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making one from four – 
and mastering the authorities:

some remarks on sharing information and resources 
from a swedish museum Perspective

at the national museums of World Culture, experts have been working on determining 
the general lines of a very diverse database landscape. Trying to merge vocabularies creates 
obstacles in which differences of viewpoints cannot always be overridden. Influences from 
the outside, contacts with external partners, target user groups, etc., make the landscape even 
more complex.
The Knowledge management in museums (Kmm) project involves a consortium of 
museums, universities and companies which engage in research and development in the 
area of museum documentation. They use modern technologies and advanced ideas to test 
and develop methods for achieving a higher level of quality in documentation.
Local museum data are entered into the central Classmaster system, where they are cleaned 
up so as to expand knowledge. standardisation will improve the state of the art in many areas 
of knowledge.
Both of these processes lead to a discussion that is focused on curatorial or heritage content 
in addition to challenging technical issues. standardisation is good for retrieval, but there are 
also important risks in terms of missing or even destroying knowledge in the documentation 
of heritage. This discussion can be transferred to the ALM-field in general, and it is important 
to so this before the technical phases of automation.
Keywords: heritage, museums, standardisation of databases, classification, terminology.

Different systems are developed for different purposes, and it is necessary 
to understand that this is the result of a complex set of prerequisites. 
Outside the box, there is not always a good possibility to reuse a tool in as 
transparent a way as may appear at first glance. There is a range of issues 
which must be considered.

archives
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We often think of technical matters such as machine platforms, operating 
systems and the programme environment of the databases as the main 
obstacles against collaboration. This is not the whole truth. Indeed, it may 
not even be a problem at all.

Today we face many other problems which will not, in fact, be obvious to 
curators, technicians or systems architects. These, of course, are people who 
tend to look at their own favourite issues.

There is an increasing need for co-operative management of heritage-
related knowledge. At least we need the ability to seek and find information 
without being aware of its sources or its special structures. This means that 
we must take a more in-depth look at meta-knowledge – that which is 
between “real” knowledge on the one hand and the various machines and 
systems on the other.

This is a field which has not been the particular focus of heritage 
institutions.  sources and experts have been local. The same has been true for 
many end users. a great deal of understanding was built into the routines of 
professionals, and this was transferred from person to person so that people 
could read old ledgers, cards and registers.

standardisation of databases means that we will have to be more than 
experts in the area of 18th century paintings, wooden furniture, old maps, 
or industrial history. We must be able to handle language in a standardised 
way, too. We must be aware of syntax and structure, spelling and multilingual 
issues, etc., to a far higher extent than has been the case in the past.

In this paper, I am naturally speaking from the perspective of a museum 
representative, but most of my arguments and examples can equally be 
applied to archives and libraries. I am convinced that they can be viewed 
from any other aLm-related perspective.

Figure 1. structured and unstructured ways of writing information
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Examples of structured and unstructured ways of writing down information:
hans rengman, uddevalla
rengman, hans, uddevalla
rengman, hans Wilhelm, Mr, uddevalla, sweden
… and with a stricter structure:
hans  Wilhelm  rengman  uddevalla  sweden  Mr
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Classification

Libraries seem to be far ahead of archives and museums in taking a more 
systematic look at these challenges. museums have always discussed 
classification issues with great emphasis, but there seems to be an “unknown 
something” which keeps us away from the goal. This may be just a spell, or, 
worse, it may be a professional blockage which makes us always want the 
ultimate, all-encompassing and everlasting model to be created. We do not 
tend to make the best use of existing tools on our way toward that goal.

Libraries have traditions which go back to the mid-19th century in 
classifying subjects, while some archivists still argue that there is no need for 
subject classification at archives, because the content has a special structure. 
some may even suggest that there’s no need for users, because they will 
always have an archivist to ask.

still, we have things to learn from libraries when it comes to ensuring that 
end users get the relevant stuff. Museums seem to be positioned somewhere 
between archives and libraries in terms of ensuring so much focus on the 
issue – and yet we still are not resolving the problem.

In addition to the general need for search and retrieval functions, 
museums must also deal with the need to organise and save knowledge 
for its own sake, thus ensuring that the underlying content will remain 
available in Latvia.

