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INTRODUCTION 

The AITSIS Workshop on Genealogies 5-6 October 2002 explored three basic themes: 

• Genealogies are being collected at public expense all over Australia for a 
multitude of uses, among which are family history projects, Native Title claims 
and academic research; Australians are also doing family history research out of 
their own interest all over the country, and indigenous Australians are just as 
active as any others. 

• Dissatisfied with existing software, practitioners feel a need for a joint initiative 
on genealogies, but also extend the specification to encompass field methods, 
related areas of computer capability, the ethics and issues of client confidentiality, 
and viable, security-minded approaches to the public disclosure and presentation 
of genealogies. 

• A general feeling was expressed that duplication of effort could be avoided were 
some resources to be available centrally, such as a national register of the titles of 
genealogies; but at the same time there was also a strong feeling that the context 
in which a genealogy is first collected may taint its use elsewhere, e.g. Native Title 
claimants may very well produce rival versions, rendering them unusable outside 
the claim, and in any case legal privilege may mean that a genealogy is a 
indefinitely confidential document which cannot be released anyway. 

I assume the first point is correct: we all do a lot of genealogical work and, further, that 
this is becoming a core task for some professional units. 

I would like to tackle just the second bullet point in this discussion. I will mainly focus 
on questions to do with new technical directions we might steer in, but there is also some 
interaction with the problems set out in the third bullet point as I shall show. 

Current software 

Current software can be divided into two types: ‘hobby’ software and specialized 
programs. 

Hobby software fulfils the needs of the individual family genealogist, with features that 
fit the specifications of the GEDCOM standard. 

The LDS and the GEDCOM standard 

The early leaders in this field were the Church of the Latter Day Saints (LDS), who 
essentially form a special interest group, albeit a quite well resourced one. The LDS 
devised the GEDCOM (Genealogy Data COMmmunication) interchange standard in the 
1980s for reasons to do with their church beliefs (you can find out about this on the 
FamilySearch site: see Appendix 1 for a list of all sites I have looked at for this discussion 
paper).  

- 1 - 

 



 

GEDCOM’s technical shortcomings — it handles text in a cumbersome way and 
predates multimedia — are addressed in a GEDCOM XML proposal currently posted 
on the LDS site. 

Early software 

Three early software packages were Brother’s Keeper, Family Roots and the LDS’s 
own Personal Ancestry File (PAF). These are still typical of the market today in the 
respect: that they are aimed at mass release and were either, like PAF 5.0 and Legacy 
Standard Edition today, free or cost less than US$50.00.  

The low cost is a factor that has hindered development: a lot were still DOS-only several 
years after Windows took hold of the market, and there was very little for Macintosh in 
these early years.  

To my knowledge, Reunion was the first family tree application to be released for one of 
the GUI operating systems, and was alone in the market for quite a while in the mid-
1990s.1  As a consequence, various third-party developers released charting utilities and 
the like to make up for the perceived shortcomings of the most popular programs. For 
example, PAF*Mate read early PAF files directly and produced a range of pedigree 
charts not then offered by PAF.  

More recent software 

In the last few years all the hobby applications have been through several Windows 
and/or Mac releases and all now offer their own graphical-style charts. 

Higher-end, specialized applications 

Various initiatives have produced software for kinship, genetic, epidemiological and 
demographic research work. 

The ones that don’t do genealogy are well worth examining because they were created to 
solve special interest problems in our neighbour disciplines. 

EpiInfo 

EpiInfo was developed by the Centre for Disease Control in Atlanta and has a claimed 
user base of over 100,000 copies, mainly through free download from the CDC site. This 
is not a genealogy application, but is interesting because of its institutional origin and use 
by a related group of professionals. 

However, EpiInfo is an illustration of what we do not want to copy. It has an archaic 
(‘early Windows 3.1’) interface and a suite of modeling tools that might be more at home, 
and much more portable for worldwide users, in Excel program modules. 

                                                 

1  Reunion is now Mac-only, with the Windows version now sold off and called Generations Deluxe. 
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EpiInfo betrays its origins as ‘committee software’ — in other words where a committee 
comes up with ‘a good idea’, and from time to time has the resources to hire 
programmers, but fails to take a decisive track in the design of the result. 

This is the kind of road ahead for us to avoid. 

