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Editorial: New Directions
Mary Beth Weber

I officially become LRTS editor in January 2013 and will 
chair the LRTS editorial board meeting during the 2013 

ALA Midwinter Meeting. I have been working with Peggy 
Johnson during the transition period between editors. It has 
been very exciting and enlightening. The amount of behind-
the-scenes work and the number of people involved with 
producing an issue of LRTS is mind-boggling. While I am 
very excited about my new role and have ideas for LRTS, 
I am also nervous about succeeding Peggy! Her name has 

been synonymous with LRTS and the gold standard of publishing in technical 
services for the last nine years. Besides Peggy’s departure as editor, eight mem-
bers rotate off the board. Rather than viewing this as a predicament, I see it as an 
opportunity. I look forward to working with the LRTS board as we enter a new 
phase for the journal and build on the excellent work produced by Peggy and past 
LRTS editorial boards. I welcome the opportunity to work with Tim Clifford at 
ALA Publishing, our outstanding production editor, and Christine McConnell, 
ALCTS’ publications specialist.

Transitions also are taking place within our profession. RDA is only one. 
Preservation metadata, patron-driven acquisitions in its various forms, shrinking 
technical services departments, changing roles for technical services librarians, 
research data sets, and implementation of discovery layers are a few of the hot 
topics in technical services and areas I hope will be addressed in LRTS. I recently 
co-moderated the ALCTS c-forum “Publish with ALCTS!” with Dina Giambi, 
ALCTS Publications Committee chair, and Jeanne Drewes, ALCTS Papers 
Series editor. The e-forum generated a wonderful discussion on how to get start-
ed with publishing. I was contacted afterward by a number of interested potential 
authors, and I hope to see submissions from them. The e-forum discussion is 
archived at http://lists.ala.org/wws/info/alcts-eforum (note: you must be sub-
scribed to the e-forum to access the archives). I welcome submissions or queries 
regarding possible topics from both ALCTS members and nonmembers. I will 
have a LRTS page in ALA Connect starting in January to make announcements, 
to get feedback from readers and potential authors, and to facilitate discussion.

Papers on technical services issues faced by public and community college 
libraries are underrepresented in LRTS. I encourage people working in those 
institutions to consider submitting a paper. In addition to research papers, LRTS 
publishes “Notes on Operations,” which are case studies, and solicits literature 
reviews. ALCTS-sponsored grants for up to $1,000 are available to support the 
writing of literature reviews for LRTS. A call for proposals for review of the acqui-
sitions and serials literature for 2012–13 will be issued in January 2013. Lastly, 
LRTS occasionally includes guest editorials.

In closing, I would like to provide a preview of the contents of this issue of 
LRTS. Magda El-Sherbini describes the processes developed and implemented 
at the Bibliotheca Alexamdrina (BA) to enable authority control in a multiscript 
environment. Seungmin Lee, Taewoo Nam, and Youngjoon Nam outline a 
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proposal to revise cataloging rules and standards to meet the 
needs of people with disabilities. Laura McCann discusses 
using MARC data to provide conservation documentation 

in research libraries. Jeffrey D. Kushkowski and Charles B. 
Shrader provide insight into the implications of developing a 
core list of journals in an interdisciplinary area.

Errata

Information in v. 56, no. 4, page 266 about two of the authors of “Bring Publisher Metadata Directly to the Library: Use of ONIX at the Library of Con-
gress,” by Karl Debus-López, David Williamson, Caroline Saccucci, and Camilla Williams, is incorrect. Caroline Saccucci is Head of the Dewey Sec-
tion and Camilla Williams is CIP Program Specialist, both that the Library of Congress.

“Biblotheca Alexandrina’s Model for Arabic Name Authority Control,” by Magda El-Sherbini appears on the cover of v. 56, no. 4 in error. This article 
appears in v. 57, no. 1. Also, the index to v. 56 (2012) incorrectly list this paper under the entry for Authority Control (page 285).
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This paper describes the processes developed and implemented at the Bibliotheca 
Alexandrina (BA) to manage authority control in a multiscript environment. The 
author addresses key issues associated with creating a local authority file for mul-
tiscript materials, unique challenges associated with Arabic names, and authority 
control policy decisions and practices in place at the BA, including contributing 
records to the Virtual International Authority File. The author highlights impor-
tant work that the BA is doing to promote standards for Arabic names in a way 
that takes into account user needs in the Arab community, as well as international 
standards, while laying the groundwork for further cooperative work between 
libraries in the Arab world and beyond. A detailed description of workflow with 
examples is presented.

The Bibliotheca Alexandrina (BA) is building its own local authority file for 
personal names, corporate bodies, and subject headings, with authority 

records presented in Arabic, English, and French. One of the most powerful fea-
tures of the BA catalog links records in multilingual scripts. This means that when 
an author writes in Arabic and in French, the library creates an Arabic-language 
record for the Arabic books and a French language record for the French lan-
guage books. The former will be based on the Arabic bibliographic records and 
the latter will be based on the name of the author in the French language records. 
The BA staff link the two authority records to each other. This allows the user 
to search the database in either language and retrieve all the works by the same 
author regardless of the language of publication.

The objective of this paper is to describe the Arabic name authority file that 
the BA is developing and the policies and processes involved. To study the BA 
authority file (which is not available to non-BA staff) and associated decisions and 
workflow, the author spent six and a half months at the library and worked with 
the BA authority control processing staff. The author developed the following set 
of questions to gather information about the process of creating authority records 
at the BA. Some questions deal with specific technical issues, while others are 
more general.

•	 What are the important issues related to creating authority records for 
classical Arabic names?

•	 How is the BA authority control processing staffed?
•	 What are the reasons for creating a local BA authority file?
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•	 What are the local policies for creating BA authority 
records for classical and modern Arabic names?

•	 How is the authority work handled for Arabic lan-
guage materials?

•	 How are authority records for authors writing in mul-
tiple scripts handled?

•	 How is the BA participating in the Virtual Interna-
tional Authority File (VIAF)?

•	 What are plans for sharing and cooperating with oth-
er libraries?

Literature Review

Authority records constitute the backbone of the library 
catalog. Verification of authors’ names accomplished 
through authority processing helps to merge the biblio-
graphic records of a particular author’s work, regardless of 
the language of publication, variations in the spelling of the 
name, or other points of confusion that may result from the 
publishing process. Authority control allows researchers to 
identify and locate works of an author regardless of what 
language they use in their search. The same form or version 
of a person and corporate body is used by everyone so that a 
researcher in Egypt, the United States, Japan, or any other 
country can use the exact same form of the name to find all 
the materials by a specific author.

Durance defined authority control as the function of 
providing access to the holdings of a repository through 
names and subjects, noting that authority records are being 
constructed in such a way that their relationships, or nonrela-
tionships, to each other are apparent.1 She wrote, “In effect, 
authority control in an archival setting introduces order into, 
and a road-map through, the complexities of corporate orga-
nizations and their predecessors, personal names, functions, 
and subjects of documents, and their interrelationships.”2  
One of the fundamental steps in creating an authority record 
is for the cataloger to determine whether an intellectual 
relationship exists between the access points. Establishing 
and linking all the possible access points will collocate all 
relevant headings, including cross references, and display 
them in a meaningful way.

Harper and Tillett discussed the importance and the 
value of authority control in their “Library of Congress Con-
trolled Vocabularies and their Application to the Semantic 
Web.”3 Among the issues discussed in their paper were the 
value of authority control and its important role in searching, 
navigation, collocation, and linking between various tools 
and resources. This is accomplished by establishing connec-
tions between related headings using cross-references, such 
as “see” and “see also.”

Vassie provided an overview of many of the major issues 
confronting multiscript cataloging and display.4 His article 

opened with the history of non-Latin script collections and 
access and went on to describe the situation at the Zayed 
Central Library of the United Arab Emirates University. 
The author correctly identified a lack of multiscript author-
ity control as the major issue in non-Latin based language 
research. He went on to describe two options “for tackling 
authority control for names of authors represented in both 
available scripts in a bilingual, bi-script catalogue.”5 The arti-
cle ended with a call for an international, controlled Arabic 
thesaurus that would be created and maintained according 
to international standards.

In her article on Arabic name authority, Speirs Plettner 
provided an overview of the Arabic name authority file from 
its origins to her time of writing (2003).6 She started with an 
overview of the problem of transliteration of Arabic scripts 
and the decision to maintain two files, one for original Arabic 
scripts and anther for their transliterated form. She pointed 
out the limitations of the Anglo-American Authority File and 
called for including institutions outside the English language 
sphere to participate in a global multiscript name authority 
file. Speirs Plettner continued with an overview of the dis-
cussion on how to enhance the structure of authority records 
to accommodate the non-Latin scripts. As with any idea that 
calls for cooperation between institutions, this one also will 
require commitment from the global library community.

Kuntz addressed the issue of transliteration, or roman-
ization of Arabic script, and compared the Library of Con-
gress/American Library Association transliteration scheme 
with that developed by the International Organization for 
Standardization (ISO).7 As he discussed the pros and cons 
of each system, Kuntz maintained that some form of trans-
literation must be used and that the libraries should inform 
the users which system is being employed. Kuntz indicted 
that both the Library of Congress (LC) and the ISO Arabic 
Romanization schemes have proven to be problematic, but 
he is not in favor of abandoning transliteration in favor of an 
exclusive use of vernacular.

Khairy took a different approach in her presentation 
at the 27th MELCOM (Middle East Libraries Committee) 
International Conference in 2005.8 She addressed some of 
the issues facing creators of Arabic online catalogs in Arabic 
speaking countries. She focused her attention specifically on 
the use of different reference sources when an authorized 
access point for a classical Arabic name is created and how 
variations in the form of the name could be a barrier to coop-
eration in constructing an Arabic script union catalog and 
authority file. She pointed to the lack of specific cataloging 
tools designed for cataloging Arabic materials as a major issue.

The Bibliotheca Alexandrina

The Bibliotheca Alexandrina (BA) was created in association 
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with the United Nations Educational, Scientific, and Cul-
tural Organization (UNESCO). Snohetta Arkitektur Land-
skap of Oslo, Norway, won the international competition 
to design the library.9 Since its completion in 2002, the BA 
functions as a major library and cultural center serving the 
city of Alexandria and the region. In the words of Ismail 
Serageldin, Librarian of Alexandria, “The New Library of 
Alexandria, the New Bibliotheca Alexandrina is dedicated 
to recapture the spirit of openness and scholarship of the 
original Bibliotheca Alexandrina.”10

The ancient Library of Alexandria was situated on the 
shores of the Mediterranean Sea and dates to around 300 
BCE, when the Ptolemy dynasty ruled Egypt. Although it 
was subsequently destroyed, its story provided inspiration 
for the creation of the new BA some two thousand years 
later. Today the library houses collections of rare books and 
manuscripts, a children’s library, a youth library, a library for 
the blind, and many others. It is open to scholars, research-
ers, and the public.

The BA’s online catalog is tri-lingual, providing access to 
its collections of materials in Arabic, English, and French. 
In 2010, the library received a half a million French books 
as a donation from the Bibliothèque nationale de France. 
This gift made the BA the sixth-largest Francophone library 
in the world. The BA is also the largest depository of French 
books in the Arab world, surpassing Tunisia, Algeria, and 
Morocco, in addition to being the main French library in 
Asia and Africa.11

The organizational structure of the library consists of 
the General Directorate and six sectors: Academic and 
Cultural Affairs Sector, the Director’s Office, the External 
Relations Sector, the Finance and Administration Sector, 
the Information Communication Section, and the Library 
Sector. The Library Sector is headed by the chief librar-
ian, who supervises six departments: Arabic Bibliographic 
Standards, Francophone Library Department, Information 
Services Department, Main Library Department, Special 
Libraries Department, and Technical Services Department.

The Technical Services Department consists of two 
sections: Acquisitions and Bibliographic Access. The latter 
includes three units: Cataloging, Materials Processing, and 
Periodicals. The BA online public access catalog (OPAC) 
was designed to manage the multilingual bibliographic and 
authority files (Arabic, English, and French) and provide 
users with multilingual access to its materials. It allows the 
user to search the catalog in all three languages. The BA is 
currently using the Virginia Tech Library System (VTLS) 
integrated library system (ILS) known as Virtua. Virtua’s cat-
aloging system is compatible with the Unicode standard and 
stores data in bibliographic records in the Unicode encod-
ing scheme. This allows the catalogers to access and create 
records in their natural languages (e.g., Arabic, Hebrew, 
Turkish, etc.). Virtua also supports direct input, indexing, 

and display of characters in Unicode from a single, standard 
workstation. For example, catalogers or patrons can change 
the interface language and search for bibliographic records 
in their natural language without affecting others using the 
system.12

At the BA, Arabic, English and French language mate-
rials are cataloged in their original language of publication. 
The same also is true of the authority file. The BA built a 
local authority file for personal names, corporate bodies, and 
subject headings where the authority record is presented in 
Arabic, English, and French languages.13

One of the most powerful features of the BA catalog 
is its linking feature, which links records in multilingual 
scripts. This means that when an author writes in Arabic 
and in French, the library creates an Arabic language record 
for the Arabic books and a French language record for the 
French language books. Two authority records also are 
created for this author. One is based on the Arabic script 
bibliographic records and the other is based on the name of 
the author in the French language records. The BA staff link 
the two authority records, which allows the user to search 
the database in either language and retrieve all the works by 
the same author regardless of the language of publication.

Important Issues Related to Creating 
Authority Records for Classical Arabic Names

Classical Arabic Names Can Have Multiple Parts

A classical Arabic name consists of multiple elements that 
can be used as an authorized name.14 Any element of the 
name can be used as the authorized name. The decision 
often depends on the country or the organization in which 
the cataloging is being done. Classical Arabic names in par-
ticular are problematic because catalogers have difficulty 
determining which element to choose as the authorized 
access. The following example illustrates the multiple ele-
ments of the classical Arabic name:

املعروف مبوالنا جالل  بلخى  الدين  بهاء  بن حسني  بن محمد  محمد 
الدین الرومی� (1207م –1273م) 

(Arabic name)

Muḥammad bin Muḥammad bin Ḥusayn Bahāʼ 
al-Dīn Balkhī known as Mawlānā Jalāl al-Dīn 
al-Rūmī (1207م1273–م)
(romanized form of the name)

Muḥammad the son of Muḥammad the son of 
Ḥusayn the Glory of Religion Balkhī known as 
Our Guide the Magnificence of Religion al-Rūmī, 
(م1273–م1207)
(translated form of the name)
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The elements in a classical Arabic name may include 
the following:

•	 Ism (given name) is a personal, proper name given 
shortly after birth. Commonly used names: Aḥmad, 
Muḥammad, Kamāl, etc.

•	 Laqab (descriptive epithet) is a combination of words 
making up a byname or epithet, usually religious, relat-
ing to nature, descriptive of some admirable quality 
the person had. Examples are al-Rashīd [the Rightly  
Guided], al-Fāḍil [the Prominent]. Laqabs follow the 
ism: Hārūn al-Rashīd [Aaron the Rightly Guided].