Libraries have the Dewey decimal system, which is internationally and 
academically accepted. There are national structures such as the swedish saB, 
which applies to almost all of the country’s citizens. It is used in public and 
school libraries. By contrast, museums tend to have just local systems. Those 
which present cultural heritage often stick to their traditional systems – ones 
that have been developed over the course of the years and adapted to the 
content of the local collection. This is a great tool, but only as long as there’s 
no need for co-operation outside the museum itself. In other cases, museums 
can adopt intellectually developed systems of models which cover the 
entire world or a well defined aspect thereof – AAT, IConCLAss, ICoM 
CosTuMe CLAss, oCM, etc. These are specialised tools which could be 
seen as too narrow for a general cultural heritage collection of the type that 
is found at many county and local museums.  Libraries also use subject-
heading systems such as the LCsh system.
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There are also other obstacles against collaboration. We can choose to use 
the english language, whether British or american, or we can try to translate 
things. In the latter case, we will find that many elements are so closely 
linked to conceptual content and a cultural context that they cannot really 
be translated. There have been experiments with multilingual systems, but 
as far as I know, none has been particularly successful. This means that we 
have to translate and modify things for local needs. One example is the 
“Outline of Cultural materials” (OCm), which was translated into swedish 
in the 1970s and is used for general museum collections. This document was 
translated and adopted into other scandinavian languages, and then it was 
found that it was not comparable between sweden, norway and Iceland. 
The small underlying differences in fishing or cattle-breeding traditions – 
just to mention two of many existing examples – were pushing the systems 
in different directions.

I have no solution to propose at this time, but I did want to bring up the 
matter as something of which we will have to be aware in future planning.

sweden: history of Documentation

During the 1960s, the first experimental projects related to computerised 
museum documentation were launched at the nordic museum and the 
swedish museum of natural history, both of which are in stockholm. 
During the 1970s, the skokloster Castle was restored, and this involved a 
process of taking care of its collections. a new computerised system was 
developed, and eventually it represented a milestone in documentation and 
standardisation – one that was adopted by many regional museums. During 
the same period, the american OCm system was transformed into a nordic 
object-based classification system. next, in the mid-1980s, a working group 
proposed a new system. It was known as sAMoreg, and it developed the 
process of standardisation a bit further. In 1995 and 1996, sweden spent 
the equivalent of 30 million euros on a museum collection project that 
was called sesAM. Meanwhile, curators in the InsAM community at the 
nordic museum were developing terminology and authority tools, as well 
as a framework of rules similar to the British mDa spectrum.

The development of these various computer systems has, in general 
terms, ensured the presence of a variety of homemade systems at museums. 
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One of them, however, has matured into a well known and widespread 
system – that is the sofIe system. one group of museums is developing 
a new and slightly unorthodox system known as CarLOTTa, and it may 
be the most interesting system of its kind in sweden today. The nordic 
Museum in stockholm, for its part, has adapted the PrIMus system from 
the norwegian folk Museum. The Modern Museum in stockholm uses the 
Tms museum system, which is a large-scale commercial system.

A different programme, ACCess, does not need special software 
or documentation which is based on a national agreement about basic 
information elements. all told, the aforementioned history and outcome, 
I believe, are the result of traditions at quite independent museums, as 
well as of weak regulations at the political level insofar as the sector of 
cultural heritage is concerned.  We lack common national standards, and 
we believe that in norway or Britain we can see a couple of interesting aLm 
examples.

The nmWC

Fig. 2. member museums of the national museums 
of World Culture organisation

over the course of the last two years, I’ve been working with experts 
from the four museums which make up sweden’s national museums of 
World Culture organisation, which was established quite recently. The first 
issue was to investigate the requirements and solutions for a collection 
management system that would be of use at all of the relevant museums. 
The collections are made up of 400,000 objects or so, but the profile of the 
various museums differs. Two have ethnographic collections, while two are 
more focused on the fine arts – they collect items from the far east and the 
mediterranean region.
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National Museums of World Culture

Museum for far eastern Antiquities stockholm
mediterranean museum  stockholm
museum of ethnography  stockholm
museum of World Culture  gothenburg 
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It was decided that we would not look for a new system. Instead, we 
would work within the database environment to learn whether content 
was at the level of necessary quality and to define those areas in which 
standardisation was needed. There were other related issues, too. We met 
with specialists from the various museums so as to vitalise the dialogue 
among different groups of professionals.

We quickly discovered three major areas in which we could achieve 
things. In comparing and analysing content, we found patterns which can be 
established as rules for practical work at museums. We can use terminology 
lists for organisation-wide authorities – ones which apply to such issues as 
techniques and materials. On the basis of these two types of results, there 
will be better rules vis-à-vis writing and other manuals.