CSPro 

CSPro (Census and Survey Processing system) or, as it was formerly known, IMPS 
(Integrated Microcomputer Processing System), was developed by the US Census Bureau 
for free distribution through U.N. channels. It is widely used national census offices 
throughout the developing world and has substantial funding from the Office of 
Population of the United States Agency for International Development, a professional 
development team, and a well laid out web site where program updates and training 
materials are regularly refreshed with the latest versions, all of which are free. 

 

Figure 1. CSPro 2.2 interface. 

In this case, considerable resources and a more formalized program of development have 
given rise to a well-constructed Windows interface and excellent technical support. 

The CSPro team have made a number of interesting choices. They have deliberately set 
modest hardware requirements, in order to match the older desktop PCs likely to be 
found in their user base, and have a strong emphasis on simple data entry forms for use 
by teams of relatively lowly trained KBOs. At the same time, because of the nature of 
international aid, they are able to take advantage of high cost training in the form of two 
week workshops in Washington. These are understandably popular with managers in 
developing countries and help to entrench the use of the software. 

CSPro also integrates nicely with the free ArcView mapping application it is bundled 
with. 
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Figure 2. CSPro’s free ArcView mapper. 

Pedigree analysis and genetic research 

Many pedigree analysis programs exist for use in genetic research. Brian Yandell’s 
Genetic Linkage Analysis web site covers this field and a useful survey of software listing 
about 200 different programs may be found at Wentian Li’s Genetic Analysis Software 
List site. 

Steve Knapp’s review of ‘Quantitative Trait Loci’ (QTL) mapping software was the 
outcome of a February 1997 workshop on quantitative genetics and biotechnology. This 
workshop had the familiar goal of trying ‘to define the analytical needs which are not 
presently met by software packages’. 

Progeny appears to have positioned itself at the top end of the market, with a range of 
editions such as ‘Enterprise’, ‘Desktop’ and ‘Lite’, and pricing to match. This application 
is aimed at tracking genetic markers and places a high emphasis on being able to 
customize and display fields in the proprietary Sybase database. 

Individuals are entered and linked graphically. Clicking on the symbol for an individual 
opens the connection to that individual’s database records. Thus, underlying the 
graphical display is live data — up to point. Special fields, called ‘marker fields’ provide 
for heritable data that flows through a pedigree from those in earlier generations to those 
in later ones. This is the primary use of linking the Unique Progeny Numbers (UPNs) of 
parents to children within a pedigree. Unfortunately, the words ‘heritable’, ‘patrilineal’, 
and ‘matrilineal’ do not show up in the help system; ‘maternal’ and ‘paternal’ each appear 
once but there is no discussion of how the heritability of markers can be customized. 
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Figure 3. Main screen of Progeny. 

Figure 3Progeny uses circle and square symbols ( ) for women and men and this cannot 
be changed because the symbols are further customized to display medical attributes 
through the use of colour markers in the four quadrants of the icons. (This would not 
suit the ‘triangle = male’ convention used in anthropology, because triangles cannot 
easily be divided into four.) 

Diverging from regular genealogical software, Progeny does not support the GEDCOM 
standard for importing and exporting data, though its XML import/export facility will 
offer possibilities for third party developers in the future. 

Graphic objects, including family trees, supposedly copy freely into Word, Powerpoint 
and the like, but I found that some screen elements dropped out when I tried this. 

Representation of kinship networks and approaches to data entry 

Virtually all the family tree applications have adopted a similar approach to data entry: 
the front end is an individual- or nuclear family-centric form on which basic data entry 
can be done directly (e.g. Figure 4), together with additional forms which deal with more 
rarely used or special types of data. Often, several views of the same information are 
offered: for example ‘Family View’ (Figure 4), ‘Pedigree View’ and a table or list view. 
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Figure 4. Main screen of Legacy Family Tree in ‘Family View’. 

These applications generally do not try to represent lateral kinship relations in a graphic 
display in the main interface with the user. This contrasts with Progeny (Figure 3), where 
a tree chart showing siblings, cousins, etc is the primary representation of the data. An 
exception among the family tree applications is Kith and Kin which does present 
individuals and families joined in a ‘rubber band’ network on the screen (Figure 6). 

 

Figure 5. Main screen of Legacy Family Tree in ‘Pedigree View’. 
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Figure 6. Kin and  Kin 2.0 main screen. 