•	 Kunyah (appellation) is an honorific name which des-
ignates one individual as “Abū Aḥmad” (father of 
Aḥmad) or “Umm Sālim” (mother of Sālim). Married 
people (especially married women) are, as a general 
rule, simply called by their kunya (Abū or umm + the 
name of their first son). One does not need to have 
children to be called “Abū . . . ” or “Umm . . . ”

•	 Nasab (pedigree) is a patronymic or a series of pat-
ronymics that designate one individual as the son or 
daughter of someone. Examples are “ibn Ḥātim”(son 
of Ḥātim), “bint Aḥmad” (daughter of Aḥmad). The 
nasab follows the ism in usage, such as in Ḥasan ibn 
Faraj (Ḥasan the son of Faraj), Sumayyā bint Khub-
bat (Sumayyā the daughter of Khubbat). Many his-
torical personages are more familiar by their nas-
ab than by their ism, e.g., the historian ibn Khaldūn, 
the traveler ibn Baṭṭūṭa, and the philosopher ibn 
Sīnā [Avicenna]. Nasabs may be extended for sev-
eral generations, such as Abū Bakr Muḥammad ibn 
Aḥmad ibn Muḥammad ibn Ja‘far ibn al-Ḥaddād 
(Abū Bakr Muḥammad the son of Aḥmad the son of 
Muḥammad the son of Ja‘far the son of al-Ḥaddād).

•	 Nisbah (attribution) is a surname. Nisbas follows the 
ism or nasab. Nisba has three primary types:

❍❍ Occupational, derived from a person’s trade or pro-
fession, e.g., Muḥammad al-Ḥallāj (Muḥammad, 
the dresser of cotton).

❍❍ Of descent, derived from the name of a person’s 
tribe of birth or family lineage, e.g., Mughīrah 
al-Ju‘fī (Mughīrah of the tribe of Ju‘fī); Yūsuf 
al-Ayyūbī (Joseph the Ayyubid, Joseph of the fami-
ly line of Ayyub).

❍❍ Geographical, derived from the place of residence or  
birth, e.g., Ya‘qūb al-Dimashqī (Jacob of Damascus).

The example below illustrates the various elements of 
the classical Arabic name.

مبوالنا جالل  املعروف  بلخى  الدين  بهاء  بن حسني  محمد  بن  محمد 
الدین الرومی, (1207م –1273م)
(Arabic form of the name)

Muḥammad bin Muḥammad bin Ḥusayn Bahāʼ al-Dīn 
Balkhī known by Mawlānā Jalāl al-Dīn al-Rūmī, (1207م 

(م1273—
(romanized form of the name)

In this example:
Ism (personal name) محمد
(Romanized form of Muḥammad)

Nasab (patronymic) بن محمد بن حسني 
(Romanized form of bin Muḥammad bin Ḥusayn 
(Son of Muḥammad son of Ḥusayn))

Nisbah (attribution) البلخى and الرومى

(Romanized form of al-Rūmī and Balkhī)

Laqab (description of the person) 
بهاء الدين؛ جالل الدين؛ موالنا

(Romanized form of Mawlānā, Jalāl al-Dīn, and 
Bahāʼ al-Dīn)

Consequences of Using Various Reference Sources to 
Identify Elements of Classical Arabic Names

Various reference sources and methods are used by the 
library community for authorized classical Arabic names. 
As a general rule, the most commonly known element of 
the classical Arabic name is taken from reference sources as 
the entry element. Zirikli’s “A‘lām [Luminaries],” Kahalah’s 
“Mu‘jam al-Mu’allifīn [Index of Authors],” and Brockel-
mann’s “Geschichte der arabischen Litteratur” are the 
reference sources most frequently used to establish classi-
cal Arabic names.15 Note that because the modern Arabic 
personal names do not have to rely on the commonly known 
element, they are all entered under the last element of the 
name (surname).

The use of various references sources to establish 
author names resulted in the creation of multiple forms of 
the same person’s name, even within a single library. Table 1 
shows the various forms of the following name:

محمد بن محمد بن حسني بهاء الدين بلخى املعروف مبوالنا جالل الدین الرومی, 
(1207م –1273م)

These forms were chosen as the first element of the author’s 
name in various international catalogs found in the VIAF 
(http://viaf.org), using the search “Rumi, Jalal al din.”

Problems with Arabic Scripts

Various types of Arabic calligraphy and typography can be 
read in different ways and this makes vocalizing Arabic 
words difficult. These difficulties are described by Ismail 
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and Azurah, who noted that major problems were due to 
the Arabic scripts themselves.16 Lengthy authors’ names, 
vocalization of names, Arabization of English names, and 
many authors of a book also are among the problems faced 
by catalogers.

Another set of challenges is presented by the process of 
transliteration. The use of transliteration has been criticized 
by library users as well as the library community. Kuntz 
observed, “Transliteration is unreliable and serves neither 
librarians, bibliographers, nor users of bibliographic sys-
tems. The time spent transliterating text in a record, when it 
could simply be entered in its native script, is wasteful and 
unproductive.”17

The following example is a good illustration of what can 
go wrong during the transliteration process. Arabic language 
catalogers have transliterated the name of Shakespeare back 
into Latin characters in a variety of ways.

  Shākspīr, Walyam شاكسپري، وليم
  Shakspīr, Walyam شكسپري، وليم
  Shakspīr, Walyām شكسپري، وليام
  Shākspīr, Walyām شاكسبري، وليام
  Shiksbīr, Wilyām شيكسبري، ويليام
  Shikspīr, Wilyam شيكسبري، وليم 

For the library community in the West, the issue 
of transliteration of non-Latin scripts emerged relatively 
recently. In 2008, the LC along with the British Library, 
Library and Archives of Canada, National Library of Medi-
cine, and OCLC decided in favor of allowing the addition 
of non-Latin script data to name authority records.18 These 
records are contributed to the Name Authority Cooperative 
Program (NACO) of the Program for Cooperative Catalog-
ing (PCC). Regarding the non-Latin script data that are 
added to the authority record, the organizations named 
above decided to follow the MARC 21 “Model B,” which 
stipulates that “non-Latin script data is entered into the 
same MARC tags as roman/romanized data and the non-
Latin fields are not linked to parallel roman fields.”19 Imple-
mentation of Model B in the authority records allowed 
libraries to consider adding the non-Latin scripts to their 
authority records if they choose to do so.

Description of the BA Authority Control 
Staffing

The Authority Control Section is a major component of 
the Cataloging Unit at the BA. The section is responsible 
for all of the authority work, including personal names, 

Table 1. Varient Forms of the Same Name in the VIAF 

Author Name International Catalogs

Jalāl al-Dīn Rūmī, Maulana, 1207–1273 Vatican Library
National Library of Australia
Library of Congress

Jalāl al-Dīn Rūmī, Maulana Norway
Biblioteca Nacional de España

رومى، جال ل الدين، توىف ٣٧٢١م National Library of Israel (Arabic)

Bakrī Balḥī, Moḥamad ibn Moḥamad ibn Ḥoseīn Ḥoseīnī Ḥaṭībī 1207–1273 Bibliothèque nationale de France

Djalal Al-Din Roemi Flemish Public Library

Ğalāl-ad-Dīn Rūmī 1207–1273 Deutsche Nationalbibliothek

Rūmī, Ğalāl ad-Dīn [forme avant 2007] RERO (Switzerland) 

Rumi, Maulānā Ğalāl ad-Din (1207–1273) NUKAT Center (Poland)

Rumi, 1207–1273 Biblioteca Nacional de Portugal

جالل الدين الرومى ٬ محمد بن محمد٬ 604–672 ھ Bibliotheca Alexandrina (Egypt)

Džalāluddin, Rūmi, 1207–1273 National Library of the Czech Republic

Rumi, Jalal as-Din, 1207–1273 National Library of Sweden 

Muhammad Ibn Muhammad-I Rumi, Galal Ad-din Swiss National Library

Rumi, Jalal al-Din, 1207–1273 National Library of Israel (Latin)

Jalāl al-Dīn Rūmī Persian poet and mystic, 1207–1273 Getty Union List of Artist Names

Ğalāl al-Dīn Muḥammad Rūmī, 1207–1273 SUDOC (France)

Jala al-Din Rumi, Mawlana, 1207–1273 National Diet Library (Japan)

Mevlāna Rumi, 1207–1273 Vatican Library
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corporate bodies, and subject headings. Authority process-
ing is divided into Arabic and Latin. A single staff member 
has responsibility for the Latin authority processing. This 
includes names and subjects in English and French. Three 
staff members work on creating Arabic authority records. 
A supervisor and an assistant supervisor also work with 
authority records. Each staff person creates between sev-
enty and eighty headings a day.

Reasons for Creating a Local BA Authority File

The BA started to build its local Arabic authority control file 
in 2004 and the subject authority control file in 2006. The 
goal was to build a local Arabic authority file in Arabic and 
Latin scripts for the materials that are acquired and housed 
at the BA. The main reasons for creating the BA Authority 
File were the following:

•	 Specific tools designed for use with the Arabic lan-
guage are lacking.

•	 Most tools used today in cataloging Arabic materials 
are translations of the Western tools.

•	 The needs of Arabic users are different from those in 
Western countries. An Arabic language catalog helps 
to resolve some of the difficulties with non-Latin 
scripts and offers search options that are not always 
available elsewhere.

According to Khairy, the intention of creating this file 
was to 

implement an Arabic Script Union Catalog and 
Authority file by establishing something similar 
to NACO in Arabic script, which may be called 
ANACO (Arabic Name Authority Cooperation). 
This will allow an option for exchanging Arabic 
script name authority headings where Arabic script 
online libraries will have the advantage of keeping 
their local methodologies and practices, meanwhile 
conforming to one methodology under cooperation 
of the ANACO.20

In building the BA Arabic Name Authority file, the 
BA followed the MARC 21’s Model B, which states that 
for simple multiscript records, “All data is contained in 
regular fields and script varies depending on the require-
ments of the data. Repeatability specifications of all fields 
should be followed.”21 The BA creates two different 
Name Authority Records (NARs): one for Arabic and one 
for Latin script. The two records are linked by using the 
MARC 21 field 7xx (Heading linking entry) in the record. 
In this field, the BA uses the romanized (Latin-script 

equivalent) form of the classical name from the LC 
authority file. If the name is not in the LC authority file, 
the library romanizes the name according to the ALA-LC 
Romanization Table for Arabic.22

Local Policies for Creating BA Authority 
Records for Classical and Modern Arabic 

Names and Corporate Names

To build the authority file, the BA staff identified several 
issues related to the creation of authority records for clas-
sical Arabic names and corporate bodies. These included 
the choice of element of the classical name that could be 
used to establish the authorized access point, the issue of 
transliteration, misspellings and various ways of writing the 
Arabic names, and the use of different reference sources to 
establish authorized forms of the name. Modern personal 
names and corporate bodies are not as much a problem as 
the classical names. As a first step in the process, the BA 
decided to record all the forms of names found in the main 
reference sources commonly used by libraries that collect 
Arabic script materials.

The intention of the BA is to create an authority file 
that is based on the LC authority file structure. The BA is 
using the same reference sources for Arabic names used by 
the LC and follows the NACO rules for establishing Arabic 
names. According to Khairy, 

The BA practice is to conform to one main refer-
ence source and methodology for entering the 
established Arabic script name heading, to record 
the rest of the forms in Arabic script within the 
other three reference sources as unused forms, and 
recording the transliterated form into Latin script 
according to the LC and OCLC in MARC 21 field 
7xx (Linking Entry fields).23

Currently, the BA is not using the MARC 21 field 7xx 
field. Instead, the BA uses the MARC 21 field 500 (see also 
from tracing) to add the transliterated form of the Arabic 
name. This is a temporary situation until the BA system is 
configured properly.

Classical Arabic Names

The BA creates two types of authority records for classical 
Arabic names: original authority records in Arabic script 
and copy authority records in Latin script. All the author-
ity records for Arabic names, whether they are classical or 
modern names, are created originally in the BA local sys-
tem. All Arabic authority records are input using the Arabic 
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script. The BA is currently a member of the LC PCC Name 
Authority Cooperative (NACO) Arabic Funnel project with 
the goal of contributing their Arabic name records to this 
program. The BA’s contribution to the Arabic Funnel project 
is still very limited (fourteen records in 2010–2011 and thir-
ty-three in 2009–2010) because the staff have not yet gained 
independence from the NACO reviewer.24 When the BA 
staff contribute Arabic names to the NACO program, they 
apply the LC PCC policy for establishing the name. How-
ever, when they download this record into their local system, 
they modify the record to comply with their local practices.

When creating copy authority records in Latin script, the 
BA staff download authority records from OCLC or the LC 
online authority file (http://authorities.loc.gov) into their sys-
tem. In some cases, they edit these records to apply their local 
policy, such as linking and adding the name in direct order. 
If the name is in French, the BA staff consult the French 
Name Authority file, “Recherche autorités RAMEAU” 
(http://catalogue.bnf.fr/jsp/recherche_autorites_rameau 
.jsp?nouvelleRecherche=O&host=catalogue).

Local Policies for Creating Classical Arabic Name 
Authority Records

The BA staff consult the Arabic reference sources to con-
struct the classical name. The primary reference source 
used in authority processing is 

Madākhil al-asmā’ al-‘Arabīyah al-qadīmah : 
qāʼimat istinād lil-maktabāt wa-marākiz al-mā‘lūmāt 
[Entries for Old Arabic Personal Names]25 

This source provides the BA catalogers with the element by 
which the classical name would be best known, the fuller 
form of the name, and birth and death dates.

Other reference sources are used to either resolve 
conflicts as they arise, or to construct the main entry when 
the author is not found in Madākhil al-asmā’ al- ‘Arabīyah 
al-qadīmah. These reference sources (with English and Ara-
bic titles in brackets) are the following:

‘Umar Riḍā Kaḥālah. Mu‘jam al-Mu’allifīn: tarājum 
muṣannifī al-kutub al-‘arabīyah [Index of Authors]26

Khayr al-Dīn Ziriklī. al-A‘lām, qāmūs tarājim li-
ashhar al-rijāl wa-al-nisāʼ min al-‘Arab wa-al-
musta‘ribīn wa-al-mustashriqīn [Luminaries]27

Yūsuf Ilyān Sarkīs. Mu‘jam al-maṭbū‘āt al-‘Arabīyah 
wa-al-mu‘arrabah: wa-huwa shāmil li-asmā’ al-
kutub al-maṭbū‘ah fī al-aqṭār al-sharqīyah ma‘a 
dhikr asmā’ mu’allifīhā wa-lum‘ah min tarjamati-
him wa-dhālika min yawm ẓuhūr al-ṭibā‘ah ilā 

nihāyat al-sanah al-Hijrīyah1339 al-muwāfiqah 
li-sanat 1919 Mīlādīyah, jama‘ahu wa-rattabahu 
Yūsuf Ilyān Sarkīs [Dictionary of Arabic Printed 
Books]28

Çelebi, Kâtip. Kitāb kashf al-ẓunūn ‘an asāmī al-
kutub wa-al-funūn [Revealed Misgivings of the 
Names of Books and Arts]29

Brockelmann, Carl. Geschichte der arabischen 
Litteratur.30

As a general rule, the BA distinguishes between classical 
and modern names according to the period of the author’s 
life. Classical authors are mainly those who died before 1900 
or about 1318 Hijri (Islamic Calendar). Under most circum-
stances, the date associated with the name is followed by the 
letter “ھ” (H) to indicate that the dates of birth and death 
are in the Islamic calendar (Hijri). If the Gregorian calendar 
(Miladi) is used, the birth and death date is followed by the 
letter “م” (M). According to this distinction, the following 
name is considered to be classical

محي الدين محمد بن عيل بن محمد بن عريب الحامتي الطايئ األندليس 
امللقب بالشيخ ا الكرب، 560–638ھ / 1165–1240م 

(Muḥyī al-Dīn Muḥammad ibn ‘Alī ibn Muḥammad 
ibn ‘Arabī al-Ḥātimī al-Ṭā’ī  al-Andalusī al-mulaqab 
bi-al-Shaykh al-Akbar, 560–638H/1165–1240 M)

The authorized access point for this name will be: 
انب 560–638 ھ  Modern authors are .(Ibn al-’Arabī) العرىب 
those who were active after the year 1900, for example, 
(–Fawzī, Maḥmūd, 1950) فوزى ٬ محمود٬ –1950

In establishing the classical names, the BA applies 
Anglo-American Cataloguing Rules, 2nd ed. (AACR2) chap-
ter 22 for personal names and Library of Congress Rules 
Interpretations.31 In addition, the BA developed local poli-
cies that differ from international standards. The following 
rules are the most commonly used:

•	 Use the Hijri date (Islamic Calendar) rather than the 
Christian date (Gregorian calendar) that is used in 
the transliterated form of the name, for example, 

ابو العالء املعرى ٬ احمد بن عبد الله ، 363–449 ھ
(Abū al-‘Alā’ al-Ma‘arrī, Aḥmad ibn ‘Abd Allāh, 
363–449H)

•	 Do not to omit the article “ال” or “el/al” automatically 
from the name when it is an integral part of the name, 
as in الرشبينى (el-Sherbīnī).