The debate about the terminology lists in particular has been interesting, 
as it brings up the issue of end users and target groups. The museums in 
the organisation have traditionally been focused on different user groups, 
as well as on people with various linguistic skills. One of the museums has 
most of its contacts in the international world of researchers, and for it, the 
terminology context is limited, because all of the documentation is prepared 
in english. another museum, by contrast, has to deal with the Chinese 
alphabet, and its level of knowledge must be far beyond the normal levels of 
translation and transcription. The other two museums have documentation 
that is mostly in swedish. museum visitors range from international experts 
to schoolchildren. Curators, conservators and others treat information in 
different ways. This is not a specific problem in and of itself, but when it is 
linked to other aspects of quality, it creates quite a complex situation when 
dealing with the context of the four different museums.

We learned that we had three possible approaches in this regard. We 
could draft a list of terms that are close to everyday language and could be 
a tool for end users. We could put together the various terms used by the 
various museums and arrange them into a thesaurus. Or we could leave the 
entire issue up to individual museums.

The bottom line was that we agreed on a very basic list of 15 words which 
give names to large or important groups of materials which are often sought 
out by museum visitors. This is not a hierarchic list, and there is ambiguity 
in some cases. Different museums have different needs in terms of specific 
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terminology. a museum which items that are made of mother-of-pearl, for 
instance, may have problems with the classification of such items as part of 
the “animal” world.

Fig. 3. Terms developed by the nmWC

If we consider the content of the dozens of databases which are used 
within the nMWC, we see how tradition, competence, awareness, different 
ways in satisfying new technical demands, etc. – all of these can affect the 
way in which content is described.

 

Fig. 4. aspects of language and syntax in relation to the term “målad/painted”

some examples are needed here to explain this situation. By using swedish 
terminology, I am pointing to the structure and to some of the relevant 
problems. obviously, this is not an attempt to say that these museums have 
a low level of quality in terms of their collections or documentation of same. 
This was not a problem in the past. Today, computers help us to be more 
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animaliskt material  Other animal materials
Ben, horn   Bone
Läder, skinn, pals  Leather
mänskliga kvarlevor  human remains
Papper   Paper
Textil   Textile
Trä    Wood
Växtmaterial   Plant material
Lera/keramik  Clay/ceramics
metall   metal
sten/mineral   stone/minerals
glas    glass
Plast    Plastic
syntetisk material/konstiber synthetic materials – other
ej bestämt   not classified

Målad  Painted  (adjective – common gender)
Målat  Painted  (adjective – neuter)
Bemålat  Painted  (“old” form – more valuable?)
färgad  Coloured (dyed)
Painted  !  (proposed by guest researcher)
röd-färgad  Painted red (a house)
Blå-målad  Painted blue (a boat)
Målning  Painting  (a noun referring to the   

                   technique or to the object)
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fundamentalist and square-minded. similar examples can be found in any 
group of heritage institutions.

The first two formats are equal, and they reflect grammatical gender in 
the swedish language. a common way to make it easier to retrieve data is 
to implement writing rules which state that one must “use the t-form in all 
situations so as to be consistent.”

The third is an older form, a synonym which is loaded with value today. 
This object is sometimes supposed to be at a higher level of quality than 
a “målat”, but it might also mean that a flower has been painted on top 
of the covering paint. When this is discussed, we often end up laughing 
and turning red as the arguments diminish. They are overrepresented in 
museum documentation. It is obvious that this archaic language does not 
function very well as a retrieval tool when interacting with young swedes 
or with the international community.

“röd-färgad”, which means “painted red” is a composite word which 
we do not want to include in strict or standardised terminology, at least not 
when discussing it from the fundamentalist perspective. still, it exists. It is 
used by many people and understood by more people. sometimes it is part 
of even more complex terminology, where the word refers to something 
that is painted with a specific pigment and colour base used in sweden. 
“röd-färgad stuga” is a concept which is not equal to any red building.

“färgad” seems to be another word which many people seek to restrict 
to the meaning of textile that are dyed. as we have seen, the word can have 
a broader meaning just on its own.