The key problem with using the representation of a kinship network as the main 
interface is that there is, in theory, no beginning and end to any individual’s connections. 
Kith and Kin’s web site boasts a limit of ‘2,100 million of any one record type in any 
tree’, but it is not clear how many people can be displayed by Kith and Kin at once 
before system performance is affected.2 

Kith and Kin has no provision for analyzing the kinship network and apparently no tool 
similar to Progeny’s ‘SmartDraw’ which automatically lays out a family tree — you have 
to do this yourself by hand. Development seems to have ceased somewhere around 
1997.  

Charting / tree drawing 

While few family tree programs represent kinship on the screen, all of them can now 
draw nice tree charts. These range from the very simple, such as in Figure 7, to much 
more elaborate and customizable graphic charts such as the ‘hourglass’ chart seen in 

. Figure 8

                                                 

2  Note that elaborate algorithms for memory paging are used in GIS software when faced with the similar 
problem of panning across maps that continue endlessly in any direction.  
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Figure 7. Simple tree charting: output from Kin and Kin’s TreeDraw utility. 

Many applications allow you to insert photographs in charts. Wholly Genes is unusual in 
that it appears to be able to do this automatically; in most other cases, it is up to you to 
select photographs for inclusion (Figure 8). 

As nice as some of these charts are, they are still not entirely convincing as tools for 
anthropological documentation and research. 

The handling of ‘sources’ 

A heavy emphasis in the more sophisticated family tree programs is on carefully 
documenting the reference sources where information has been located: archives, birth 
and death registries, etc. Most anthropologists have probably not paid much attention to 
these capabilities, because our data is in the first instance based on oral testimony. (This 
is changing with urbanization and the ever-improving resources for family history 
projects.) 

However, I would suggest that this is an area we need to consider in a more formal way 
that hitherto, especially in Native Title work. Very often we are faced with multiple 
versions of genealogy, but currently our only way to accommodate this is to create 
entirely separate files. All extant genealogy software is open to the criticism that it is 
always assumed that the user only needs to represent one version of any genealogy. 

A considerable step forwards would be to be able to incorporate parallel documentation 
(‘sources’) for competing versions within a particular database. (Advanced users of Word 
will know how one document can nowadays contain several versions.) 
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Figure 8.  Example of an ‘hourglass’ chart in Wholly Genes ‘Visual Chartform’ tree 

charting utility: ancestors are above and descendants below the focal person. 
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SOFTWARE FOR ANTHROPOLOGICAL USE: 
WISH LISTS IN THEORY AND PRACTICE 

Anthropologists began using genealogical software years ago and many have drawn 
attention to the deficiencies of available software for anthropological use.  

Let me distinguish things among ‘wish lists’ — what everyone says they know they want 
— and the practical needs that emerge as we get deeper into management issues. 

Multi-platform use — a digression 

A wish that seemed to have an excessive priority at the workshop was for multi-platform 
software. This is an example of ‘what everyone knows they want’. 

However, when we look at the issue more closely, we find that very little general software 
is released for Windows, Mac and Linux. Microsoft Office has both Windows and Mac 
releases, but they have substantial differences. In fact perhaps Microsoft’s and Netscape’s 
internet browsers are the only genuine multi-platform applications. Although there is 
some move to run applications inside browsers, demonstrations have been disappointing 
and all the best software still runs in native mode on Windows, Mac or Linux. 

I note with admiration the objective of the Sugito team to make Alliance available for all 
platforms, but I hope this aim does not consume the greater part of their resources at the 
expense of developing the functionality of the application. 

I won’t buy into ‘I like Mac’ or ‘I like Windows’ arguments. They all look the same 
nowadays. My only take on the issue is that computers don’t cost very much these days 
— they certainly cost a fraction of the human time we need to devote to recording and 
analyzing genealogies — so it is wiser to go with the software that works for you and buy 
the hardware to run it on. 

What’s on anthropological wish lists 

Among the things on everybody’s wish lists are: 

• To be able to escape from Anglo naming systems; 
• To be able to show the symbols we have customarily used in anthropology; 
• To be able ‘publish’ genealogies to a durable output format, other than by 

printing on paper; 
• To be able to enter — and only print under certain circumstances — ‘secret 

names’ and the like; 
• To be able to handle various kinds of heritable attributes —skins, clan 

memberships, etc; 
• To be able to deal with ‘non-linear’ genealogies (the ‘I have three mothers’ 

problem); 
• To be able to do various kinds of kinship analysis, for example relationship 

detection, in some automated way. 
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Some of these seem so simple, it is a wonder we cannot find off-the-shelf packages that 
can deal with them. But since no one has reported that we can, it seems that software 
developers remain unaware of our needs. 