•	 Base the form of the name on the best-known ele-
ment or combination of elements. The best-known 
elements appear first, followed by a comma and the 
other elements of the name. For example, 
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ابن قيم  الجوزية ، محمد بن أيب بكر، 691–751ھ
Not

ابن قيم الجوزية ، 691–751ھ
(Ibn Qayyim al-Jawzīyah, Muḥammad ibn Abī 
Bakr, 691–751H Not Ibn Qayyim al-Jawzīyah, 
691–751 H)

•	 Make the “see” cross references as follows:
❍❍ direct order form, if the name is established in 
inverted order

❍❍ inverted order form, if the name is established in 
direct order

❍❍ other surnames
❍❍ any other elements

•	 Make the “see also” cross reference in the MARC 21 
field 500 (see also from tracing—personal name) for 
the romanized form.

•	 Cite all the references used in establishing the head-
ing in MARC 21 field 670 (Source data found).

•	 If the author is writing in other scripts in addition to 
the Arabic script, add the other form of the author’s 
name in the MARC21 field 7xx (Established heading 
linking entry—personal name), which links the two 
forms of the name and allows to display all the works 
by the same author, regardless of language.

Figure 1 illustrates the application of the BA local policy.
The BA also created local guidelines for handling spe-

cial Arabic characters to provide consistency in establishing 
names. Specific letters, such as “hamza,” “ya,” and “alif,” 
were contributing to the duplication of records for the same 
name. For example:

Hamza “ء” was omitted when it occurs at the 
beginning of Arabic names and subject headings.

ابادى ٬ عىل رضا عىل 
Not

أبادي ٬ عىل رضا عىلى 

(‘Abbādī, ‘Alī Riḍa ‘Alī)

Notice the “ء” on the top of the letter “أ” 
Ya’ “ي” was omitted and substituted by “ى”

Birth and death date is recorded in Arabic numbers instead 
of Arabic numerals, for example, 

 ابن حزم٬ عىل بن احمد، 384–456 ھ
Not

ابن حزم، عىل بن احمد، ٣٨٤-٤٥٦ ھ 
(Ibn Ḥazm, ‘Alī ibn Aḥmad, 384–456 H)

Modern Arabic Personal and Corporate Names

Establishing the modern Arabic name is much easier than 
establishing the classical Arabic name. The BA uses the 

inverted name order and makes “see” cross references in 
direct order. If an author writes under a real name and a 
pseudonym, both names will be established in two separate 
records. A “see also” cross reference is provided in both 
records in MARC 21 field 5xx (see also from tracing). If the 
author writes under a pseudonym only, a “see” cross refer-
ence is made in the MARC 21 field 4xx (see from tracing).

The BA also created guidelines for establishing cor-
porate authors. As a rule, six types of corporate names are 
entered under the name of the country. These are listed 
below, followed by examples:

•	 Organizations that are managed by the government
مرص.  الجهاز املركزى للتعبئة العامة و االحصاء

(Egypt. Central Agency for Public Mobilization and 
statistics)

•	 Legislative bodies, such as parliaments or city coun-
cils or legislative councils of cities

مرص. مجلس االمة
(Egypt. The National Assembly)

•	 Courts
مرص. محكمة النقض

(Egypt. Court of Cassation)
•	 Armed Forces

  مرص. الجيش
(Egypt. Army)

•	 Embassies and consulates
مرص. سفاره (ارسائيل)

(Egypt. Embassy (Israel))
•	 Government officials (heads of state, heads of gov-

ernment, such as the president and ministries)
  مرص. وزارة الداخلية

(Egypt. Ministry of Interior)
مرص. رئيس (1981–1971م : السادات)

(Egypt. President (al-Sadat: 1971–1981 M))

Figure 1. The Application of the BA Local Policy
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All other organizations are established in two ways: 
direct or indirect.

Examples of organizations that are established in direct 
order are the following:

•	 International organizations
يونسكو

(UNESCO)
•	 Universities

جامعة ام القرى. معهد البحوث العلمية و احياء الرتاث االسالمى. قسم 
الحاسب اآلىل

(Umm al-Qura University. the Institute of Scientific 
Research and Revival of Islamic Heritage Research)

•	 Government organizations that have a general name
الهيئة العامه لالستعالمات

(State Public Information Services)
•	 Political parties

الحزب الشيوعى العراقى
(Iraqi Communist Party)

Examples of organizations that are established in indirect 
order are the following:

•	 Organization that is a branch of a higher govern-
ment organization.

جامعة االزهر. املراقبة العامه للدراسات العليا و البحوث
(Azhar University. Public Scrutiny of Graduate 
Studies and Research)

•	 Organization that has its own distinctive name.
هيئة الدستور الغذاىئ

(Codex Alimentarius Commission)

Authority Work Processing for Arabic 
Materials at the BA

During cataloging, BA staff check the local authority file 
for personal name and corporate body. If the heading is 
found in the local authority file, the staff derive it and add 
it to the bibliographic record. If the heading does not exist 
in the local authority file, the cataloging staff search the LC 
authority file and, if the name is found, the cataloger cuts 
and pastes some elements (such as the romanized form of 
the name and cross references) and applies them to the local 
record. If the name is not found in the LC authority file, 
the cataloger creates a name for the bibliographic record 
following AACR2.

After creating the bibliographic records, the system 
will automatically check the headings and all access points, 
including the subject headings, against the BA authority 
file and alert the cataloger that new headings were created 
and no authority record exists. This new heading is called 

an “on-the-fly” record. This on-the-fly authority record 
will be deposited in the Virtua daily report, which will be 
processed by the authority control processing staff. The 
Virtua daily report generator was created locally by the BA 
library information system staff from the Information and 
Communication Technology department, the BA system 
librarian, and an advisor, Lena Isaksson, Systems Librar-
ian at Göteborg University Library, Sweden. This report 
is based on the authority messages generated after the 
records have been saved, and duplicates and new head-
ings are detected. The authority control staff can generate 
a report of duplicates or new unauthorized headings by 
cataloger name or by date.

This “new heading created” message directs the cata-
loger either to make an authority record or let the message 
go directly to the Virtua utilities database reports. If the cat-
aloger chooses to create a new provisional on-the-fly author-
ity record, the software will formulate a provisional authority 
record in the “View Authority Record” window, creating an 
on-the-fly MARC 21 field 1xx (Heading) from the appropri-
ate authoritative field in the bibliographic record.

A provisional authority record has the following data:

001 (Control number)
003 (Control number identifier)

Figure 2. Derived Authority Record

Figure 3. Derived Authority Record after Editing
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005 (Date and time of latest transaction)
default 008 (Fixed-length data elements)
1xx (Headings—general information)
999 (Locally defined field) with the value of VIR-
TUA2

The authority processing staff check the VTLS utili-
ties database reports daily to review the new headings cre-
ated. To access the new headings, the authority cataloger 
will open the VTLS utilities menu and select “Authority 
Messages” from the “Cataloging” options. This will display 
various reports, including a report that indicates that new 
headings were created in MARC21, 998 field 1xx, 7xx, or 
6xx (“complex see” and “see also” references, “series treat-
ment” and “notes”). Records can be retrieved by a specific 
date and date range, and can limited by the cataloger’s ini-
tial. Each record also can be the control number assigned 
to the on-the-fly record in the MARC 21 field 001 (Con-
trol number). The cataloger then selects the heading that 
needs an authority record. Clicking on the heading will 
open the bibliographic record and the system will ask the 
cataloger to select an action, which will be “Create Author-
ity Record(s).” The system displays all the new headings for 

this particular bibliographic record and asks which heading 
needs an authority record. The cataloger selects and checks 
the MARC 21 field 1xx (Heading) that contains the on-the-
fly record data requiring a permanent authority heading. 
The system provides a concise authority record, with some 
information derived from the bibliographic record that was 
created earlier. Figure 2 is an example of a derived authority 
record.

The cataloger edits the authority record and fields, such 
as the MARC 21 field 400 (See From Tracing) for cross-
references and the linking MARC 21 700 field for the estab-
lished transliterated form of the name as it appears in the 
LC authority file. The locally defined MARC 21 998 field is 
used to indicate who created the record. Figure 3 shows the 
example of a derived record after editing. After completing 
the editing, the system will provide a message that a new 
heading has been created.

When the cataloger saves the authority records, the sys-
tem will determine whether a heading in the authority record 
matches a heading that already exists in the authority head-
ings table (in this case the on-the-fly authority record). If all 
the criteria match, the heading is linked to an existing author-
ity record. In this case, the permanent record will be linked 
to the on-the-fly record via the MARC 21 field 001, and the 
MARC 21 field 999 (locally defined field) will be converted 
to VIRTUA4 to indicate that the record is permanent. If all 
the criteria of the saved authority record do not match, a new 
permanent authority record is created; see figure 4.

Authority Record Display in the BA OPAC

A user can conduct a search using the authorized form of 
the name of the cross references. For example, searching 
under “عليوه٬ السيد” will present the result shown in figure 5. 
If the user searched by the author’s first name and not the 
surname, a cross reference will show “0” hits and will pro-
vide the correct form of the name; see figure 6.

Unfortunately, the terminology used in the display for 
cross references is not clear or instructive. The cross ref-
erence in figure 6 shows the “original term,” which is the 
unused form of the name, and “related term,” which is the 

Figure 4. Permanent Authority Record Created and Linked to 
the Record on the Fly via MARC21 001 Field

Figure 5. Authorized Name Displayed in the BA Catalog

Figure 6. Cross References Display in the BA Catalog



14  El-Sherbini LRTS 57(1)  

authorized form of the name. Ideally, the screen should 
display the “see” reference instead.

Authority Records for Authors Writing in 
Multiple Scripts

When the author is writing in Latin and Arabic scripts, the 
catalogers will create two authority records and link them to 
each other to do the following:

•	 Identify and collocate all the works by the same 
author.

•	 Establish consistency in the language of the biblio-
graphic record and a cross reference to records in 
other scripts.

•	 Maintain authority records in the language of the 
work. In this case, the three main languages the BA 
catalog uses are Arabic, English, and French.

•	 Create Arabic language records for the primary user 
groups at the BA and have those records linked to 
records created in other languages. Access to the cat-
alog for Arabic script users is of primary importance 
as it reflects both the emphasis of the collections and 
the preferences of the user community.

The authority record for the Latin script work is derived 
from the LC authority file. The BA staff create the authority 
record for Arabic script. For the Latin script record, the BA 
staff add the Arabic script as “see also” in MARC 21 field 
500; see figure 7. In the Arabic script authority record, the 
BA staff adds the Latin script in MARC 21 field 500 as “see 
also”; see figure 8. The BA uses the MARC 21 field 500 tem-
porarily because of issues with system configuration. In the 
future, the linkage will be through the MARC 21 field 700. 
Notice that in the Arabic script record, no additional MARC 

21 field 670 (Source of Data) is present for the sources of 
the Latin heading.

Searching the BA OPAC under “Mustafa, Saleh Lamei” 
will retrieve a heading that is not used; see figure 9. The 
heading displayed with the minus sign in front is a cross 
reference that comes from the MARC 21 field 400 (see from 
tracing). Clicking on the minus sign heading “Mustafa, Saleh 
Lamei” will display the cross reference for the romanized 
form of the name. The number “1” in front of the related 
term shows that that the library has another title in a differ-
ent script by the same author. Clicking on the plus sign in 
front of the author’s name will collocate the title under the 
romanized and the Arabic forms of the name.

Searching by the Arabic script will retrieve all the titles 
by this author. The plus sign in front of the hit count (figure 
10) will show that this author has another title in different 
script.

The Virtual International Authority File (VIAF) 
and the BA

A wide range of bibliographic agencies on the national and 
international level are creating and maintaining their own 
authority files. Significant overlap exists between the con-
tents of these files, and the responsible agencies are expand-
ing significant resources to maintain them. The concept of 
creating a Virtual International Authority file that would link 
these various international files was introduced in the early 
1970s at the International Federation of Library Associa-
tions and Institutions (IFLA).32

The LC, Deutsche Nationalbibliothek, and Biblio-
thèque nationale de France, in cooperation with fifteen 
other national libraries and other agencies, jointly adminis-
ter the VIAF project.33 The VIAF explores virtually combin-
ing the name authority files of participating institutions into 
a single name authority gateway service. As Tillett pointed 
out, the VIAF “is virtual because it is not really a file itself, 
but a linked system that connects existing Authority files.”  
The VIAF contains names of people and corporate bodies.34 
Other access points such as geographical names are planned 
for the future.

Figure 7. Romanized Authority Record

Figure 8. Arabic Authority Record
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Objectives of the VIAF as defined by Bourdon are to 
do the following:

•	 Share authority data around the world
•	 Reduce cataloguing costs
•	 Simplify authority control internationally
•	 Provide authority data in form, language and script 

users want
•	 Provide linked data services35

VIAF has the potential to solve many name authority 
problems that result from romanization of names written 
in non-Latin scripts. By providing links between records in 
numerous languages and scripts, it offers searching options 
in all those languages and produces multiscript cross refer-
ences. This localization of bibliographic data by making local 
versions of names (e.g., in different scripts, spellings, or 
other variations) available for searching and display makes 
bibliographic searching easy and more effective.

The BA is participating in VIAF by submitting its 
authority records. Every month, the BA staff collect biblio-
graphic and authority records and send them to OCLC for 
matching and linking the records to other authority files. 
In case of problems, OCLC returns the records to BA for 
correction and these are resubmitted the following month.

