sort of compde te paradig mshif t wouldbe the tr ansformai onof the
cult ural | andscapei n Russia aft ert he Revoluti onbrought t he Sovie ts
to power. Aft er such a tr ansiti on, cultural instit utionsr eboundt o

refl ect the new paradigm or newi nstit utions are e st abli shedt o ta ke
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the place of t heold. Thef unction of the instit ution remans the
same t o control the valuation of cult ural objects andt heir
appropri ation by i ndivid uals i nto enmbodie d cult ural c apit al .

Ani nterestingguestion to consider in respect tot het opic at hand
(movin g imagesandcultural capital) : what would happen if cultural
in stit utions were bypassed, allowing others t heopportunity t o
id enti fy, manage, and preserve cultural objects of valu e with out
havi ngt o got hroughan inte rmedia ry ? Would we make cul tural
instit utions | ess relevant i f their authority as intermediari esi n the
heri ta ge e ndeavor was ci rc umvent ed?

The ideaof encouragin g indivi duals and c ommuii ti est o assert t heir
own power to c ontr ol herit age objectsi s not necessaril y a new one.
Many c ountri es have reexamn edt hef ormerly s tandard practi ces wher eby
muse unms appropri at ed a nd a ssimil ated objects into t heir c ol le ctio ns
fr omother cultural groups ( e.g., Native Aneric ans, i ndig enous
Australians). As muweuns and ot her cultural instit utions have comet o
recogniz e the alternate values of these objects f ort hese c ommui ti es,
their poli cy hasi ncreasingly beent or eturn such material to i ts
ri ghtf ul owners. The nati vecultureswere recogniz edf ort hef ir st
ti meas bein g si gnif ic ant st akehol ders in t he v al uati on p ro cess.

WHhI e th e objects were r ecogni zed as pote ntiall y havi ng sig ni fi cant
historic al, scientif ic, or aesthetic value, t heir val uewit hin the

comminit y of creators and users was giv en pri mey.

The noti onof mut iv al ent cult ural heri tage, le avin g heri ta ge o pen

to i nfinit e mahners of i nterpretation, has beene xplored furt her by
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ot hers s uch as Ric k Prelin ger. Preli nger began ani ntri guin g proj ect
in 2000 that aims to encouragei ndividual s to c onsi der the value of
th e la ndscapesi n whic h theyl ive andwork. He and his wife, Megan
ShawPreli nger, dropcoinsat selected sites that are i mai ntedwit h
the foll owin g sayi ngs: OLandscapei sour menory, A mapof hi dden
histories; valueme asyouplease.O The sites are chosenf or a

vari ety of r easons, however, t hegoal i s to Orecogniz e and mak p la ces
th at we beli eve deserve our attentionandt hought . O The concept is

si mpe and s tr ai ghtf orward Nwe as i ndivi dual s and commnit ie s shape

la ndscapes, and assignvalueaccording to our ownv al ue s yste m; h ence,
th e coin r eads Ovalu e meas you pl easeOr ather tell ing us what valu e
syst emt o use. Furt her el aboratin g on this c oncept, Prelin ger posi ts

th at

Weare makers of t hel andscapearoundus, andt hel andscape we

in habit in fl uencest hes hapeof our livesandourview of

ours el ves. Weaskt hose whof ind a cointovalueit int heir own
way, andat the samet ime consid er h ow th e pl ace where they f ound
it hasbeen valuedby others. Are land and la ndscape ul ti mate ly
properti es, commodit ies to be bought and sold? Or, int hef in al
anal ysis, dot hey belongt o all of us? How does an ordi nary,
everyday | andscape |l ik e a hi ghway or an a bandoned i ndustr ia |

tr act compare in valuet o a veneratedhistori cal site or a

pl easant s ubur ban neig hbor hood? And whoi s it , anyway, th at
[sic] decidest hevalueof the mameywe carry in our pockets and

purs es? (Preli nger, 2006, Descri ptionof Project section, para.
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5)

This spirit of encouragingi ndividuals to r efute dominant v al ue

paradi gms fi nds it s arti culati onon the Webt hroughdo-it -yours el f
ventures | ik e Wiki pedi a and ot her user-generated content sites. These
new develo pments o ff er a mae urs the opportunity t o chal le nge the
dominance of e xperts ands eemst o be gaining tr acti onas authorit ativ e
sources in certain fields (Read, 2006). | n the cult ural herit age
arena, simil ar activit ies and projects vie with cultural heri tage

instit utionsf ort hepowert o defi ne and control cult ural c apit al.