All of these examples are subject to contextual prerequisites. At first it 
may seem that there has been insufficient proofreading, but a second look 
shows that:

– There is far more behind single words than is readily evident;
– Personal biases can improve or worse definitions, both in terms of 

writing and of interpretation;
– research traditions differ, and they often invent new languages and 

terminologies;
– In-house traditions strengthen different ways of writing;
– The context can be fuzzy, and it can send the wrong signals.
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There are two other areas which can be used as examples here. The 
first scenario has to do with conventions concerning names. Let’s say that 
museum a uses a german-based name in its documentation because of 
its research history in the late 19th century. Other museums use english 
transliteration on the basis of their own traditions. This points out two 
problems that might exist. first of all, a geographer would have to point to 
the “conceptual place” which can link german and english words, instead 
of just changing one of those words with the result of losing both contest 
and quality. second, no matter which language is selected, the quality of 
matching a name to google earth, for instance, is not at all too high. google 
earth today uses american english and a modern naming convention, while 
museums still use older forms on the basis of context.

Is this just a linguistic issue, or is it more political in nature? It doesn’t 
matter. Today a non-answer on the Web and in search tools such as google 
is often seen as being equivalent to something that does not exist at all. 
heritage institutions do not deal with the cultural policy aspects of these 
fine-tuned problems in their everyday work.

The second scenario has to do with the dimension of age – something that 
is quite often forgotten. There are many museum items with documentation 
that is outdated. That is often the case in ethnographic or anthropologic 
collections. many objects which were seen as being strange by earlier 
researchers have been reclassified as “ceremonial” or “ritual” because of our 
ethnocentric views. even if it is not accepted today for humanistic reasons, 
the terminology reflects its time, and it is accepted as high-level knowledge 
that is based on intellect and research.

This, by definition, is valuable for its own sake in terms of museum 
documentation, because it shows different viewpoints from different eras. 
Perhaps this is not useful today, but it was a special aspect of museum 
documentation – one that could be compared to the rational information 
that was provided by image bureaux or research libraries.

Our task here is to be correct and exact in terms of what we know. We 
need to satisfy user needs whilst, at the same time, presenting the history 
and development of research. There are examples of this phenomena in 
place names. The names of entire countries can change for political reasons, 
and the name which is used indicates the position which one takes in the 
relevant struggle.
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The conclusion which we can draw from these two examples is that we 
must take a critical approach toward standardisation that is based on global 
standard systems, whether large or small. It is also of relevance to consider 
the different end user groups, focusing on their skills and their biases. 
This discussion has begun in the area of museum documentation, but it is 
transferable to the world of archives and libraries to some extent. That is 
certainly true if we compare the three different heritage sources. I visited 
the national Museum of Art in rīga, and I was reminded of international 
efforts in the transliteration of names – something that is of importance both 
at museums and at libraries.

Fig. 5. Differences in transliteration

It is important to preserve, rescue and maintain the linguistic differences 
of cultures and languages in terms of cultural history. We must also improve 
standardisation tools and efforts.

Kmm

Kmm is a joint project consortium of museums, universities and small 
enterprises. some core businesses deal with infrastructure and common 
tools, and there are also 14 projects which are targeted to specific purposes. 
kMM also serves as the swedish unit for the eu’s MIChAeL+ project. kMM 
takes part in the aCCess project, and the project owner at this time is the 
Luleå university of Technology.

The kMM uses the CIDoC roM model as the basis for terminology 
and structure. The task is to develop services and open environments 
which collect, store and distribute the information which end users need. 
Important aspects here include infrastructure, standards, user support, 
involvement of user experiences, etc. The overall goal is to create a system 
of global vocabularies that is both global and local, along with a developed 
system for handling these authorities in any database system that is used by 
a museum. This will ensure support for indexing and documentation, and 
this will be the system hub for retrieval from a wide range of distributed 
and local databases.

Pierre Auguste renoir (1941–1919) Pjers ogists renuārs 
Alexander rizzoni (1836–1902)  Aleksandrs riconi
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Figure 6. Kmm masters

In earlier museum projects, classification schemes were considered with 
great interest. many curators and information experts have sought out 
ways of comparing and merging classification systems. During the nordic 
outline project, I recall, some museums were trying to link their specialised 
systems to the general system. That would be the same as trying to attach 
a cherry tree to the outermost branch of an apple tree. It is not a fruitful 
process at all. It is better to understand that there is a need for both types of 
systems. a general one could classify the entire collection under the same 
code (tram traffic, archaeology), and then there could be a branch-specific 
one that is developed by specialists from the relevant branch so as to divide 
up and explain the content in the system-specific context.

another example of this would be clothing. There is men’s clothing and 
women’s clothing, there are clothes worn above and below the waste, there 
are everyday and party clothes, and there is both innerwear and outerwear. 
a dress could certainly be described via that system, but the context will 
change if we shift around in deeper, narrower or sideways terms. 