Supporting and Cooperating with  
Other Libraries

BA is creating an Arabic union catalog that can provide 
services to native Arabic speakers, researchers, and scholars. 
Early in the process, the BA decided to the use Arabic script 
instead of romanization when creating bibliographic and 
authority records. Despite that decision, the structure of the 

authority file still conforms to LC and PCC NACO practices. 
To make sure that the conformity is maintained, the BA uses 
the Arabic references sources identified earlier to establish 
preferred access points and MARC 21 for authority control.

Khairy stated that 

the goal of the BA is to implement an Arabic Script 
Union Catalogue and Authority file by establishing 
something similar to NACO in Arabic script, which 
may be called ANACO, Arabic Name Authority 
Cooperation. This will allow an option for exchang-
ing Arabic script name authority headings where 
Arabic script online libraries will have the advan-
tage of keeping their local methodologies and prac-
tices, meanwhile conforming to one methodology 
under cooperation of the ANACO.36

This approach opens the way for future cooperation 
with other libraries in the area. Thanks to their association 
with VIAF, the BA could become a conduit for including 
other Egyptian libraries in a larger project. More coordina-
tion between the libraries in the region as well as in Egypt 
itself is needed to achieve this goal.

Conclusion

The cataloging unit at the BA has undertaken an ambitious, 
multifaceted project to create an Arabic language authority 
file, similar to the LC PCC NACO project. Their vision is to 
create an authority center that would serve the Arab world 
through cooperative arrangements. The project is still in its 
initial phases, but expectations are that it will develop and 
grow as circumstances permit.

A number of important steps already have been 

Figure 9. Sample Search of the OPAC by Personal Name
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accomplished. First among these is the effort to resolve the 
issues with the classical Arabic names. The BA has estab-
lished procedures for creating standard forms for classical 
Arabic names. These procedures follow those established 
by the international library community, including NACO. 
However, the BA has selected and is using a set of standard 
reference sources in Arabic for establishing authorized 
forms of names. These are published sources that are gener-
ally available, although not all are being used by the inter-
national community. This is a very important development 
that can establish a foundation for future cooperative work 
between libraries in the Arab world and beyond.

Indirectly, the BA initiative has helped in resolving the 
problem of romanization of non-Latin script. Until now, 
most libraries in the Western world have transliterated non-
Latin scripts because most of the databases they use do not 
have the capacity to display non-Latin scripts. By creating 
catalog records in Latin and non-Latin scripts and linking 
them through their authority records, the BA has found 
a solution to the transliteration dilemma. Because the BA 
creates records in multiple scripts and the BA OPAC has 
the capacity to display all the scripts, transliterating records 
is no longer necessary.

The BA has now established an in-house authority 
database for its own collections. This database is growing 
exponentially, with nearly one hundred records added each 
day. The vast majority of the authority records the BA cre-
ates are for Arabic language authors and corporate bodies. 
The BA creates records for these works in Arabic that are 
searchable in that language. These records provide links to 
bibliographic records in languages other than Arabic when 
the author writes in multiple languages.

The BA authority database is currently unavailable to 
the broader library community. However, the BA author-
ity records are available to the international community 
through VIAF. These records are integrated with and linked 
to the records that are being contributed to VIAF by other 
national and international libraries. This is an important step 
toward future collaborative efforts between the libraries in 
Egypt and the rest of the world.

Some of the solutions developed at the BA can lead to 
future developments in resource-sharing and cooperation 
on a global scale. Their system of creating authority records 
in three languages and cross referencing them to provide 
multilingual displays is one major step toward overcoming 

the transliteration dilemma. This could serve as a model 
to many institutions that are currently transliterating and 
transcribing foreign-language records and creating name 
headings in a single language. This could be an opportunity 
for other libraries to rethink their current process of author-
ity control. BA’s decision to contribute their records to the 
VIAF program may be an encouragement for other libraries 
in the region to follow in their footsteps.
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of Old Arabic Names], (al-Qāhirah, Egypt: al-Maktabah 
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Various types of alternative format materials have been developed and acquired 
by libraries to improve information accessibility for people with disabilities. 
Although many cataloging standards contain specific rules designed to describe 
unique characteristics of these materials, most of these rules focus on describing 
braille books. This lack of alternative format-specific cataloging rules may hinder 
information accessibility for people with disabilities. This paper proposes revi-
sion, modification, and expansion of the Korean Cataloging Rules, 4th ed., and 
to Korean MARC (KORMARC) fields to address these problems and to compre-
hensively describe various types of alternative format materials. Although these 
changes are intended for the library community in South Korea, they may be 
relevant to other countries.

Since the enactment of the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) in 1990 in 
the United States, interest in information accessibility for people with disabili-

ties has increased in the library community.1 A survey found that many libraries 
tried to assist people with different kinds of disabilities by eliminating physical 
barriers to facilities and by retrieving materials from stacks.2 In addition to these 
improvements, libraries have continued to acquire alternative format materials, 
including talking books, video with subtitles or sign language, braille books, and 
other materials, to satisfy the information needs of individuals with disabilities.3 
With the development of information technologies, new types of alternative for-
mat materials have been produced, and traditional alternative formats materials, 
such as braille books, have increased.

Format-specific cataloging rules have become necessary because these alter-
native format materials have unique characteristics. Although many cataloging 
standards already contain rules designed to describe those materials, most focus 
on describing one specific type—braille books. In addition, these rules may not 
be sufficient to describe the unique characteristics of braille materials because 
they are based on rules designed for general materials, especially the printed 
book format. Furthermore, new types of alternative formats may have character-
istics different from braille books as well as from as general materials. Current 
cataloging rules may not fully support the detailed description of these alternative 
formats and hinder information accessibility for people with disabilities.
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The library community in South Korea faces the same 
problems encountered in English-speaking countries when 
trying to appropriately describe alternative formats for peo-
ple with disabilities. In South Korea, the Korean Cataloging 
Rules (KCR) have been a national standard since 1964 when 
the first edition was released.4 Korean Cataloging Rules, 
3rd ed. (KCR3), released in 1983, was revised so that most 
rules follow international cataloging rules.5 KCR was influ-
enced by International Standard Bibliographic Description 
(ISBD) and the Anglo-American Cataloguing Rules.6 KCR4, 
the fourth and current edition of the cataloging rules, has 
been adopted by most libraries in South Korea as the 
standard.7 Korean Machine Readable Cataloging (KOR-
MARC), influenced by USMARC, provides a structure for 
the records in a machine-readable format that is based on 
the rules in the KCRs. Most of the bibliographic records in 
South Korea are now in KORMARC format.8

KCR4 and KORMARC are designed to be adopted 
by all libraries in South Korea, including public, university, 
school libraries, and libraries for people with disabilities. 
However, because of the lack of detailed rules for alternative 
format materials, many libraries cannot fully describe those 
materials in the appropriate manner. Even more problem-
atic, some libraries have altered the rules to satisfy their 
own purpose or for their convenience in describing those 
materials. These problems have resulted in inconsistent, 
isolated, and noninteroperable records for the same alterna-
tive format materials.

To understand the extent of the problems, the authors 
analyzed a set of 25,284 catalog records for alternative for-
mat materials. To overcome the problems outlined above, 
the authors proposes a specific set of rules for KCR4 and 
KORMARC fields to comprehensively describe various 
types of alternative format materials and to reflect their 
unique characteristics. The authors do not create com-
pletely new cataloging rules, but propose revision, modifica-
tion, and expansion of existing rules. These changes can be 
applied to the library community in South Korea and may 
have value to the larger cataloging community.

People with Disabilities and Alternative 
Format Materials to Meet Their Needs

No single definition of “disability” exists because of its many 
possible characteristics. Todaro defined “disability” as a 
physical or mental condition that partially or completely 
prohibits an individual from the use of his or her body to 
perform daily tasks.9 Another commonly cited definition 
comes from the World Health Organization: “Disability is an 
umbrella term, covering impairments, activity limitations, 
and participation restrictions.”10 The International Federa-
tion of Library Associations and Institutions (IFLA) specifi-
cally defines print disability as the inability to read standard 

print or the inability to physically hold a book.11

In South Korea, disability refers to physical or mental 
impairment or dysfunction that severely affects and con-
strains social life of an individual.12 Based on this definition, 
the legislation of South Korea defines people with disabili-
ties as individuals with difficulties in using facilities, mov-
ing, or accessing information caused by physical or mental 
impairments, whether such impairments are long-term or 
recurring.13

Based on these definitions, the range of disabilities 
and people with disabilities is quite broad—from physical 
impairment to inability to access information. Print disability 
substantially limits the individual in seeing or reading tradi-
tional print materials in its original form. To improve infor-
mation accessibility of people with disabilities, the library 
communities in many countries have increased provision 
of alternative format materials. For example, the Library 
of Congress National Library Services for the Blind and 
Physically Handicapped (NLS) describes various formats 
that have been developed and used to support people with 
disabilities, including braille books, audiobooks, large print, 
and digital books that can be accessed via voice software.14

The Committee of Libraries Serving Disadvantaged 
Persons in IFLA suggests media formats that libraries 
should acquire to serve people with disabilities as follows: 
talking books, talking newspapers, talking periodicals, large-
print books, easy-to-read books, braille books, video books 
with subtitles or sign language, e-books, and tactile picture 
books.15 The publication of these alternative format materi-
als has continued to increase, and new technologies have 
supported the development of various alternative formats. 
South Korea also has tried to develop and publish more 
alternative formats to improve information accessibility 
for people with disabilities. Through government financial 
support, the Korean Library Association (KLA) has imple-
mented a plan to increase the percent of alternative format 
materials in library collections from 2 percent in 2009 to 10 
percent by 2013. The funds required to proceed with this 
plan are increasing from around $800,000 in 2009 to around 
$2 million in 2013.16

Cataloging Rules for Alternative Format 
Materials

The increasing number of alternative format materials being 
published has likewise increased the need for tools to fully 
describe the unique characteristics of those materials. To 
satisfy these needs, current cataloging codes contain specific 
rules that can be applied to alternative format materials.

Anglo-American Cataloguing Rules

The Anglo-American Cataloguing Rules, 2nd rev. ed. 
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(AACR2R) provides two types of General Material Designa-
tions (GMD): List 1 and List 2.17 List 1 is used in Britain and 
contains thirteen types of resources; List 2 is for Australia, 
Canada, and the United States, and contains twenty-seven 
resource types (see table 1). Both lists contain braille as a 
resource type. The description part of AACR2R, however, 
only provides cataloging rules for eleven resource types (see 
table 2).

As shown in table 2, general rules for description do 
not include any alternative format, although GMD pro-
vides braille as a resource type. Instead, AACR2R provides 
description rules stipulating that the description of alterna-
tive format materials should follow the rules for other types 
of resources with the addition of “(large print)” or “(tactile)” 
for the visually impaired.18 General rules for sound record-
ings may be applied to describe audio materials. However, 
the rules for sound recordings may not fully describe alter-
native format materials, even audio format, because those 
materials have characteristics different from the audio mate-
rials for general users.

Korean Cataloging Rules

The structure of KCR4 is similar to AACR2R because KCR 
are based on the Anglo-American Cataloguing Rules and 
have adopted most of these rules since the code’s origin . 
Similar to AACR2R, KCR4 also provides GMD consisting of 
eleven categories (see table 3).19

The resource types in KCR4 are similar to those of 
AACR2R. However, one major difference between the 
two is that KCR4 provides description rules for alterna-
tive format materials, which are commonly named “braille 
book.” The type “braille books” includes a broad range of 
alternative format materials, including cartographic materi-
als, printed music scores, and continuing resources in tactile 
format. The description rules may cover the complete char-
acteristics of each material, including title proper, statement 

of responsibility, edition, publication and distribution, physi-
cal description, series, and note area.

Although KCR4 provides alternative format-specific 
description rules, many problems have arisen when applying 
the rules to create catalog records. The rules mainly focus on 
describing braille books because the KCR4 prescribes the 
rules as “description for braille materials.” Other types of 
alternative formats are rarely mentioned. Another problem 
is applying existing rules for general materials to alterna-
tive format materials. Most description rules for alternative 
formats in KCR4 are quoted from the rules for general 
materials with few additional clauses that can be applied to 
alternative formats.

The authors searched the literature for publications 
specifically addressing cataloging of alternative formats for 
people with disabilities and was unable to find any.

Data Collection and Method of Analysis

This research analyzed bibliographic records for alternative 
format materials currently used in the library community in 
South Korea to identify the inconsistencies and inaccura-
cies in those records. Most records came from the General 
Catalog for Format Materials for the Blind, which contains 
approximately 100,000 bibliographic records for alternative 
format materials contributed by public libraries, univer-
sity libraries, and libraries for people with disabilities in an 
effort to standardize cataloging records for those materials. 
Another data set came from Korea Library Automation 
System in Able (KOLASIA), which is a major part of the 
Database of National Cataloging for Alternative Format 
Materials of South Korea. The National Library of Korea 
has been constructing this database since 2010. Twelve 
libraries for people with disabilities participate by providing 

Table 1. AACR2R Lists of General Material Designation

List 1 (Britain)
List 2 (Australia, Canada,  
and the United States)

Braille
Cartographic mate-

rials
Electronic resource
Graphic
Manuscript
Microform
Motion picture
Multimedia
Music
Object
Sound recording
Text
Video recording

Activity card
Art original
Art reproduction
Braille
Cartographic material
Chart
Diorama
Electronic resource
Film strip
Flash card
Game
Kit
Manuscript
Microform

Microscope slide
Model 
Motion picture
Music
Picture
Realia
Slide
Sound recording
Technical drawing
Text
Transparency
Toy
Video recording

Table 2. Resource Types in AACR2R

Books, pamphlets, and printed 
sheets

Cartographic materials
Manuscripts
Music
Sound recordings
Motion pictures and video record-

ings

Graphic materials
Electronic resources
Three-dimensional artifacts and 

realia
Microforms
Continuing resources

Table 3. Resource Types in KCR4

Monograph
Cartographic materials
Antique books
Printed music scores
Sound recordings
Motion pictures and video record-

ings

Electronic resources
Three-dimensional artifacts and 

realia
Microforms
Continuing resources
Braille books
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their cataloging records for alternative format materials. 
KOLASIA, which is designed to provide one-stop ser-
vices for those materials, currently contains about 120,000 
records for alternative format materials and has been 
adopted as a national database for bibliographic records for 
those materials. Among these records, the authors exam-
ined a subset that consisted of two or more parallel records 
for the same item.

The data set that the authors analyzed consisted of 
bibliographic records for several types of alternative format 
materials: braille books in printed format (12,748), braille 
books in electronic format (2,717), audiobooks (9,213), 
picture books with tactile label (586), and video resources 
(20). All 25,284 records are in the KORMARC format. 
The authors examined each KORMARC field in parallel 
records and compared the values with each other. Dur-
ing this analysis process, each record was entered into a 
spreadsheet divided into each KORMARC field. The same 
field with different values was identified so that unique 
types of resource description could be derived. Through 
this analysis and comparison, the authors identified dif-
ferent patterns of assigning values for a field and inconsis-
tencies in using KORMARC fields to describe alternative 
format materials across libraries. Based on the findings, the 
authors developed revisions, modifications, and expansions 
of KORMARC fields to fully describe alternative format 
materials.

Findings and Analysis
Fields Related to Alternative Format Materials in 

KORMARC

KORMARC contains numerous fields to describe various 
types of materials, from monographs to electronic resources. 
Although some of these fields are not alternative format-
specific, they are currently used in describing alternative 
format materials. The fields that are used in describing 
alternative format materials are shown in table 4.