Others, on the other hand require much more thought: for example, ‘automated 
relationship detection’ and being able to allow people ‘three mothers’ (or twenty 
mothers, as one person suggested). A more analytic process is needed, as shown in 

. Figure 9

Figure 9.   A. The wish-list that cannot be implemented because it is not clearly known 

what is wanted. 

 

B. The wish-list is temporaily put aside and the focus is to break down the 

concepts into parts capable of implementation. 

Conceive of new 
capability  

Implement in 
software ??  

Conceive of new 
capability  

‘Operationalise’ =  
step-by-step decomposition: 
how it will work / its rules 

Implement in 
software 

(undefined) 

A.  

B.  

 

At the AIATSIS workshop, many requests for new capabilities were raised by 
participants; there were also assertions that ‘computers should be able to do anything 
these days’. Few discussions, however, addressed the middle step in Figure 9. In the case 
of, let’s say, the heritability of group membership in an optional bilateral mode of 
descent, we have to spell out exactly what that means before a developer can create 
software for it. 

I have two further comments. The first is that experience shows that the final design 
complexity of any new software feature rarely corresponds to the simplicity, or 
complexity, of the original idea. Seemingly trivial issues constantly prove to have endless 
ramifications. Fortunately, the opposite is true almost as much of the time: mountains 
frequently turn out to be molehills when you look at them closely. The moral is that it is 
not wise for any interest group to pontificate in isolation for any length of time; there 
really needs to be a constant dialogue between software developers and anthropological 
end users. 

The second is that software is rarely developed effectively by committee, but quite well 
by tyrants. It is not hard to see that the main problem in creating software is not 
programming, but getting people to agree on what the specifications should be. 

Emergent needs 

An area which the workshop seemed quite innocent of was that the needs that emerge as 
the job of working with computerized genealogies evolves into a standardized 
management task. 
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To cut things short, the key thing is that we find we want to be able to work in the same 
way as we do with any other kinds of office software or information systems: 

• When we use a database, we want to use the office network and allow multiple 
users to work on (different parts of) it at one time; 

• We want to be sure that (a) only authorized users can get access and (b) the 
software is compliant with security policies set by the systems administrator; 

• We want to be able to track who entered what data at what time; 
• We may want data entry-only workstations and view-only workstations, as well as 

normal ones with full capabilities; 
• We want output from all our programs to work with each other; 
• As with the more complex applications we already have, such as GIS, we need to 

be able to provide training; 
• On the technical side, we expect all our software to install smoothly and reliably; 
• We require ample documentation and online help. 

On this score, many of the family tree programs can be struck out straightaway. While 
most can open data over a network, what happens when there’s a network failure or the 
power goes off when we are halfway through a save? Will our data be corrupted? If we 
cannot see who has made what changes, how will we maintain the integrity of the 
information over a period of years? 

I should add that these things come into play more forcefully as projects expand in size 
— as we acquire non-trivial amounts of data to deal with — and we require our 
successors and colleagues to be able to maintain our systems years into the future. These 
can generally be called ‘workflow’ issues. 

Abbreviated commentary 

I will now pick three out of a multitude of topics that are all worthy of lengthy 
discussion: (i) how a ‘technical convergence’ that we are currently experiencing has 
considerable ramifications for our future, (ii) how workflow issues become more and 
more prominent when we scale up our projects, and as a result the availability of training 
is a limiting factor for us, and (iii) how we imagine communities can get access to the end 
products. 

Technical convergence 

The disappearance of proprietary formats 

When we realize that we want all our programs to work with each other, we are really 
narrowing the candidates for usable software. Users all over the world have 
unconsciously done this with text by getting rid of the dozens of word processors that 
we used to have in favour of the two or three that are left. 
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Even more narrowly, documents of any kind are not ‘publishable’ unless they can be 
displayed in a web browser, edited or viewed in Office (Word, Excel, Powerpoint) or 



 

further processed using Acrobat (to make .PDF documents). This is regardless of the 
actual application we might use to originally author documents in. 