New Model s of Moving I mage Archiving in the Digital Age

The concept of cultural capital becones s omewhat proble mai ¢ when
appl ie d to movin g images. Pri mai ly seenas a medi umof popular
entert ai nment, our abili ty t o recogni ze movin g imagesas a typeof
cult ural c apit al i s often overwhel medby the commerci al nature of much
of t hematerial, as with many ot her nedia d omn ated by popular genres,
it s economic v alueoft enovers hadows ot her ty pes of v al ue. Unti |
fair ly r ecentl y, i t was not even c onsid ered under t her ubri c of
Ocul tural heri tage,Oparti cularl y in the Unit ed States. | n a sense,
this | ack of r ecogniti onf or movin g i mages galv anizedanddrovet he
fi Inpreservation movement. The rais on dOt re of movi ngi mage a rc hi ves
and archivists has been predic atedont hei dea that movin g images a re
of te n unlo ved and unprotected cult ural expressi ons, doomed to o blivion
save f ort heeff orts of a small, yet growing bandof enthusia sts who

stepi natthefinal hour to save them (i .e., f romdeteri oratio n,
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destruction, or evenj ust negl ect) . These e ff orts have largely been
successful, int hat a number o f movi ng image ar chiv es h ave been
esta bl is hed and work edt o gain recognit ion for the valu e of
audi ovis ual heri tage. Throught heir coll ecti ngactivit ies, t hese
instit utions have madegreat str id es preservi ngsignifi cant o bjects of
movi ngi mage herit age (i .e., cultural c apit al).
Despit e this progress madei n establishin g thenselv esas cult ural
in stit utions, movi ngi mage arc hi ves nowf ace th e samec hall enges as
ot her instit utions brought by creators and users buil di ngt heir own
coll ecti ons of materia l. What h appens if movin g images n o lo nger
exist primaril y asobjecti fi edcultural c apit al held byi nsti tuti ons
but assonmethingelse enti rely ? What i f the individual creators and
users becamet hepri may arbit ers of value and created their own
structuresands yste mst o store, preserve, and access movin g images?
The technologiesbeingbuilt andt estedi n the curr ent Internet
envi ronment offer a new model for ther ei magi ned movi ngi mage a rc hi ve,
whic h foregrounds the user i n the process of creati ngt hearchiveand
st rongly e ncourages the appropri ationof movi ngi mages for new work s.
This newa rc hety pe, whic h in t heory functio ns on demccr at ic
prin ci pl es, consid ers movi ngi mages (al ong with most ot her ty pes of
cult ural herit age maeri al) to be building bl ocks of creati ve acts or
publ ic s peech acts. A digit al archive in t hed enmocrati ¢ mdd
encouragest hedeposit anduseof anyandall material that belongst o
th e public, or which may be seenas beingkeyt o anu nderst andi ngo f
the society asa whole. While t his archivestrivest o work wit hin the

curr ent fr amewor k of i ntelle ctual property law (i .e., i t will not
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knowin gl y di stri bute material curr ently under c opyrig ht), civ il
li bert ies suchas fr eedom of s peech and e xpression are cornerstonest o
it s approach, and thusi t will f oster open accesst o cult ural
heri ta ge.