Among these fields, the most frequently used are 245 
(Title Statement) $h (Medium), 260 (Publication, Distribu-
tion, etc.), 300 (Physical Description), 500 (General Note), 
700 (Added Entry—Personal Name), and 710 (Added 
Entry—Corporate Name). Only the 260 and 300 fields 
appeared in all records. However, some of the values of 
these fields are not from alternative format materials but 
from the original materials. In addition, some fields, such as 
the 521 field (Target Audience Note), are rarely used even 
though they may be essential to describe alternative format 
materials. These inconsistent and inappropriate uses of 
fields may result in incomplete records and cause difficulties 
in retrieving alternative format materials.

Several other fields have been used, including 650 
(Subject Added Entry—Topical Term), 653 (Index 

Term—Uncontrolled), and 655 (Index Term—Genre/
Form), to describe the subject or genre/form of alternative 
format materials. However, they are not alternative format-
specific. For this reason, the author did not consider those 
fields during analysis.

Primary Source for Description

The content of the alternative format materials may be 
an abridged or reduced version of the original material. 
Although they share the same or similar content, these 
two formats should be cataloged as different items because 
they are published for different users and in different 
mediums.

The description rules in KCR4 do not provide any spe-
cific statements about how to differentiate these formats. 
As a result, different libraries have distorted the rules to sat-
isfy their own purposes or for their convenience in creating 
records for alternative format materials. For example, most 
libraries create records from the perspective of the original 
material even if the record is for an alternative format. In 
this case, the description of the alternative formats usually 
has been put in a note area or added using inappropriate 
fields. This frequently happened when creating a record 
for items in sound recording format, such as MP3 or Digi-
tal Accessible Information System (DAISY) files. Although 
these formats can be described in a computer file or data 
note area, the records in the data sets put the description 
in the general note area with simple introductory terms. 
Examination of the 9,213 records for audiobooks in the 
data set found 2,041 records that use of the general note 
area for this description. This makes the record ambiguous 
because identifying whether it is describing the original 
material or an alternative format is difficult.

Person (or Institution) Participating in the Publication of 
Alternative Format Materials

According to current cataloging rules for alternative format 
materials, the author of the original material is described in 
the 245 field with subfield code $d (Statement of Responsi-
bility). This is reasonable because the author of the original 
material is responsible for the content of the material even 
if the record is for an alternative format. The individuals 
who participated in publishing alternative format materi-
als, such as the reader or narrator, are only described in 
the 511 field (Participant or Performer Note), which was 
originally designed to describe the participant or performer 
who contributed to creating the content. In this case, mak-
ing the reader or narrator an “added entry” in the 700 
field (Added Entry—Personal Name) or 710 field (Added 
Entry—Corporate Name) as well as in the 511 field would 
be better because it would provide additional access points. 
In most records, however, the 700 and 710 fields are rarely 
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used. Even more problematic, most records leave the 511 
field blank. Only 8 of the 25,284 records in the data set used 
the 511 field. Instead, the 500 field was occasionally used to 
describe these individuals using plain text.

KORMARC stipulates using the 500 field to describe 
detailed information about the original material and braille 
translator. Not quite one-fourth (2,999 of 12,748) of the 
records for braille books in the data set describe the braille 
translator in this field. However, the description about 
braille translator may not be considered as general infor-
mation appropriate for the 500 field and would be better 
described using another field.

Types of Alternative Format Materials

Subfield code $h in the 245 field is used to describe vari-
ous types of alternative format materials. Similar to MARC, 
KORMARC indicates these materials using brackets (e.g., 
[braille material]). Although various alternative formats are 
currently published, existing records in the data set indicate 
only two types: “Braille material” and “Sound recordings.” 
This may be because KCR4 focuses on visually impaired 
people. The 300 field is often used to describe detailed 
types of materials, such as printed music score, cartographic 
materials, and tactile books, instead of the 245 field. In the 
records in the data set, however, subfield codes $a (Extent) 
and $b (Other Physical Details) in the 300 field are limited 
to indicate the medium of alternative format materials, such 
as book, compact disc, cassette tape, and map, without men-
tioning it is an alternative format (e.g., press braille book). 
In addition, KCR4 does not provide a standardized way of 
using terms to describe the medium of the materials. For 
example, the medium of one sound recording is described 

inconsistently using the terms “Compact Disc,” “CD,” 
“Disc,” or “Record.”

Alternative Format Materials Published in Divided Parts

Describing alternative format materials published in several 
parts is one of the most prevalent problems seen in records in 
the data set. In many cases, especially with braille books, one 
original physical item is divided into several sequencing parts 
when it is transformed into an alternative format. In this case, 
the 300 field indicates the total number of the divided parts. 
For example, when one original physical item is transformed 
into four physical items in braille format, the 300 field indi-
cates the total number using subfield code $a with the value 
“4 volumes.” The number or name of each part is described 
in the 500 field rather than using the 245 field with subfield 
codes $n (Number of part/section of a work) and $p (Name 
of part/section of a work). In addition, the 245 field cannot be 
used for alternative format materials because existing records 
have been created from the perspective of original material.

Physical Description of Alternative Format Materials

In the records in the data set, physical description of alterna-
tive format materials is currently described in the 300 field 
with subfield code $c (Dimensions). It is sometimes indi-
cated in the 500 field instead (5,211 of 25,284 records) One 
of the main reasons for this inconsistency is reliance on the 
catalog record for the original format. Records are created 
from the perspective of original material, and the 300 field 
is used to describe the physical description of the original 
material. Another reason is that KCR4 stipulates that the 
description part does not use the physical description area 

Table 4. KORMARC Fields Used to Describe Alternative Format Materials

Field Subfield Code

Occurrence

No. %

245 – Title Statement $d – Statement of responsibility 25,284 100.0

$h – Medium 18,304 72.4

$n – Number of part/section of a work 15,251 60.3

260 – Publication, Distribution, etc. 25,284 100.0

300 – Physical Description $a – Extent 25,284 100.0

500 – General Note $a – General note 18,807 74.4

511 – Participant or Performer Note $a – Participant or performer note 8 0.0

518 – Date/Time and Place of an Event Note 404 1.6

521 – Target Audience Note $a – Target audience note 16,436 65.0

534 – Original Version Note 67 0.3

700 – Added Entry – Personal Name $a – Personal name 18,972 75.0

710 – Added Entry – Corporate Name $a – Corporate name or jurisdiction name as entry element 18,410 72.8
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when describing alternative formats. However, most of the 
records in the data set describe the physical description of 
those materials using either the 300 or 500 field.

Publication of Alternative Format Materials

Another serious inconsistency can develop when using the 
260 field to describe the publisher of alternative format 
materials. This is mainly because KCR4 has no clear rules 
about how to differentiate the publisher of the alternative 
format from the publisher of the original material. Thus the 
260 field often is used to describe both publishers (found 
in 4,419 records or 17.5 percent of the data set). In other 
cases, only the publisher of the original material is given 
in the 260 field (found in 7,594 records or 30.0 percent of 
the data set). The publisher of the alternative format is not 
indicated in the record or occasionally is described in the 
500 field (3,854 or 15.2 percent of the data set), which may 
not be appropriate for the publisher of alternative format 
materials.

Target Audience of Alternative Format Materials

The 521 field can be used to describe the specific audi-
ence or intellectual level of alternative format material. 
In describing alternative format materials in KORMARC, 
however, this field mostly is used to indicate the type of dis-
ability for which those materials are designed or published 
(16,436 or 65.0 percent of records in the data set). It is sel-
dom used to indicate with any specificity the user groups or 
intellectual level of audience. Although this field is used in 
14,360 (56.8 percent) of records in the data set to describe 
a target audience, most of these set the value of this field as 
“visually impaired,” which is almost meaningless in indicat-
ing the target audience of alternative format materials.

Original Materials of Alternative Format Materials

Most alternative format materials are published by trans-
forming or reproducing original material in different for-
mats; therefore indicating the relationship between original 
and alternative format materials may be necessary. The 
534 field is used to provide information about the original 
material. Although this field is expected to be used in KOR-
MARC, KCR4 stipulates that original material should be 
described in the 500 field in plain text. Another problem 
is that records for alternative format materials are created 
from the perspective of original materials and add descrip-
tions of the alternative format materials using other fields. 
Because of this practice, only 67 records in the data set used 
the 534 field, and the description of original and alternative 
format materials are mixed in one record.

File Format of Alternative Format Materials

Currently, various file formats are used to publish alterna-
tive format materials, especially for sound recordings. How-
ever, many catalog records in the audiobooks subset provide 
a simple statement in the 500 field, such as “This material 
is in DAISY format” or “This material is in digital format” 
(found in 1,162 records or 4.6 percent of the data set). No 
other field is used to indicate a specific file format or any 
system requirements. However, this information is impor-
tant for individuals using these materials, especially if the 
digital or electronic format requires specialized equipment.

Equipment Required to Use Alternative Format Materials

Some types of alternative format materials, especially in 
digital or electronic format, require specific equipment or 
software, such as a barcode scanner, screen reader soft-
ware, or text-to-speech software, to use the material. Thus 
indicating required equipment and software in the material 
description is desirable. In KORMARC, however, no field is 
provided for this information. Although the 500 field can be 
used to indicate the required equipment, no records used 
this field to indicate required equipment or software.

Modification of KCR4 and KORMARC for 
Alternative Format Materials

The authors proposed revisions and modifications to KOM-
ARC and KCR4 to address the problems identified above. 
After the proposal, the authors discussed the proposed 
changes in three consultation meetings to prevent a theo-
retical bias. The consultation meeting participants consisted 
of four experts in cataloging rules (professors in library and 
information science), nine librarians in different libraries 
with experience serving people with disabilities, and ten 
individuals representing various user groups. The results of 
the consultation meetings were applied to the proposal and 
are represented in the proposed changes below.

The proposed changes are organized in three areas: 
revision of general cataloging rules in KCR4, modification of 
existing fields and subfield codes in KORMARC, and addi-
tion of new fields and subfield codes in KORMARC.

Revision of General Cataloging Rules in KCR4

Primary Source for Description

In the data set, the descriptions of both original and alterna-
tive format materials are mixed in one record, which makes 
determining if the record is for the original or the alternative 
format materials difficult. To solve this problem, the author 
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proposes creating records from the perspective of alterna-
tive format materials. A description of the original material 
can be added in a note area and coded in the appropriate 
KORMARC field. By changing the source of catalog record 
information from the original to the alternative format 
material, the details of alternative format materials can be 
described clearly using various fields and subfield codes 
without any inconsistency.

Types of Alternative Format Materials

In existing records based on KCR4, the description of 
alternative format materials is limited to “Braille materi-
als” or “Sound recordings.” However, many more types of 
alternative format materials exist. Because each type has 
unique characteristics and may need different equipment 
or software to use the material, specifying the type of vari-
ous alternative format is important. Thus the authors sug-
gest extending the types of alternative formats provided 
by KCR4. Table 5 shows twenty-four alternative formats. 
This set of options covers all alternative format materials 
currently published in South Korea. However, new types of 
alternative format may be developed and published. In this 
case, the new types may need to be added to the list.

Modification of Existing Fields and Subfield Codes  
in KORMARC

Leader/06—Type of Record

In the current records, all types of alternative format materi-
als are categorized under the type “A—Language Material.” 
In this case, the description of alternative formats should 
follow the rules for general text materials, which may cause 
many problems in describing unique characteristics of 
those materials. Another ambiguity occurs when describing 
printed music score in braille format. This format of materi-
als is inconsistently categorized under the type “C—Notated 

Music” or “A—Language Material” in current records. To 
solve this ambiguity and inconsistency, the authors propose 
adding a new type for alternative format materials in Lead-
er/06: “B—Alternative format materials” (see table 6). This 
new type will clearly identify that the material is for people 
with disabilities because it indicates what type of material 
the rest of the record is describing.

245—Title Statement ($h Medium)

In existing records, the 245 field with subfield code $h is 
used to indicate the specific type of alternative format mate-
rial using brackets. However, as mentioned above, various 
types of alternative format materials are described under 
only two types: “Braille materials” and “Sound recordings.” 
Therefore indicating the specific types of the materials 
in material description is necessary. The authors suggest 
expanding the types of alternative format materials from 
two to twenty-three based on the modification of Leader/06 
proposed in this paper (see table 6).

Although these twenty-three types may be sufficient 
to indicate the types of alternative format materials, some 
materials may not be described using any of these because 
they are a combination of multiple formats. For example, 
some braille books contain barcodes to provide text-to-
speech functionality by combining braille and the barcode. 
This type of material could not fall into any of the spe-
cific types proposed. To indicate these multitype materials, 
“Combined material” is added as one of the types of alterna-
tive format materials.

245—Title Statement ($n Number of Part/Section  
of a Work)

The subfield code $n in the 245 field in existing records is 
rarely used for alternative format materials. It is used mostly 
to describe the number of parts of the original material even 
if the record is created for an alternative format material. To 
indicate the sequencing parts of alternative format materials, 
the author proposes utilizing this field with subfield code $n 

Table 5. Expanded List of KCR4 Types of Alternative-Format 
Materials

[Braille book]
[Braille attached book]
[Two way Book with text and 

braille]
[Cassette tape book]
[Audio CD book]
[mp3 CD book]
[mp3 file book]
[video with explanation]
[video with sign language]
[video with subtitles]
[Electronic text book]
[Electronic braille book]

[Printed music score in braille 
format]

[Electronic braille music]
[pdf text book]
[Voice braille book]
[DAISY book]
[Large print]
[Easy-to-read book]
[Tactile book]
[Barcode-inserted material]
[Online book]
[ARS phone book]
[Combined material]

Table 6. Extended Types of KCR4 Alternative-Format Materials 
in Leader/06

A – language material
B – alternative format materials
C – notated music
D – manuscript notated music
E – cartographic material
F – manuscript cartographic 

material
G – projected medium
K – two-dimensional non-project-

able graphic

I – nonmusical sound recording
J – musical sound recording
M – electronic material
O – kit
P – mixed material
R – three-dimensional artifact 

(naturally occurring object)
T – manuscript language material
W – antique material
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to describe both the total number of parts and the specific 
number of the parts, following the form “total number of 
parts of original material (the part number of original mate-
rial—the part number of alternative format material that is 
described in the record).” Following is an example of the use 
of the field 245 with subfield code $n:

245 ## $a title of a resource $h [braille book] $n 2(1–3)

If the original material consists of two parts and transformed 
alternative format material is divided into seven sequencing 
parts (e.g., part 1 of original material is divided into three 
parts of alternative format and part 2 of original material into 
four parts of alternative format materials) and the record 
describes part 1 of original materials and part 3 of alterna-
tive format material, the value of the subfield code $n would 
be “2(1–3).” If the original material consists of one volume 
and alternative format material also consists of one volume, 
this field can be left blank. This proposed way of using the 
subfield code $n allows for material description to identify 
the sequencing parts of both original and alternative format 
material. In addition, the value of the subfield code $n can 
indicate the record is for alternative format material because 
its input format is different from that of original material.