An interesting move among the family tree programs is indeed towards the automatic 
generation of web sites. For example, Legacy 4.0 is quite impressive at this, particularly in 
the handling of textual notes and reference sources. Utilities are also available that can 
convert GEDCOM data into web pages, such as GED2HTML. However, you will still 
see that the handling of graphics is very rudimentary: we do not see any proper tree 
charts on the web at this stage. 

(I note very recent moves to be able to view XML genealogical data in a web browser; 
this is interesting but still experimental.) 

The use of Office automation 

Developers of genealogical software have failed so far to make the best use of Word and 
Excel, probably because hobbyists cannot be assumed to have them on their possibly 
venerable computers. (But we can.) 
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But other developers are now realizing that these are actually excellent tools for 
generating any form of output because they expose an object model to other programs 
allowing them to replicate everything that can be done with mouse and keyboard. This is 
generically called ‘automation’. 

Two particularly useful capabilities that go along with this are that Word and Excel can 
save documents to HTML pages with much greater sophistication that you could do 
yourself, and with the additional of the full version of Acrobat, PDF documents can be 
created directly from the toolbar. 

We can see the effect of this by creating a tree chart. I have used a little bit of Excel’s 
inner magic to create the chart in . (This kind of output is generated 
automatically by Community Express, see below) 

Figure 10

 

Figure 10.  Example tree chart created in Excel. (The 

drawing objects are all from the ‘Autoshapes’ 

collection on the Drawing toolbar). 
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Figure 11.  Example tree chart created in Excel and saved to a 

web page, viewed in Internet Explorer. 

I have the choice of making three kinds of document at this point: 

• The Excel workbook I already have — I can add more sheets to it with different 
genealogies in each. 

• A web page using the ‘Save As Web Page’ option. This will replicate the exact 
contents of the worksheet in an HTML page that we can view with a web 
browser. 

If I chose ‘Save As Web Page’, this is what the result looks like (Figure 11): 

As can be seen, Excel’s very powerful HTML rendering capabilities mean that the web 
page looks identical to the original Excel diagram — almost no other software available today 
can do this. 
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Still, web pages are very flexible, but not necessarily an ideal way to distribute 
genealogies. Two serious drawbacks are that web pages are insecure and they are not very 
printer friendly. 

 

Figure 12.  Example tree chart created in Excel, viewed in 

Adobe Acrobat after running PDFMaker. (Be 

assured that printouts are not blurred like this 

screen shot.) 

But with the full version of Acrobat installed, we can also use the PDFMaker toolbar in 
Excel to create a PDF version of the same file (Figure 12). Other users with the free 
Acrobat viewer can now be used to printer the whole document exactly as it should look, 
preserving all formatting. 

Security 

The use of Acrobat in turn raises all sorts of new possibilities, because PDF documents 
can be password protected documents with customisable security features. This in turn 
relates back as promised to the third bullet point I raised at the start, namely that we also 
need to find a way to navigate the tensions between client confidentiality vs. longer term 
goals concerning the cultural heritage value of genealogy. 

We will not do this quickly. Still, a basic step forward can be made if we can show that 
confidential genealogies can be looked after in a secure way. 
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In this case, Acrobat allows us to set a document to be viewed but not printed, or printed 
at a low resolution, or at normal resolution, and so on. We can also digitally sign Acrobat 
documents, so that it can be certain that no unseen hand has tampered with what is in 
them. Figure 13 and Figure 14 demonstrate this. 

This is a bit more like it! 

 

Figure 13.  Document security in Acrobat 5.0 

 

Figure 14.  Digitally signed tree chart in Acrobat 5.0 
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Workflow problems in larger projects / training 

The second topic I would like to mention concerns ‘workflow issues’ — what happens 
when we scale things up to take on large projects. 

Problems of scale 

The first thing is that a law of scale apparently applies invariantly to genealogies. As you 
collect information for up to about 400 people, notebooks and paper suffice for most 
kinds of analysis and presentation. Above this number, give or take a few, the job 
becomes increasingly onerous to do by hand and family tree software comes into its own. 
But at some point around about 1500 people, the limitations of family tree software 
become apparent and problems to do with workflow become ever more difficult. 

You may be familiar with these.  