A prime exanple of t his madel of digital archiving mani fe sts it self
in t hel nternet Archive; i n the words of founder Brewst er Kahle, O
you knowwhat s carvedabovet he Carnegie Library i n Pitt sburgh? N
OREE TOT HEP ECPLEO Nwhat a goal! | canbelievei nthis! Att he
Internet Arc hi ve, wet hink of our missionas 'universal access to all
knowle dgeO (Benson, 2005). Thel nternet Arc hi ve, and th e Open Conte nt
Alli ance Rthe larger entit y thatt he Internet Arc hi ve h el ped fo st er N
ty pify t hedenocrati c digital archive. The demcacratic digital arc hive
encour ages u sers whodonate maeri al tot hesit e to uset heCreativ e
Commons |i cense, whichgivesothers varyingdegreesof fr eedomto
appropri ate maeri al i n the creati on of newworks as longas the
original creator r etains att ri buti on to t he source maeri al .

Demacr atic digit al arc hives can feature collectionsdigit iz ed a nd
donated as a c orpus by organiz ations and in di vi dual s as wel | as
in di vi dual wor ks u pl oaded pi ecemeal by users. Somesit es, suchas
YouTube, f ocus almost excl usively on the latt er. YouTube descri bes
it self as Oaplacef or people to engagei n new ways wit h vi deo by
sharin g, c ommentin g on, and vi ewin g vid eosO (YouTube, 2 006). Other
sites that off er simil ar s ervi ces in clu de Googl e Video, Met acaf e, a nd
Veoh. Thesesit esf unction in such awayt hat th ey b ecome what ¢ ould
becalled a Osocial mirr orO of current events andc oncerns in daily

li fe, where users functi onas both users and creators. They are
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outgrowths of ot her soci al media suchas soci al networkin g si te s,
webl ogs, and p odcasts. The primary user base hast hus far been
te enager s and young adul ts ( ages 1 8-24), however, t his audi ence
appears to b e broadeningas broadcast networks, c orporati ons,
government a gencie s, andpolit ic al acti onc onmmitt ees have dis covere d
th e power of t his new communic atio n out le t.

Soci al mir ror archiv es have generateda signifi cant a maunt of
attention in t hel ast two years for twor easons; fi rst, t hey are
desi gnedt o encourage the deposit of content and appropri ation of t hat
content among users of t hesit e. Key to YouTubeOss uccess has been it s
te chnolo gyt hat enable s users to e mbed |li nks to vid eoc ontent on ot her
sites, all owin g themt o pl ay YouTube content in t heir ownb | ogs.
Second, users haver egularly uploadedmaterial tot hesit e that i s
under copyri ght, such ascli psf rom DVDs and recently b roadcast
tele vi si ons hows. Thepopul arit y of YouTube has grown so much in i ts
fi rst year of existence that by late sumner of 2006, there were
approximately si x mill ion videosarchivedon the site, and one hundred
mill io n vi deos were bein g vi ewed e very day (McGrath, 2006).

WHI e YouTube and ot her vi deoshari ng sites preclu deusers f rom
uplo adin g work f or whicht hey donot own the ri ghts, asperi ts user
agre ement, users have regularl y done so anyway. Although s ever al
corporations, most notably t het el evisi onn etwork s NBC Univ er sal, ABC
and CBS have c onpl ai ned about such c opyri ght in fr in gements, f ew
companie s appear t o want t o pursuel iti gati on. | nste ad, most
companie s have r ecogni zed th e power of these sites for pronoting their

product and seekt o enter part ners hips with t hesit es. YouTube and
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NBC- Univ er sal haver ecentl y entered into a part ners hip in whi ch
YouTube host ed v id eos pronotin g the net work Os2 006 fall slate of
te le vi si on p ro gramming (Goo, 2 006) .

With t hel atest breed of d emocrati ¢ digit al arc hives, t he e mphasi s
appears to be oncreation of t hearchive it self by user-creators.
Curatori al dir ecti oni s often minimd or nonexi st ent. Menbers of the
YouTube commnit y provid e their own curatorial commentary by maki ng
post s to dis cussion boards | in ked to the videos. While vid eos are
often simpy diari esof creators O li ves, many YouTube u sers t ake
copyri ghted maeri al andr eedit it i nto newworKks.

Alth ought he e mphasi s has often been ont he hunorous, quirky, or
si mdy weird, capturedon lowtechwebcanms or h ome vi deo cameaa s,
poli ti cal commentary oft en makes an appearance in t hearc hi ve.