250—Edition statement

If an alternative format material is revised or a new edition is 
published, the 250 field can be used to indicate the edition 
information. This field should be used only for the edition 
information of the alternative format material if the record 
is for an alternative format. The edition information for the 
original material can be indicated using the 534 field (Origi-
nal Version Note). By separating the edition information, the 
retrieval of a specific edition of an alternative format mate-
rial can be improved.

260—Publication, Distribution, etc., Statement

The information about publication or distribution of alter-
native format materials can be described using the 260 
field. As with the 250 field, this field should be only for 
information about the alternative format material if the 
record is for an alternative format. The publication infor-
mation of the original material should be described in the 
534 field. This separation of the publication information of 
alternative format materials and original materials can sup-
port the consistency of the records when describing alterna-
tive format materials.

300—Physical Description

The use of the physical description field should be restricted 

to the alternative format material being described. Subfield 
code $a should be used to indicate the extent of the mate-
rial followed by the number of physical pages, volumes, 
total duration, etc., enclosed by parenthesis. The physical 
description of the original material can be recorded in the 
534 field or the 500 field if needed to clarify the record is for 
an alternative format.

500—General Note

The 500 field in KORMARC is considered a universal field 
that can describe a broad range of information related to 
alternative format material in plain text. Although KCR4 
recommends this field be used to describe the braille 
translator or information about the original materials, it 
is mostly used to indicate the total page number of braille 
books, recording format of sound recording materials, and 
medium of alternative format materials. To utilize other 
fields and to precisely describe specific aspects of alterna-
tive format materials, the author proposes that a note for 
original material be assigned to the 534 field (Original 
Version Note). Description of the braille translator is to 
be placed in the 509 field, which will be discussed below. 
By assigning values to appropriate existing fields, the 500 
field can be reserved for general descriptions of alternative 
format materials.

506—Restrictions on Access Note

The restrictions on access note field is rarely used in existing 
records. However, indicating restrictions imposed on access 
to an alternative format material, especially in cases where 
access is limited to registered patrons with disabilities, is 
desirable. Thus the author proposes applying this field to all 
records that describe alternative format materials.

521—Target Audience Note (First Indicator)

The 521 field also is rarely used in describing the target audi-
ence of alternative format materials. It is used instead for 
the types of disability, such as “visually impaired.” However, 
it is necessary to describe the specific audience or intellec-
tual level of the content even if the record is for alternative 
formats. Thus the author proposes using this field in the 
same manner as it is used for general materials, such as “For 
grades 3–6.” The author also suggests that the first indicator 
should be mandatory and its value be “3—Special audience 
characteristics” to indicate that the record is for an alterna-
tive format material.

530—Additional Physical Form Available Note

If one original material is transformed into several different 
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alternative formats, they are all related to each other because 
they share the same content. In this case, the authors pro-
pose using the 530 field with subfield code $a to indicate 
additional formats available. Although this subfield code is 
set as nonrepeatable when it is applied to general materials, 
the authors suggest setting it as repeatable to indicate all 
available alternative formats.

534—Original Version Note

The original version note field can be used to describe the 
original item that is the source of the alternative format mate-
rial. However, existing records rarely use this field because 
they are created from the perspective of original materials 
using various fields. Thus current records may not use this 
field for original materials. The authors propose creating 
records on the basis of alternative format materials so that the 
534 field is essential in describing the original materials. This 
field can indicate specific aspects of the materials using vari-
ous subfield codes. In addition to the existing subfield codes, 
the authors suggest adding two new subfield codes ($r and 
$s) to identify the name and number of part/section of the 
original material if it is a part of sequencing form. Subfield 
code $r is added to describe the number of part/section and 
$s is for the name of part/section of the original material.

700—Added Entry—Personal Name

The authors found many inconsistencies in use of the 700 
field in the data set. Some records use this field to give 
access to the records of alternative format materials. Oth-
ers use it only for the personal names related to original 
materials. To make clear how to use this field and to ensure 
consistency in describing alternative format materials, the 
authors propose setting some subfield codes as mandatory if 
the record is for an alternative format material:

•	 In case of sound recordings, the reader should be 
described with subfield code $e (relator term).

•	 In case of braille format, the braille translator or con-
tributor (if an individual) should be described with 
subfield code $e.

•	 Personal names for those who are responsible for (or 
related to) the content or publication of the alterna-
tive format material should be described in this field.

Using this field for the individuals related to an alterna-
tive format material can provide additional access points to 
the material.

710—Added Entry—Corporate Name

Some records occasionally use the 710 field for the corporate 

name related to alternative format materials, but others use 
it only for original materials. To guide consistency in using 
this field, the authors propose setting some subfield codes as 
mandatory if the record is for an alternative format material:

•	 In case of sound recordings, the institution that con-
ducted the recording should be described with sub-
field code $e.

•	 In case of braille format, the institution that conduct-
ed the translation should be described with subfield 
code $e.

•	 Corporate names that are responsible for (or related 
to) the content of alternative-format materials should 
be described in this field.

As with the 700 field, the use of this field can provide addi-
tional access points to alternative format materials.

856—Electronic Location and Access

If an alternative format material is published in electronic 
format that can be accessed on the web, the electronic loca-
tion and access field is used to indicate its URL or other 
detailed aspects of the materials.

Addition of New Fields and Subfield Codes in KORMARC

The existing fields in KORMARC, mostly adopted from 
MARC, are designed to describe general materials, espe-
cially monographs. Although these fields may be sufficient 
to describe monographs in detail and other types of materi-
als to some degree, they may not be sufficient to describe 
alternative format materials that have unique characteristics. 
Therefore this paper proposes to add fields specific to alter-
native format materials.

Additional Equipment Required to Use Alternative 
Format Materials

With the development of information technology, alternative 
format materials have been published in various formats 
other than braille books. These new types of materials often 
require additional equipment to use their content. There-
fore providing information about the equipment needed 
along with describing the material itself is desirable when 
creating records for these materials. This information can be 
described in the 500 field in plain text. However, assigning 
a specific field to precisely describe detailed aspects of the 
equipment is better.

A new field, 539—Equipment for Alternative Format 
Material, is proposed for this purpose. This field would 
include a general description of the equipment needed for 
specific types of alternative format materials, restrictions, 
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and detailed characteristics of the equipment. The following 
subfield codes are to be placed with this field:

•	 $a name of equipment [repeatable]
•	 $b target audience [repeatable]
•	 $c restrictions on use [repeatable]
•	 $g other information related to equipment [repeat-

able]
•	 $h target materials for the equipment [repeatable]
•	 $u location of equipment [nonrepeatable]

Below is an example of the use of this new field:

539 ## $a Screen reader; $b Visually impaired; $c 
Availability restricted to those meeting the eligi-
bility criteria of the holding agency; $g Use with 
Digital Pin Displayer; $h Large print; $u Disability 
resource center

Personal/Corporate Name Related to the 
Transformation of Alternative Format Materials

In current records for alternative format materials, the 500 
and 511 fields are used to describe the braille translator 
and reader, respectively. However, the 500 field is designed 
to provide general information about the material that may 
not be properly described using other fields. Thus it covers 
a wide range of description related to those materials and 
puts the values in plain-text format. However, description 
about the braille translator may not be considered as general 
information and need to be described using separated fields.

A new field, 509—Alternative Format Translator/Con-
tributor note, is proposed. Although this field is proposed 
primarily to describe the translators or contributor of alterna-
tive format materials, it also can be used for reader or other 
participant (institutions) in transforming those formats. The 
authors recommend using this field to describe the reader of 
the alternative format materials instead of using the 511 field 
because the reader in such materials is conceptually different 
from performer, participants, players, or presenters.

The subfield codes to be included in this field are the 
following:

•	 $a personal name / corporate name [repeatable]
•	 $b name of department or institution where the per-

son is affiliated [repeatable]
•	 $e role [repeatable]

This example uses the 509 filed and an added entry field:

509 ## $a Robert Molnar; $b National Library of 
Korea; $e Narration

700 1# $a Molnar, Robert; $e Narration; $u National 
Library of Korea

Some sound-recording materials are currently digitally 
transformed without any reader. In this case, the 516 field 
would be used to describe the publishing method. The per-
son or institution in the 509 field also might be described in 
added entries in the 700 or 710 field.

Type of Computer File or Data

The 516 field is designed to describe the types of computer 
file or data and provides space for computer- or digital-
related aspects of general materials. In the case of alterna-
tive format materials in digital format, this field is often used 
to indicate the types of file or data used in publishing those 
materials. However, the 516 field has only one subfield code, 
$a—type of computer file or data note, which is insufficient 
to fully describe the digital aspects of alternative format 
materials. To address this, the authors suggest expanding the 
subfield codes by adding $b, $c, $d and $e. The expanded 
subfield codes in the 516 field are the following:

•	 $a—type of computer file or data note [nonrepeat-
able]

•	 $b—data type (alternative format material) [nonre-
peatable]

•	 $c—computer file type (alternative format material) 
[nonrepeatable]

•	 $d—restrictions on running file or data [repeatable]
•	 $e—other considerations on running file or data 

[repeatable]

Below is an example showing use of the 516 field:

516 ## $b DAISY; $c TTS(Text-To-Speech); $d 
DAISY player; $e Transformed from analog to digital

By using these expanded subfield codes, alternative for-
mat material in digital format, such as sound recordings in 
DAISY format, can be described in this field instead of using 
a plain-text statement in the 500 field.

Conclusion

KCR4 is the cataloging standard of South Korea that is 
designed to be adopted by all libraries in the country, includ-
ing public libraries, university libraries, school libraries, and 
libraries for people with disabilities. However, KCR4 lacks 
detailed and clear rules for describing and representing 
specific aspects of alternative format material. The descrip-
tion rules it does provide for those materials focus mainly on 
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describing braille books. As a result, other types of alterna-
tive format materials cannot be sufficiently described.

KORMARC, based on the Korean Cataloging Rules, 
is used to generate bibliographic records for various types 
of materials, including alternative format materials. How-
ever, KORMARC also lacks sufficient fields to describe 
the unique characteristics of those materials. This problem 
results in inconsistencies and ambiguity in bibliographic 
records for those materials.

To solve the problems that KCR4 and KORMARC 
present in describing alternative format materials, the 
authors propose revision of general cataloging rules in 
KCR4, modification of existing fields and subfield codes in 
KORMARC, and addition of new fields and subfield codes 
in KORMARC.

First, the authors propose creating records from the 
perspective of alternative format materials and adding 
descriptions of original materials using other fields such as 
the 534 field. By applying this approach, alternative format 
materials can be fully described using various fields in KOR-
MARC and provide additional information in a consistent 
way. In addition, this paper expanded the types of alternative 
format materials from two (“Braille materials” and “Sound 
recordings”) to twenty-four types to precisely indicate the 
characteristics of those materials.

Second, existing fields and subfield codes in KOR-
MARC are revised or modified to eliminate inconsistencies 
and provide a standardized approach to creating records for 
alternative format materials. This revision and modification 
covers thirteen fields with subfield codes in KORMARC 
that can be applied to alternative format materials.

Third, new fields or subfield codes are added to existing 
fields to complement the sparse alternative format-specific 
fields. These fields include the following:

•	 539—Additional equipment for alternative format 
materials

•	 509—Alternative Format Translator/Contributor note
•	 516—Type of computer file or data

This addition of fields and subfield codes is expected 
to support standardized and more detailed descriptions of 
those materials.

Through these proposed revision, modification, and 
addition of fields and subfield codes in KORMARC, the 
unique characteristics of alternative format materials can be 
fully described. It also can improve the retrieval of alterna-
tive format materials based on the detailed and consistent 
resource description. By retrieving and providing appropri-
ate alternative format materials, the specific needs of people 
with different types of disabilities can be sufficiently satisfied.

Although this paper was limited to KCR4 and KOR-
MARC currently used in South Korea, the proposed 

revisions and modifications may be applied to other catalog-
ing rules and standards to improve the lack of details when 
describing various alternative format materials.
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Conservation professionals are ethically bound to produce and preserve conserva-
tion documentation. The research described in this paper investigates conserva-
tion documentation methods and practice in academic research libraries. The 
author conducted a literature review and developed and implemented a survey 
to both record current conservation documentation practices and to assess the 
potential use of the MARC 21 field 583 (Action Note) for recording, accessing, and 
preserving conservation documentation. Bound materials, in particular special 
collection materials, are the primary focus of the survey. The survey and follow-
up interview responses support integrating conservation documentation into the 
MARC 21 field 583. Methods of doing so are presented and discussed.

Conservation documentation preserves data of enduring value to library 
activities in addition to the fundamental roles of conservation and preserva-

tion. This concomitant value extends beyond safeguarding physical materials and 
facilitating access to supporting the understanding and interpretation of cultural 
materials. Too often, methods and systems of recording and managing conserva-
tion documentation can isolate and restrict access. Paper files, local databases, or 
locally managed electronic documents and image files hinder access because such 
systems require mediation. The present research examines the problem of access 
to conservation documentation in research libraries and the potential for utilizing 
the MARC record to facilitate wider access.

Data recorded in conservation documentation informs decisions about stor-
age, use (including exhibition), and future conservation actions. The creation 
and management of conservation documentation are mandated in professional 
ethical codes and guidelines for practice defined by regional conservation profes-
sional organizations.1 With the widespread acceptance and use of digital formats 
for recording conservation documentation, the ability to link this data with other 
collection data is now possible. Unfortunately, too often the management tools 
currently in use isolate the data from those stakeholders outside of the conserva-
tion and preservation specialties. When electing to use local data management 
tools such as paper records, stand-alone databases, or external hard drives for 
image files, conservators assume sole responsibility for managing, preserving, and 
providing access to the data—a complex and long-term responsibility.

Special collections units are under increased pressure to meet demands for 
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access to materials from on-site and remote users. Exhibi-
tion programs and digitization efforts for primary resources 
are increasing, as is use by undergraduate students. A 2010 
OCLC report emphasized the need for research libraries to 
develop policies that further facilitate access and interlibrary 
loan of rare and unique materials.2 Readily accessible con-
servation documentation could streamline access requests 
by providing the current data on physical condition needed 
to determine suitability for exhibition or loan.

While data pertaining to such preservation actions 
as preservation reformatting a digital video file is always 
recorded and preserved in the object’s metadata, conserva-
tion documentation cannot be easily integrated within an 
object or its housing. This is especially problematic with 
rare books that, unlike many archival collections, do not 
have independent housing that can accommodate written 
or printed reports. By integrating conservation data into the 
bibliographic description, the full value of the information 
can be realized through nonmediated access. For book col-
lections, in particular rare book collections, integrating con-
servation documentation into existing bibliographic records 
would permit all the primary stakeholders (conservators, 
rare book librarians, and the administrators of preservation 
and special collection departments) unmediated access to 
this important data.

The author developed and implemented a survey and 
held follow-up interviews with a subset of respondents to 
record current conservation documentation practices and 
assess the potential use of the MARC 21 field 583 (Action 
Note) for recording, accessing, and preserving conservation 
documentation. Specifically, the survey goals were to docu-
ment the following: the prevalence of conservation documen-
tation, the use of conservation documentation, and the media 
used to record conservation documentations (including the 
MARC 21 field 583). The research also aimed to investigate 
perceptions about the value of conservation documentation, 
encoding conservation data into the MARC 21 field 583, and 
public access to conservation documentation.