• Name searching tools may be rather clumsy when you are trying to retrieve 
people quickly; 

• You constantly come across people you think you must have already entered 
under similar, but not quite identical names — but you find it increasingly 
difficult to find them again; 

• You have increasing numbers of people for whom data entry cannot be 
completed at the moment — and you want to be sure of locating them later on; 

• The fixes you have made up for saving place of residence / reference number in 
your field notes / descent category etc have outlived their usefulness; 

• You realize you’d like specialized field update forms — but the software was 
never designed for field use; 

• You wouldn’t mind being able link the system to another kind database — in 
health or demography, for example — but how? 

At this point your needs have gone past what existing family tree software can help you 
with. 

Problems of team training 

A second aspect of scaling up our work is that it becomes necessary to spread the work 
over a team of people. The team may be a ‘real’ team comprising a lead researcher, field 
assistants and data entry operators, or it may emerge by default from collaborative 
research, or from farming out work to consultants.  

Alas, experience shows that team members tend to have vastly different skill levels, 
interests in, and aptitudes for doing genealogy. If we introduce new software into this 
equation, then the question of resources for training become problematic. 

Now, we normally don’t need training when a technology is simple to use: for example, 
office email. But with systems of high complexity, there is no option but to budget for 
formal training in order to make proper use of them. Commercial parallels are the GIS 
applications MapInfo and ArcView, which cannot be operated at all without training. In 
the non-commercial world, the best model for us is probably CSPro (p. 3). 
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Delivering the information back to communities 

I suggest that ideas in this area are extremely underdeveloped. At the conference we were 
able to see the great success of particular Family History projects in which community 
participation was very high from start to finish. If this can be achieved, with the 
appropriate protocols to protect confidentiality, nothing further need be said. 

However, in most other situations anthropologists face a difficult problem of preserving 
the confidentiality of a genealogy while being able to disseminate it to traditional owners 
in a full manner and in some format that is easy to use. 

Perhaps the most usual solution is to make paper printouts, or larger charts if possible, 
and give them to community members.  

This sounds like the right thing to do, but actually there are several problems. 

The hard copy may well be welcome because of the ease of use, especially where literacy 
skills are not high, but it does not form a long term solution. Paper is misplaced, 
deteriorates (rapidly in the bush), and there is always the problem of it falling into ‘the 
wrong hands’. That is, it is all very well if the recipient keeps a paper genealogy in some 
safe place, but there are practical difficulties in doing this where traditional owners do 
not have filing cabinets or adequate office space. 

Another issue is that of ‘versioning’. Genealogies commonly go through many editions 
before a ‘final’ one is settled upon. This means that run the risk of deluging our 
informants with a mass of paper which they may be reluctant to discard (as we might 
intend) when we bring out new versions. 

As I mentioned it may be that community members themselves can do data entry and 
thus have direct access to the original genealogical database. But this defeats a precept of 
modern IT, namely that the consumer of data should do so, not with a highly technical, 
specialised software application, but with the simplest application possible: a standard 
web browser in the first instance, a web browser equipped with a plug-in like Acrobat 
second, and after this, perhaps a public domain application with limited system demands. 

There is a good reason for this. Computers are turned over rapidly and what worked on 
an old computer may just work on a newer one. This is not much good for us, because 
we might well work with information our predecessors collected 100 years ago and we 
certainly want to be able to go on using information we ourselves have collected five, ten 
or twenty years from now. 

Not so simple! 

I won’t provide a magic answer – I’m just pointing out that fixing the wish list is just the 
beginning of the story. The steps that follow lie in the realm of protocols for 
dissemination, archiving and long-term reproduction that AIATSIS and like institutions 
can play a very useful role in working through. It doesn’t sound quite right, but perhaps 
we can call this consuming genealogies to contrast with the fixation at the workshop with 
producing them (Figure 15). 
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Conceive of new 
capability  (now what?) Fixed! 

 
Figure 15.   Fixing the wish-list is only the start: protocols for consuming 

genealogies are required. 
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SOLUTIONS 

How should intending genealogists proceed? 

A new application commissioned by AIATSIS? 

Can we entertain the idea of a completely new design started from scratch and 
commissioned to AIATSIS specifications?  

I can only encourage anyone who wants to get involved in computerized genealogy to do 
so. Why, I have done so myself. However, let everyone be warned of the long road ahead 
in any new cycle of development. 