A general rule – one that is often forgotten in daily routine – is that we 
must be aware of the prerequisites and context of each system if they are to 
make sense. In kMM, the challenge is to test these issues in a more active 
way. There are two main reasons for this in addition to the practical issue 
of the systems running in an environment in which many museums help in 
developing the quality of content:

– There has to be a general technical system which is suitable for handling 
as many authority systems and are needed and for providing these to users:

– A general resource for categorisation and documentation with authority 
lists, thesauruses, etc. The name master can easily handle the transliteration 
issue that is shown in the list of artists’ names above;

masters

 • kMM.ClassMaster (Classifications, Terminology, “subject ontologies”)
 • kMM.nameMaster (Persons, names)
 • Kmm.Organisationmaster (Organisations)
 • kMM.geoMaster (Places, regions)
 • kMM.CollectionMaster (MIChAeL+)
 • kMM.Time Master (Time and Period names and notations)
 • Kmm.engine (Core sysem)
 • Kmm.Content (Data storage)
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– A general tool for creating such authorities;
– A way to ensure that the user makes use of the high level of 

standardisation in the output phase, leading the user around any free format 
traps which can later cause difficulties.

– There also has to be a test bed for investigating the possibility of 
decision support and expert systems in the field of museum classification, 
asking whether it is possible to create automatic classifications and, if so, to 
what extent this can be done:

– A study object for the field of automated services and expert systems 
used in relation to the materials and workflow of museums.

as a result of this, it can be asked whether it is possible to turn such 
decisions and support into a workflow system within the heritage sector.

Obstacles

This research and these experiments will show us a standardised way 
of handling greater amounts of timely data, and this will help curators to 
ensure a higher level of quality in their sources. at the same time, however, 
we must be aware of the fact that these processes can lead to quite the 
opposite effect. Allow me to present three possible situations.

Situation 1

When we use standard terminology, the curator has a set of words which 
can be used. If there aren’t any suitable alternatives, then the curator is stuck 

Figure 7. The classification structure
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in the same situation as a child who is trying to place a triangle-shaped 
block into a round hole. Perhaps a saw can be used to trim the triangle or the 
hole, but is that really appropriate? It’s easy to trim one triangle into a circle, 
but if you have a lot of triangles, you may end up destroying the whole box. 
The risk here is defining an object in the wrong category and thus defining 
it as something other than what it really is.

Situation 2
Perhaps the curator has good information and detailed knowledge, and 

the list of utilised terms is based just on words or concepts which are at the 
basic level. In this case the curator may be forced to attribute an object to a 
more general group than his or her expertise suggests. If there is a “Windsor 
chair”, and that concept is not at the list, the curator is forced to look one 
level above at the category of “chairs”, then at the higher category of 
“furniture”. Yes, a Windsor chair is furniture, but that is not a sufficiently 
precise definition. knowledge has been lost.

Situation 3
There is also a similar risk for end users. a question that is put to the 

database may be overly simplified, or it can be unfocused. The result may 
be a response in which relevant and irrelevant objects are mixed up. Perhaps 
the produced group of objects ends up being far too large and wide. Over 
the course of time, there will also be the general risk of forwarding a heritage 
nomenclature or language domain which is simplified to the point where 
it is no longer usable for more complex purposes. This applies both to end 
users and to professional staff members who are leaning too far in the 
direction of the tools of standardisation.

To put this another way, the risk is that we may either lose precision in 
levels or precision in directions.

In talking about all of these risks, I am trying to say that all of these 
experiments are very interesting, but at the same time we may well have as 
much to gain by studying the effects of these various tools and routines as we 
would gain in terms of practical support at the first stage of the process.

DIsCussIon

how can we bring together the results of these two projects, and how 
can we ensure that they are of benefit to the community? The terminology 
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comparison and the analysis of content in a database or a group of databases 
can provide us with direct knowledge about the syntactic and structural 
handling of the language. This can also provide us with a higher degree 
of awareness of methodological approaches to the language that is being 
used, and this can help in producing better rules for future work. There can 
be opportunities at any of our universities to consider the terminology of 
museum documentation from the perspective of museum science research.

a project like Kmm makes it possible to use a large amount of real data 
from different kinds of environments for testing purposes. The museums 
that are involved in the project offer a wide range of objects (terminology) 
and a varying set of user histories in the sense of different habits and writing 
rules. merging these data, cleaning them up and ensuring that they are 
searchable in a common tool – that, of course, is the expected outcome. We 
will also be able to see even wider structural patterns in the material, and 
that will help us to develop terminology rules in a more general community 
perspective.