Conservation Documentation

Conservation documentation is the permanent record con-
structed to describe the conservation activities of examina-
tion, quantitative and qualitative testing, and treatment. In 
addition to written descriptions of activities, conservation 
documentation always includes any samples and images 
taken during examination, testing, and treatment. In the 
United States, the American Institute for Conservation 
of Artistic and Historic Works (AIC) Code of Ethics and 
Guidelines for Practice Article VII directs conservation pro-
fessionals to create and preserve conservation documenta-
tion, stating, “The conservation professional shall document 

examination, scientific investigation, and treatment by creat-
ing permanent records and reports.”3

The purpose of conservation documentation can be 
summarized: establish condition of the artifact; support the 
care of cultural property; increase understanding of aesthet-
ic, conceptual, and physical characteristics; and assist in the 
development of professional knowledge and understanding. 
Each component of conservation documentation is clearly 
defined in the commentary to the AIC Code of Ethics. The 
commentary section “Special Practices,” which deals with 
documentation, addresses exemptions from the minimum 
and recommended standard practices.4 This section is 
germane to conservation within a research library because 
it includes “minor remedial treatments” and “mass treat-
ments,” both of which are common in library and archives 
conservation.

The dissemination of conservation documentation to 
the owners and custodians of cultural materials and the 
preservation of that documentation is an obligation of 
conservation professionals as specified in the AIC Code of 
Ethics and Guidelines for Practice.5 Conservation profes-
sionals working in institutions such as academic research 
libraries are advised in the Commentaries to the AIC Code 
of Ethics and Guidelines for Practice to work with archivists 
and record managers to develop policies and practices for 
the organization and permanent retention of conservation 
documentation. Such documentation should be part of the 
institutional archives.6

Literature Review

The author examined the conservation, preservation, muse-
um studies, and library science literature to ascertain cur-
rent practices and trends in the management and use of 
conservation documentation. The transition to digital for-
mats for conservation documentation is a dominant subject 
in the recent literature. Literature reviewed on conservation 
documentation in research libraries focuses more on the 
practical application of documentation management.

The conservation community has adopted a very cau-
tious approach to using digital conservation documentation 
formats. Only in 2008 did the AIC publish a guide for digital 
photography use in conservation documentation.7 The guide 
provides recommendations to assist conservators using digi-
tal photography as part of their conservation documentation 
process. The minimum accepted practice allows for the use 
of electronic documentation provided an established long-
term preservation plan is in place.8 This plan should include 
at least two copies of the documentation in different loca-
tions, regular monitoring, migration, and conversion when 
needed to ensure preservation.

With the acceptance and widespread use of digital 
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conservation documentation, cultural institutions (in par-
ticular museums) have been grappling with the issues of data 
management and access. The Andrew W. Mellon Founda-
tion sponsored meetings in New York (2006) and London 
(2007) and funded projects to investigate the complexities 
of managing conservation documentation in digital formats. 
Both meetings were recorded and edited transcriptions of 
the meetings were published by the Mellon Foundation.9 
During the meetings, representatives from participating 
institutions described their use of digital formats for con-
servation documentation and institutional priorities on data 
management and access. While the participants embraced 
digital documentation systems, they disagreed and expressed 
concern about access to conservation documentation, espe-
cially legacy documentation (i.e., documentation that pre-
cedes digital documentation). Summaries of the meeting 
were published in the Getty Conservation Newsletter (2006) 
and Studies in Conservation (2007).10

Meeting participants raised concerns about possible 
misinterpretation of raw conservation data.11 Some institu-
tions proposed mediated access, while others (in particular 
museums based in the United Kingdom) supported full 
access to conservation information with the caveat that dis-
claimers be included to guide interpretation. For example, 
the general disclaimer from the British Museums’ collection 
database states, 

The information in the records is made available 
in its entirety. Only prices paid, personal addresses 
and the names of some individual Museum staff 
have been withheld. The database is an inventory of 
the Museum’s collection and aims to record what is 
known about it. It is primarily designed to support 
curatorial and research work, and much of the text 
is specialised in nature and terminology.12

The participants in the meetings sponsored by the 
Mellon Foundation discussed the problem of integrating 
conservation documentation into collection management 
systems in museums.13 Participants expressed concern about 
the difficulty in accessing conservation data relevant to cura-
torial and research activities and a desire to have informa-
tion easily accessible within the museum. Some museums, 
including the British Museum, have developed their own 
collection management systems that incorporate conserva-
tion data. Other solutions discussed at the meetings included 
developing crosswalks between collection management sys-
tems and conservation documentation systems and creating 
new conservation modules. During the 2006 meeting, a par-
ticipant from the Philadelphia Museum of Art reported that 
attempts to develop standard modules for conservation doc-
umentation for the most popular collections management 
system, TMS: The Museum System (www.gallerysystems.

com/collection-management), have failed because, in the 
vendor’s opinion, “there was no way a group of conservators 
would agree.”14

An outcome of the Mellon-sponsored meetings is the 
open-source application design and development proj-
ect ConservationSpace (www.conservationspace.org/Home.
html), also funded by the Mellon Foundation. The software 
being developed is intended to address the conservation 
community’s need for a shared solution to managing docu-
mentation. The design phase of the collaborative project 
began in 2009 with community design meetings. These 
design meetings informed the planning phase of the proj-
ect, which is to be completed in 2012. The planning phase 
is a collaborative effort of eight institutional partners, all 
museums with the exception of Yale University Libraries, to 
develop the functional and technical requirements for the 
application. The final phase of the project (the build phase) 
will develop the application to be tested by the partners 
before distribution. The success of the ConservationSpace 
application will be contingent on the ability of the develop-
ers to integrate the complex and varied requirements and 
the model for application distribution and support.

The earlier literature concerning book conservation in 
research libraries rarely references conservation documen-
tation. In Conservation of Library Materials, published 
in 1971, Cunha discusses the examination and recording 
information on “any work on important books (or paper).”15 
In Library Conservation: Preservation in Perspective, the 
editors reprinted the AIC Codes of Ethics, which include a 
section on documentation.16 Banks provides four resources 
under the heading of documentation systems in his 1981 
selected bibliography on conservation in research libraries.17 
Two of these publications are short pieces by Buck in Muse-
um News that define the documentation process and selected 
terminology for art conservation.18 The two other resources 
Banks lists are short reports on using standardized conserva-
tion documentation forms. The detailed documentation form 
described and reprinted by Hauser in 1974 was developed 
for fine art prints.19 Hauser encourages adapting the form to 
suit other collection requirements. The form reprinted and 
described by Vaisey in 1978 that was developed by the Soci-
ety of Archivists working group is flexible and can be used 
with a variety of library and archival materials.20

The omission of information about conservation docu-
mentation in most publications concerning preservation and 
conservation in libraries, such as Morrow’s Conservation 
Treatment Procedures and Kyle’s Library Materials Pres-
ervation Manual, is not surprising because the emphasis 
of these publications was on implementing and managing 
general collection conservation activities, which are usu-
ally perceived as not requiring conservation documenta-
tion.21 According to Appelbaum, in Conservation Treatment 
Methodology, books in circulating collections may have “no 



 LRTS 57(1) Conservation Documentation in Research Libraries  33

cultural value and little realistic probability of acquiring 
any,” and therefore they are not in the “province of conserva-
tors” unlike books with cultural, historical, or unique value.22 
A defining characteristic of general collection conservation 
is the use of standard treatment types according to Baker in 
her 2004 study on conservation in research libraries.23 Baker 
differentiates special collection conservation as requiring an 
individual treatment process that would necessitate conser-
vation documentation.

Merrill-Oldham and Schrock also define general collec-
tions conservation as not requiring item-level conservation 
documentation.24 While acknowledging that many tech-
niques and materials used in general collections conserva-
tion also are used in special collection conservation, they 
assert that the “principles of minimal intervention, single 
standard of treatment, and item-level documentation that 
underlies the treatment of artifacts, however, are not applied 
in treating general collections. Instead maximizing the life 
and usability of the text at a reasonable cost and within a 
reasonable time is the primary concern.”25 This distinc-
tion between general and special collection also is found, 
although not stated explicitly, in DePew’s 1991 volume on 
library preservation.26 The chapter “Binding and In-House 
Repair” contains no discussion of documentation, but does 
offer a disclaimer that the “techniques described here are 
not suitable for cleaning fragile paper or most works of art 
on paper”27 In a subsequent chapter, DePew advises that 
conservators should provide a written report of examination 
with a treatment proposal before undertaking work, and 
written and photographic documentation upon completion 
of any conservation activities.

The author identified no studies documenting conserva-
tion documentation practices in research libraries and the 
subject was not addressed in Baker and Dube’s 2010 com-
prehensive study of book conservation practices in research 
libraries, which focused instead on methods, techniques, 
and materials.28 Practical methods for producing and man-
aging conservation documentation in research libraries are 
proposed in the literature concerning special collections 
conservation. Stewart promotes the storage of conserva-
tion documentation with the object whenever possible and 
further suggests attaching a written description of the treat-
ment or references to the location of the full documentation 
to treated objects.29

Other publications embrace digital technology and 
promote the use of databases to create and manage con-
servation documentation. Aleppo relates the history of 
conservation documentation at the National Archives of 
the United Kingdom and delineates the improved access 
to conservation documentation achieved through the use 
of a database first introduced in 1996.30 The Association of 
Research Libraries (ARL) published a Systems and Proce-
dures Exchange Center (SPEC) Kit in 1993 on the use of 

electronic management tools for preservation activities.31 
The kit promotes using databases and other applications to 
streamline workflows, improve handling procedures, and 
share data. The kit includes descriptions of databases cre-
ated to manage conservation information. In 1995, Henry 
described applications used at Stanford University in a wide 
variety of conservation activities and promoted the devel-
opment of systems that allow for sharing of conservation 
information.32

The use of the MARC record for conservation docu-
mentation was presented in a paper by Hinz and Gehnrich 
published in the 2006 Book and Paper Group Annual.33 
Hinz and Gehnrich promote the use of the MARC 21 field 
583 in the bibliographic record as a practical method of 
managing conservation documentation. The authors attest to 
the ease of access to conservation documentation provided 
by the MARC 21 field 583 for curatorial as well as conserva-
tion staff, observing, 

To our knowledge, this field [MARC 21 field 583] is 
not widely used by conservators, though it is quite 
possibly the most appropriate database because it 
embeds the treatment history in the bibliographic 
data, transparently linking conservation and curato-
rial agendas by locating all collection information in 
the same database.34

No other case studies promoting use of the MARC 21 
field 583 for conservation data was identified in the review 
of the literature.

Hinz and Gehnrich discuss the use of the MARC field 
583 for conservation documentation at their institutions, the 
Hagley Museum and Library and the American Antiquarian 
Society.35 They use the field as the sole record for conserva-
tion documentation. At the Hagley Museum and Library, the 
MARC 21 field 583 is used to document treatments, research 
past treatments, and to keep statistics on conservation activi-
ties. Use of the field at the American Antiquarian Society 
also includes recording conservation requests submitted by 
curatorial staff. To simplify entry, Hinz and Gehnrich define 
standard terminology and recommend periodically creating 
and retaining terminologies or treatment protocols through 
a library’s acquisition and cataloging department. Treatment 
protocols are updated with changes in practice, but they also 
are maintained as a historical record of practices as recom-
mended by Appelbaum, who refers to treatment protocols 
as a “laboratory master report.”36 The creation and retention 
of treatment protocols or laboratory master reports can be a 
substitute for a universal standard conservation terminology.

While Hinz and Gehnrich state “there is no predeter-
mined conservation terminology in MARC,” the Preserva-
tion & Digitization Actions: Terminology for the MARC 
21 Field 583 (PDA) provides a set of instructions and a 



34  McCann LRTS 57(1)  

standardized terminology that can be used for encoding 
conservation data.37 PDA was developed in 2004 in a joint 
effort by the Research Libraries Group (RLG), ARL, and 
the Library of Congress. Before the publication of PDA, the 
Standard Terminology for the MARC Actions Note Field was 
only standard for encoding preservation data into MARC 21 
field 583.38 Standard Terminology for the MARC Actions 
Note Field was based on a list prepared in 1988 by the Pres-
ervation of Library Materials Section of the Resources and 
Technical Services Division of the American Library Asso-
ciation. The terminology is not formally part of the MARC 
21 format documentation. PDA was developed to overcome 
perceived shortcomings in the Standard Terminology for 
the MARC Actions Note Field, especially the absence of ter-
minology for digitization actions. In reference to Standard 
Terminology for the MARC Actions Note Field, the history 
section of the PDA states:

With the passage of time however, the list of pres-
ervation terminology has become outdated and the 
inability to record digital reformatting and digital 
transformation actions has become a hindrance.39

PDA describes the attributes of the MARC 21 field 
583, noting that the field is repeatable and can be used in 
both MARC holdings and bibliographic records. The docu-
ment defines the use of a range of subfields. Of particular 
importance is the subfield $3 (Materials Specified). This 
subfield defines the part of an object described by a single 
bibliographic record to which the action in the MARC 21 
field 583 pertains. This feature is particularly important for 
serials and multivolume monographs.

Recent interest in the MARC 21 field 583 for manag-
ing and sharing preservation data, especially in the context 
of cooperative preservation efforts, was evident at the 2011 
American Library Association (ALA) Annual Conference. 
During the conference, the Association for Library Col-
lections and Technical Services (ALCTS) Preservation and 
Reformatting Section (PARS) hosted a program titled “Have 
Metadata, Can Collaborate: Putting the MARC 21 583 Field 
to Use in Cooperative Preservation Efforts.” The program 
objectives were to educate participants in the application of 
PDA, introduce the potential of recorded data to “facilitate 
cooperative work at the local, regional, and national levels,” 
and to provide examples of local use.40 The program pre-
senters described the development and components of PDA 
and its application for encoding preservation data in MARC 
records. Presenters described the varied use of the MARC 
21 field 583 for recording preservation and conservation 
actions, planned actions, and the potential uses of the field 
for recording survey data and linking directly to conserva-
tion databases and treatment images. In addition, a program 
presenter from the University of California Los Angeles 

reported on the potential for using the field for coordinat-
ing shared print repositories. Program presenters from the 
Schlesinger Library at Harvard University described the 
local modification of PDA and the use of macros to facilitate 
coding by noncatalogers.

Options for Using the MARC 21 Field 583

The author identified two models for recording conservation 
documentation data in the MARC 21 field 583 from Hinz 
and Gehnrich and PDA: the pointer model and the compre-
hensive model.41 The pointer model uses the field to direct 
the users to richer information sources. The comprehensive 
model provides full description of conservation actions in 
the 583 field.