Not the least of the problems is assembling a design team, keeping it together, and 
keeping it in funds for the long haul. Much of this comes down to the question of 
resources. 

Having worked commercially as a developer and I am familiar with the fact that solid 
application design takes an awfully long time and is extremely expensive. If you have a 
mass market, you may be able to recoup the outlay — but this is a vanishing unlikely 
scenario in anthropology. 

As I indicated above, the US Census Bureau software, CSPro, is the best model for us in 
terms of training and support, though the initial development cost is something any 
institution familiar to us in Australia would find quite scary. 

This aside, the great strength of CSPro lies in the institutional capability to run training 
courses and answer technical queries that lies behind it. 

This is something we could do well to try and emulate and is indeed feasible among our 
academic and research institutions. 

Other vendors of software of comparable specialism, such MapInfo and ArcView, have a 
business model that is totally inappropriate to our situation. Their software is high priced 
($3800 for one MapInfo licence, lasting about 12 months), high volume (the primary 
market consists of local authorities in OECD countries) and they have achieved the 
market muscle to exercise tight control over authorized training, which is high cost 
(about $500 a day).  

Community Express 

In my own case, I have chosen to solve these problems by spending a lot of time 
developing Community Express from scratch. This is not a new thing; in fact I began in 
1989. My early efforts began as an experiment, but became quite serious after 1991 when 
I needed it to work for me when I became a consultant. 

I will provide copies and wait to see if others can rate the results in terms of the design 
aims that I have outlined in this paper. Community Express has evolved from a rather 
limited DOS application, built using a single development tool, to a modern Windows 
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application, built out of components from three high level languages (Visual FoxPro, 
Visual Basic, Visual C++), environmental support from four other systems (WinHelp, 
HTMLHelp, Installshield Express, Windows Scripting), integration with Microsoft 
Office using the Word, Excel and Access object models, and finally some use of HTML 
to create web pages. 

Community Express has the bulk of the ‘wish list’ features put forward by the workshop 
participants, but those who contributed to the list are likely to find the result much more 
complex than regular family tree software, with around 100 editing dialogs compared 
with around 20 for say, PAF 5.0. For example, Community Express places quite a lot of 
emphasis on aggregating people in several ways other than just genealogy – by custom 
queries, in ‘collections’, and by ‘geographic scope’ – and generates things like Excel pivot 
tables. The image handling features deal with high resolution pictures such as you will get 
off a digital camera, whereas family tree software probably expects only mug shots in a 
much reduced format. 

This means that it likely to suit the Technical Officers rather than the pure 
anthropologist — and not all of our workplaces are able to employ such people. 

Single user copies are free for anthropologists for the foreseeable future — check the 
web site http://pasoma.tripod.com/ for details of how to get the CD, or contact me 
directly. 

Organizations requiring the multi-user version and more formal support do, however, 
need licenced copies. 

A large amount of help documentation comes with the product.  

The real answer: a multi-level strategy 

Given the reservations I have expressed, I suggest that the idea of a single new solution 
is inappropriate. 

I do not consider the technical obstacles to meeting our needs to be very important in 
this conclusion; on the contrary, I assume that software is already available to do what we 
want and more will become available over time. 

A larger factor for me are limits on the ability of organizations to commit resources to 
training — also the reluctance of individual researchers to commit any more time to 
learning new skills than is absolutely necessary — such that any advanced solution will 
falter when the user base simply fails to put in the time to learning how to use it. 

A multi-level approach to our needs should prevail.: 

• At the entry level, we might steer anthropological users and our clients to one or 
two of the simpler, freeware family tree programs. I have suggested PAF and 
Legacy Family Tree, but there are several other candidates for the preferred 
entry-level programs — we need not do more at all; 
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• At the mid-level, we might consider approaching one or two preferred 
commercial developers, perhaps in conjunction with our professional 
organizations like the AAA and ASAO (i) to ask them to add features to their 
software to fit our needs better, and (ii) to work co-operatively with them on 
training materials for anthropologists — this has, I suggest, modest cost 
implications — candidates might be Reunion (Mac only) and Sierra (the buyers of 
the Windows version of Reunion), but a fuller review needs to be done; 