Comedi an Ste phen Col bert Oss cath in g denouncement, c ouchedi n sati ri cal
rhetoric, of Presi dent George W.Bush, his Republic an a dmn is tr atio n,
and the media at t he 2 006 Wht e House Cor re spondent sO Associa ti on

di nner a ppeared briefl y on YouTube b efore beingr enoved at the request
of C-SPAN, t he c opyrig ht h ol der. Other poli ti call y-ti ngedcli pst hat
have c ir culate d on YouTubei nclu de f ormer Presi dent Bil | Clin to nOs
attack on Fox Newswhile beingi ntervie wed by Chris Wallaceon the
cabl e network, andt he a mae ur f ootage of Senator George Alle n at a
campai gnr ally s hot byt he e mdo yee of Alle nOs opponent ( James H.
Weéb), whowaspresentt o fi Imt he event; All enused the raci al

epit het OnacacaOt o refer to t he c arpai gn wor ker, S. R. Sid arth, who

is of Indi andescent.
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The recent acquisiti onof YouTube by Google i ndic atest he p ower o f
this newmodel f or movin g images c ol I ecti ons; clearly t hel atter saw
the former as a si gnif ic ant competit or to i ts owns ervi ce,
part ic ul arly as YouTube began to branchout f romit s init ial user b ase
to s eek part ners hi ps wit h corporatio nss eekingt o pronote content
onli ne. Unfort unately, t hei nnovativ e, fr ee-wheelin g character of
YouTube had begun to be diluted ast he servic e struck deals wit h
br oadcast networ ks, movi e st udio s, and musi ¢c companie s to e st abli sh
separate Ochannels O to push cert ain fil m,t el evis io n, a nd music v id eo
content at users. Theneed to Opay ther entO meant t hat th ese sort s
of partnerships were i nevitable. Unfort unately, t hese p artn ership s
alsoall owcontent owners to patrol the YouTubesit e for potentia l
copyri ght in fr in gement, and mae q ui ckl y re move t hose v id eos post ed
il legall y (Goo, 2006). Mae and more, content is beingmanipulatedby
YouTube in t heway i n whic h the site is organiz edandt hroughv id eos
featuredon it s homep age; users havel it tt e to no control over t hese
aspects of t hes ervi ce.

Ulti maely, the ideaof the self -generated demacr atic arc hi ve
founders on the shoals of in commensurabil it y with c urrent c opyrig ht
law and the needf or such a servic e to be s ustain able over the long-
te rm. Waill d such a model work if subsidizedby the government or
ot her noncommecial enti ti es? Thel nternet Archivei s one exanpl e of
a non-profit entit y that seekst o encourage user-buil t coll ecti ons.
They d o not part ner with c or porate c ont ent owners. They als o atte mpt
to providean indicati onof user-assignedv aluet hrought het racking

of somethingcalled Obatti ngaverages,Owhicht hey defi neas the
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perc entage of people whodownl oad a parti cular clip aft er having
viewed details about i t. Their collecti ons staff doperforms ome
curatori al work through the featuringof cert ain movi ngi mages on

th eir OWatOs New?O webl og, spotli ghts, andstaff pic ks, however,

these featuresof the Archive seemmore i n the spirit of commnit y-
buil dingr ather thanpushingor sell ingparti cular clips as

comnodit ie s. The bala nce is s omewhat dif ferent, ast hecontent of the
Archiv e is not simply buil t by user-creators but al soc onsi st s of
previo usly e xi stin g coll ecti ons that have been digiti zed. |In t hewake
of t he YouTube p henomenon, i t will bei nteresti ngt o see if t he

Archiv e fore grounds user-generatedc ontent evenmore thani t has

al ready doneso. Whl e the Internet Archive clearl y wantst o pronote
the use of digit izedanddigit al collecti ons al ready onli ne, their
proactive stancevis -"-vis t he c onpr ehensiv e document at io n of

el ectr onic s ocial discourse (t hrough, f or e xamde , the Wgback Mahin e
and ot her coll ecti ons fo cused on maj or events s uch as Septe mber 1 1th
and Hurr ic ane Katr in a) i ndic atest hat t hey are leaning in t his

di re ct io n.