Figure 8. Differences in content, level and precision
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While considering standardisation to be an important tool and cleaning 
and maintaining our databases as a necessary process, we must also not 
forget the human aspect of content in our documentation.

Besides ensuring labels and handles which allow us to get in touch 
with content in a structure way, we must face the fact that information is a 
message about the context as such. Language has a cultural level that has 
to be documented in and of itself, and all of this produces a snapshot of 
the time of origin. This is true whether we are dealing with older types of 
cataloguing or the electronic forms of documentation which are available to 
us today.

There is a need for two levels or two groups of terminology here. We 
must keep the differences between structured and formalised terminology 
that are needed for comparison and exchange, for the free forms of language 
which bring the time, the person and the flavour of history into the future.

If there are too many objects in a group or class, the process becomes 
unmanageable. This might encourage an audit of classes and subclasses. 
In that case, we face the risk of constructing patterns and syntax which are 
unprecedented. Otherwise, however, we have to stick to very large groups of 
items and database records which are similar to one another, thus masking 
the original nature of each individual object.

We can share experiences and raise the level of meta-knowledge in this 
field by engaging in research and study, by discussing our methods and by 
comparing our results. I can see many interesting fields of comparison not 
just in museums, but also in the entire heritage sector, and we can all gain 
from earlier results and experiences.

Conclusion

so what’s so good about standardisation? As far as I’m concerned, 
standardisation is the tool which will enable contacts outside the institu-
tional box for us. We’ll be able to link up with other museums, to form links 
among archives, libraries and museums, and support end users in terms 
of easy access to the data. I also believe, however, that the magical nature of 
standardisation imprisons us in the system, peeling away uncomfortably 
odd data and driving us to use more square boxes than is necessary.

The nMWC studies have pointed to specific examples and their 
background. systems for capturing multi-institutional data must be 
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constructed in a way which does not reduce one aspect on behalf of the 
others.

The Kmm project provides us with a possible tool for large scale 
manipulation of information – a platform to discover ways of rational data 
handling. The risks of driving the standardisation process too far will be 
noticed. The goal should be to keep the natural language as untouched 
as possible, to adapt standard technology as tools and keys “outside” the 
documentation as such, and to try to hang on to as many subject access 
points, tags or information viewpoints as possible. This is a challenge both 
to the processes and to the role of professionals.

We need discussion and research in this areas, and we can benefit from 
taking a look at each other’s systems with a fresh approach within the entire 
aLm and heritage sector. 
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viens no četriem un – autoritātes radīšana
dažas piezīmes par informācijas un resursu 

izmantošanu no zviedrijas muzeju perspektīvas

Pasaules kultūras nacionālajos muzejos eksperti strādā, nosakot tik 
dažādo datubāžu kopainas pamatlīnijas. radot vārdnīcas, visai grūti ir 
vienādot pastāvošo dažādību. Turklāt ārvalstu ietekme, kontakti ar citzemju 
partneriem, lietotāju vēlmes un vajadzības datubāžu kopainu dara vēl 
sarežģītāku.  

Zināšanu menedžmenta muzeju projektā ir iesaistīts muzeju, universi-
tāšu un dažādu citu iestāžu konsorcijs, kas pārzina muzeju dokumentācijas 
jomu. Šajā darbā tiek lietotas modernas tehnoloģijas, attīstītas un pārbaudītas 
idejas un metodes, tādējādi tiecoties sasniegt iespējami augstu līmeni. 
Lokālo muzeju dati tiek iekļauti centrālajā ClassMaster sistēmā, kurā tos 
standartizē. standartizācijas jautājumi allaž raisa diskusijas, jo šis process 
ietver arī lielu risku – iespējams ir zaudēt datus, izjaukt esošo zināšanu 
sistēmu un dokumentāro mantojumu. Tālab standartizācijai ir jānorit ar 
vislielāko atbildību un precizitāti.
Atlsēgvārdi: mantojums, muzeji, datubāžu standartizācija, klasifikācija, 

terminoloģija.