• At the high-level, keep a watching brief on the development of the specialist 
programs like Alliance, also seen at the workshop, and Community Express and, 
if people like them, assist users to do innovative things with them, and foster the 
synergy that comes when a base of users begin to master the advanced 
capabilities that they offer — but stay away from costly product development at 
all costs! 
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APPENDIX 1 
 

WEB SITES MENTIONED IN THE TEXT 

Kith and Kin  http://www.btinternet.com/~spansoft/kkpro.htm 

Progeny http://www.progeny2000.com/main.shtml 

Wentian Li’s survey of 
pedigree drawing software 

http://linkage.rockefeller.edu/soft/list.html 

CSPro http://www.census.gov/ipc/www/cspro/index.html 

GEDCOM 5.5 standard 
(1996) 

http://www.gendex.com/gedcom55/55gctoc.htm  

Church of the Latter Day 
Saints ‘FamilySearch’ site 

http://www.familysearch.org/  

Wholly Genes ‘Family Tree 
Super Tools’ 

http://www.whollygenes.com/supertools.htm  

Example of a web site created 
with GED2HTML. 

http://www.geocities.com/turkel.geo/GED2HTML/index.htm 
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 APPENDIX 2 
 

COMMUNITY EXPRESS FEATURE LIST 

Current version Community Express 1.2G 

Versions Personal Edition — full capabilities, single user on own hard disk 
Organisation Edition — full capabilities, multiple users on a network 
View Only Edition — same as Organisation Edition but locked down as a 
view-only workstation 

Price Personal Edition — free for academic use for foreseeable future. 
Organisation Edition — annual license required for 1-5 users. 

Support site http://pasoma.tripod.com/  

Operating system  
& memory 

Windows 98/ME/2000/XP with Internet Explorer 6.0 or higher. Windows 
2000 by preference. 

Companion software Microsoft Office 97/2000/XP required for many reporting and charting 
functions. 

CPU Pentium III or IV (or AMD equivalent) with a clockspeed of 800Mhz or 
higher.  

Display A display capable of 1064x768 pixel resolution or better is essential. An 
external 17" monitor is recommended or a notebook display of at least 14". 

Media At least 200Mb free space required. Space is not the key issue. A modern 
system with a 20Mb HDD is desirable. The software is not designed for Net-
PC style terminals. 

A zip disk or CD-RW is highly useful. If you cannot connect directly to a 
colour plotter, bring plot files to a computer attached to someone else’s 
plotter on a zip diskette or CD. 

Plotter HP DesignJet 500 or similar recommended. 

Features • Create & customize your projects to be ‘genealogy-centred’ or ‘census-
centred’. 

• See proper anthropology symbols. 
• Import/export data with GEDCOM. 
• Navigate with forward, back and placemark lists. 
• Attach as ‘other relatives’ to family members people who are not on a 

blood line. 
• Use heritable descent lines to trace ethnicity through families. 
• Review mothers’ birth histories singly or across the database. 
• Use the birth date estimator to fill in blank birth dates with your own 

custom model of mother-child spacing settings. 
• Use special textual notes for questions, hidden documentation, and 

comments. 

http://pasoma.tripod.com/


 

- 26 - 

 

• Print special field updating forms. 
• Print special interview forms with just questions on them. 
• Use unlimited length rich text “Personal Story” field for formatted 

text. 
• Use special hyperlinks to navigate from a web site to people and 

places in your project database. 
• Use custom fields for your own reference numbers. 
• Use nicknames and aliases as well as regular name fields. 
• Maintain different names in each family a person has ever been in. 
• Search on names finds names in any field. 
• Attach unlimited numbers of photographs or scanned documents — 

provision to save regular and high definition images — and enter 
photo documentation in rich text format: print images and 
documentation with Word automation. 

• Write your own SQL queries to retrieve individuals on any field 
conditions. 

• Use batch edit function to make global changes to field values. 
• Create ‘Collections’ to aggregate people who have attributes in 

common. 
• Create & permanently save descendants tree charts with Excel 

automation in four different formats: left-to-right box style, top-to-
bottom box style, waterfall, and circles-and-triangles. 

• Create & permanently save a variety of pivot table reports using Excel 
automation from any methods of aggregation: geographic scope, 
queries, collections, genealogies. 

• View and save age-sex structure diagrams, with anthropological 
symbols. 

• Generate and save life tables from demographically ‘bad’ data, using 
Excel automation. 

• Track all changes by user and workstation. 
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