Concl usi on
In t he wake of t heser ecent develo pments in s ocial mirr or arc hi vi ng,
cult ural herit age instit utionssuch as movi ngi mage arc hi ves, must
refl ect onwhether or not it r epresents a newmodel f or c ol le ction
buil ding. Wil | cult ural herit age insti tuti ons bewil li ngt o cr eate
syst ens to acquire andmaintain content dir ectl y fr omu sers, al lo wing

themt o definet hevalueof the maerial through the practi ces of

PAGE 25



descri ption, usage, and crit ic al c onmentary ? Does d 0i ng s 0 meant hat
theyr el in quis h curatori al c ontr ol , andt hus have d imin is hed powers as
arbiters of value?l t would requir e at re mendous leapof fait h for
these instit utions, yet it would go al ong way in s howing u sers t hat
wedo in f act beli eve in t he mul ti val ent character of cultural

heri tage. By embracing mut iple systems of v aluati on, inviti ng
everyonet o the table as stakeholdersi n the process of creating

heri ta ge, wewould enric h our coll ectio nsi mneasura bl y.

Cult ural i nsti tuti ons stil | hold an i mprtant posit ion in s ocie ty,
ast hey exist to do mwh of heri ta ge management wor k th at c annot as o f
yet be e asil y accomdi shedby most i ndividuals, andt hey have a
responsi bili ty t o serve part ic ul ar f uncti ons in society ( suchas
govern ment a nd c or porate arc hi ves, whic h mwt act as instruments of
accounta bi li ty). Not all cult ural i nstit utions wil | see user-defin ed
value asof primary import ance, yet many should c onsi der how to
incorporate it wit hin their own systems. |t ma provid e import ant
in formation that wil | bei nval uabl e as archivists, li brarians, and
ot her professi onals with curatorial powers maket he d ecis io ns a bout
how to s pend v al uabl e re sources to s ust ai n coll ecti ons.
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"Obvio usly , the availabili ty of muwh copyri ghted maeri al via t hese
sites may ber estr ic ted, however, this new endeavor off ers the

cult ural herit age commnit y anot her opportunity t o contin uet he

di scussi on wit h cont ent owners about related intell ectual property
is sues, particularly f air use.

' Because of the creator- anduser-driven nature of these archiv es,
they wil | accumuate dif ferently t hant raditi onal arc hives. | n the
Soci ety of Amei can Archivists O Glossary of Arc hi val and Record s
Termin ol ogy, arc hi ves are defi ned as Onaterials createdor receivedby
a person, family, or organiz ation, public or private, i n the conduct

of t heir aff airs andpreservedbecause of t he e ndurin g valu e cont ai ned
in t he informai ont hey contain or asevidence of t he f unctio ns and
responsi bili ti esof their creator, especially t hose materials

man tainedusingt hepri nciples of provenance, original order, and

coll ecti ve c ontr ol ; permanent recordsO (Pearce-Mses, 2005, p. 30).
Wtler eas archivesi n the above sense presumes a single creator, for the
purp ose of e st abli shin g and tr acin g provenance, t hi s new br eed of
archive reli esupon mut iple creatorsfNin somes ense, these creators
forma commuity t hat it self f ormst he fonds. The s el f-generati ng
archive or |l ibrary, where users buil dandorganiz e coll ecti ons as a
by-product of other social activit ies, represents a newc oncept t hat
has yet to be integratedi nto archival discourse. Yett heset ypesof
coll ecti ons are in t he a scendancy.

YTheconcept of Otrusteddigit al r eposi tori esO work s well f or t hose

maeri als that cultural instit utions havet her esponsibil it y to
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admini st er, however, onec annot assune that all collections wil | come
under the care of such organiz atio ns (RLG OCLC, 2 002) .
Vinthis arti cle, | wil | use the phrase, Ocul tural heri tage

st ewardship, Oasan unbrella t eemfort heset ypesof acti viti es.
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