An example of a pointer MARC 21 field 583 record 
from PDA is

5831# $a conserved $b 04–074 $c 20041221 $z For 
treatment information, contact the Conservation 
Division $2pda $5 DLC.42

The subfield $b (Action Identified) is used in this 
example to cite a local database and file number that can be 
accessed by contacting the Conservation Division. Direct 
links to electronic records can be coded in the subfield $u 
(Uniform Resource Identifier) as in the following example

5831# $a conserved $b aaa0123 $c 2004  
$u http://www.uflib.ufl.edu/pres/repro/db/ $2 pda 
$5 FU.43

The level of detail in a comprehensive model record 
can vary from the robust as in this example from the Hagley 
Museum and Library:

583##$3 copy 1 $a conserved $d june 2003 $i 
surface cleaned; disbound; paper washed; sized; 
methyl cellulose; mended; guarded; endsheets; 
sewn link stitch; spine lined; case binding $k hinz 44

to the less detailed as in this example from PDA:

5830# $a conserved $c 2004 $x treatment included 
washing, deacidification, page and spine repairs $2 
pda $5NIC.45

These examples demonstrate the flexibility of the 
MARC 21 field 583 for rendering recorded information pub-
lic or private. In the MARC 21 field 583 initial indicators and 
selection of subfields determine whether the information 
should be displayed in a public interface. An initial indicator 
“0” defines the field as private, while “1” indicates the note 



 LRTS 57(1) Conservation Documentation in Research Libraries  35

is not private. Subfield $x is a nonpublic note defined as “a 
note pertaining to an action on an item that is not displayed 
to the public” and subfield $z does the opposite; it functions 
as a public note.46 Actual display of any field to library users 
is determined by the design of the public interface of the 
library’s integrated library system (ILS).

The conservation data can be encoded into either 
the MARC 21 field 583 bibliographic record or the hold-
ings record. A technical paper published on the use of the 
MARC 21 field 583 for cooperative collection management 
outlines the difficulties of using the bibliographic record 
for encoded preservation data and recommends use of the 
holdings record.47 The difficulty of editing bibliographic 
records in existing workflows and the resulting complexity 
of bibliographic records with multiple institutions inputting 
data were cited as obstacles. The paper encourages use of 
the holdings records for both preservation data relating to 
collaborative collection development, and for preservation 
documentation in general. Access to the information would 
be locally determined by the ILS. In the larger library com-
munity the data could be shared using “Connexion and 
FirstSearch, as well as emerging WorldCat Local-related 
initiatives to improve LHR [Local Holdings Record] batch-
load capabilities.”48

Research Method

The author designed a survey (see appendix) to capture data 
on current conservation documentation practices in aca-
demic research libraries and to explore the use of the MARC 
21 field 583 for recording conservation documentation. The 
survey aimed to measure current and potential use of the 
MARC 21 field 583 for recording conservation data. The 
population surveyed consisted of the major stakeholders for 
creation and use of conservation documentation in academic 
research libraries: preservation, conservation, and special 
collections professional staff.

The author used the ARL 2006–7 preservation statistics 
(the last year these were collected) to identify a group of 
research libraries with established preservation programs.49 
Libraries without established preservation programs are not 
likely to engage in active conservation work or manage con-
servation documentation and were therefore excluded from 
the population. A library needed to employ a preservation 
administrator who dedicates a minimum of 50 percent of 
his or her time to preservation to qualify for inclusion in the 
population. To focus on academic research libraries, non-
academic ARL libraries were excluded from the population, 
thereby reducing the number of libraries in the population 
to 69.

To fully gauge the potential for using the MARC 21 field 
583 for conservation documentation, the survey population 

included the professional staff in preservation, conservation, 
and special collections and rare books that might benefit 
the most from linking the conservation and bibliographic 
data. Archivists were excluded from the survey population 
because archival materials were out of the scope of the pres-
ent research. Positions that indicated a nonprofessional role 
were excluded from the population. Job titles in the popula-
tion suggested professional status and included head, direc-
tor, administrator, librarian, chief, associate, conservator, and 
curator. The titles excluded from the population implied 
nonprofessional positions including assistant, specialist, and 
technician.

The author assembled a list of names and email address-
es of 301 preservation, conservation, and special collections 
professionals using the library websites and reference ser-
vices of the selected 69 ARL member academic libraries. 
After preliminary testing of the survey instrument by staff 
members at the author’s institution and ARL nonacademic 
research libraries, the author submitted the survey instru-
ment and project method to the New York University Com-
mittee on Activities Involving Human Subjects. The project 
was approved and granted exempt status by the committee 
on April 18, 2011. The author launched the survey (see 
appendix) to the full (301) population on May 23, 2011, using 
the compiled name and email data that were entered into the 
online survey software Qualtric. Reminder email messages 
were sent on June 14 and June 20, 2011, using the survey 
software to population members who had not completed the 
survey. The survey was closed on July 22, 2011. Seventy (44 
percent) of the 159 responses were recorded on the first day 
of the survey. Responses on the dates of the reminders were 
greater than all other dates except the survey launch date. 
Thirty-three (21 percent) responses were recorded on the 
date of the first reminder, and 20 (13 percent) were recorded 
on the day of the second reminder.

The survey was divided into three areas: demographics, 
conservation documentation practices, and the MARC 21 
field 583. The demographic questions were constructed to 
confirm the survey population, designate groups by func-
tional area (preservation, conservation, and special collec-
tions and rare books), and record education and managerial 
experience. These questions allowed for filtering responses 
by position type. This function is particularly important 
when ascertaining library practices. By filtering for the 
position (preservation administrator), the author was able 
to assume that the responses were from different librar-
ies because libraries usually employ only one preservation 
administrator in contrast to positions such as conservator, 
preservation librarian, or special collection librarian. Data 
from preservation administrator responses were used to 
verify the sample data when applicable to library practices.

The questions concerning conservation documentation 
practices established the type and intensity of conservation 
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work at the survey participant’s library as well as the current 
conservation documentation practices. If, while taking the 
survey, a respondent moved the cursor over the term conser-
vation documentation, the software displayed the following 
definition taken from the AIC website: “The recording in a 
permanent format of information derived from conservation 
activities.”50 This definition was provided for those survey 
participants who might not be familiar with how the conser-
vation profession defines conservation documentation. The 
initial multiple-choice answers (yes, no, don’t know) to the 
conservation documentation questions were presented to 
measure both practices and awareness of practices. Addition-
al questions querying current conservation documentation 
techniques list methods identified in the literature review.

To understand the current and potential use of the 
MARC 21 field 583, the participants were asked to report 
use of the field for all kinds of preservation data, including 
conservation documentation. Additional questions probed 
the type of data recorded (i.e., reformatting actions, con-
servation data) and the terminology used in the field. 
Participants who reported using the MARC 21 field 583 
to record conservation data were asked if their library also 
maintains other systems for managing conservation data. 
Those respondents who reported that their library does not 
use the MARC 21 field 583 were asked to anticipate future 
use and their assessment of such potential use.

The final survey questions asked respondents if they 
were willing to participate in a follow-up interview. A num-
ber of survey participants initially agreed to participate 
in the follow-up interviews and were contacted via email. 
Twenty-five participants from 22 different libraries par-
ticipated in follow-up interviews conducted in March and 
April 2012. These confidential and informal interviews 
investigated use and interest in encoding conservation data 
into the MARC 21 field 583 and preferred implementation 
methods. Additionally, the interviewees were asked about 
survey results regarding the perceived value of conservation 
documentation and issues regarding public access to conser-
vation documentation.

Results and Discussion

Of the 301 surveys emailed, 131 respondents completed 
the survey in May, June, and July 2011. Ten respondents 
indicated that their positions were support staff and were 
subsequently removed, reducing the population to 291 and 
the responses to 121. Response rates for individual questions 
varied from the overall survey response rate of 42 percent 
because some questions were restricted based on previous 
answers and participants were allowed to bypass questions 
(except the initial consent question). The mean time for 
completing the survey was ten minutes.

Demographics

Institution size was reported in all the ARL library catego-
ries, with more respondents reporting from larger institu-
tions (see table 1), which was not surprising considering 
the population parameters. Preservation/conservation was 
reported as their primary job function by 68 (52.3 percent) 
of the 130 respondents and 62 (47.7 percent) selected spe-
cial collections/rare books. Survey participants who selected 
preservation/conservation further defined their positions 
as preservation administrator, conservator, or preservation 
librarian/archivist. Analysis of contact information volun-
teered by 17 (70.8 percent) of the 24 preservation admin-
istrator respondents confirmed that these 17 worked at 
different ARL member libraries. While the author cannot 
confirm that all preservation administrator respondents 
were employed at different libraries (7 respondents declined 
to provide contact information), the data from the preser-
vation administrators can be used to indicate institutional 
practices with minimal risk of sample bias. All but 1 of the 
39 respondents who selected conservator for job position 
participate in special collections conservation. Twenty-
three (58.9 percent) of the 39 conservators respondents 
reported participating in general collections conservation. 
These results indicate that a meaningful proportion of the 
respondent conservators work is in both general and special 
collections conservation—the hybrid conservator described 
by Baker.51

Conservation Documentation Practices

The survey asked participants to rate how often general and 
special collection materials received conservation treatment. 
The responses, presented in table 2, suggest that almost all 
of the respondents’ institutions have active conservation pro-
grams. Respondents reported the documentation of conser-
vation treatments was more prevalent for special collections 
than general collections. Conservation documentation was 
reported by 82 (66.1 percent) of 124 respondents as usually 
produced for special collection conservation compared to 
only 9 (7.6 percent) of the 119 respondents answering the 
same question for general collection conservation (see table 

Table 1. Institution Size

Holdings Responses %

Less than 2 million volumes 16 12.2

2–3 million volumes 23 17.6

3–5 million volumes 38 29.0

More than 5 million volumes 54 41.2

Total 131 100.0
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3). Twelve (60.0 percent) of the 20 preservation administra-
tors who responded to the question reported conservation 
documentation is usually produced for special collection 
conservation. Only 1 of the 18 preservation administrators 
who answered the question regarding conservation docu-
mentation practice for general collections conservation 
reported that conservation documentation is usually gener-
ated for general collections.

Survey data, presented in table 3, indicates that conser-
vation documentation is routinely produced for special col-
lections. Only 3 (2.4 percent) of 124 respondents reported 
that conservation documentation is almost never produced 
for special collection materials. Three (2.4 percent) of the 
respondents also were not aware if conservation documen-
tation is produced for special collections. Data from those 
respondents who identified themselves as preservation 
administrators show similar proportions across the group.

The survey respondents reported frequent use of con-
servation documentation (see table 4). Only 7 (5.9 percent) 
of the 119 respondents to the question about use of con-
servation documentation reported never using conservation 
documentation. Use of conservation documentation very 
often was reported by 37 (31.1 percent) of the respondents 
and 28 (23.5 percent) of respondents selected the frequency 
quite often. When comparing the job function and depart-
ment subset responses, presented in table 4, preservation/
conservation respondents reported greater frequency of 
using conservation documentation than the special collec-
tions/rare books respondents.

Both the full set of respondents and the preservation 
administrator subset reported paper records, databases, and 
electronic documents as the media used most frequently 
to manage conservation documentation (see table 5). In 
contrast, managing conservation data with MARC records 
was reported as always used by only 8 (7.0 percent) of the 
114 respondents to this question, and 38 respondents (33.3 
percent) reported that the MARC record was never used 
to manage conservation documentation. The preservation 
administrator respondents reported use of the MARC 
records at even lower rates. Only 1 of the 19 preservation 
administrator respondents reported always using the MARC 
record, and 10 (52.6 percent) reported that they never use 
the MARC record. Nine respondents reported that they use 
other media to manage documentation. Two of these other 
responses may indicate use of the MARC record (“item 
records attached to bib records” and “item record attached 
to MARC record”). The other media described to man-
age conservation documentation range from the technical 
“library’s digital repository,” “online catalog local notes field,” 
and “digital photo documentation saved to a server and 
linked to treatment reports database” to the more traditional 
methods of “manuscript finding aids” and “stamps in book.”

Information from follow-up interviews on documenta-
tion practices for special collections indicated common use 
of locally managed databases, including File MakerPro and 
MSAccess, digital images, paper forms, and word-processed 
documents. Common practice for managing data in databas-
es included printing reports and distributing these reports 

Table 2. Frequency of Conservation Treatment

Collection Type

Very Often Quite Often Sometimes Rarely Never

ResponsesNo. % No, % No. % No. % No. %

General collections 44 36.4 25 20.7 26 21.5 21 17.4 5 4.1 121

Special collections 57 44.2 39 30.2 27 20.9 5 3.9 1 0.8 129

Table 3. Generation of Conservation Documentation

Collection Type

Almost 
Always Regularly Sometimes Not Regularly Almost Never Don’t Know

No. % No. % No. % No. % No. % No. %

Special Collections
All Responses
(N = 124 )

82 66.1 22 17.7 10 8.1 4 3.2 3 2.4 3 2.4

Special Collections Subset of 
Preservation Administrators (n = 20)

12 60.0 2 10.0 3 15.0 1 5.0 2 10.0 0 0.0

General Collections
All Responses
(N = 119)

9 7.6 19 16.0 16 13.4 11 9.2 37 31.1 27 22.7

General Collections Subset of 
Preservation Administrators (n = 18)

1 5.5 4 22.2 3 16.7 1 5.5 9 50.0 0 0.0
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and maintaining files locally. Printing other electronic files 
also was frequently reported. All but one interviewee report-
ed responsibility for managing their own electronic records 
(including digital images), usually by saving the files to a 
server or to a portable storage device. Several participants 
eagerly anticipated depositing their electronic records into 
an institutional digital repository managed outside of the 
conservation or preservation department. Consistent with 
the practice advocated by Stewart, 2 interviewees described 
storing documentation with the conserved item.52

Two survey questions assessed the perceived value of 
conservation documentation and asked survey participants 
to rate its value for selected professional positions and library 
activities. The positions considered were archivist, conserva-
tion staff, and head/director of preservation, head/director 
of special collections, preservation librarians/archivist, rare 
book cataloger, and rare book librarian (see table 6). The 
activities evaluated were cataloging, collection develop-
ment, interpretation, preservation planning, and reference 
(see table 6). Data strongly suggest that the respondents 
perceived conservation documentation as having substantial 

value for a range of positions and activities in their respective 
academic libraries.

Current Use of MARC 21 Field 583

Most survey respondents reported that the MARC 21 
field 583 was rarely or never used for preservation and 
conservation data (see table 7). Only 5 (4.1 percent) of 
the 122 respondents reported that the MARC 21 field 583 
was always used for recording preservation information 
and actions. Conservation actions were reported by only 
5 (4.0 percent) of the 124 respondents as always recorded 
in the MARC 21 field 583. Awareness of encoding prac-
tices was indicated by “don’t know” responses. Thirty-five 
(28.2 percent) of 124 respondents were not aware if their 
institutions used the MARC 21 field 583 for conservation 
data. Data from the preservation administrator subset were 
consistent with the full sample with the exception of “don’t 
know” responses. Only 1 of the 20 preservation administra-
tor respondents did not know if their institution recorded 
conservation data.

Table 4. Use of Conservation Documentation

Reported Uses

Very Often Quite Often Sometimes Rarely Never

No. % No. % No. % No. % No. %

All Responses (N = 119) 37 31.1 28 23.5 34 28.6 13 10.9 7 5.9

Subset: Preservation/Conservation (n = 61) 24 39.3 20 32.8 13 21.3 3 4.9 1 1.6

Subset: Special Collections/Rare Books (n = 58) 13 22.4 8 13.8 21 36.2 10 17.2 6 10.3

Table 5. Media Use for Managing Conservation Documentation

Media

Always Usually
About Half 
the Time Rarely Never Don’t Know

No. % No. % No. % No. % No. % No. %

Paper Records
All Responses (N = 121)

48 39.7 35 28.9 12 9.9 16 13.2 2 1.7 8 6.6

Subset of Preservation Administrators
(n = 20)

4 20.0 9 45.0 2 10.0 5 25.0 0 0.0 0 0.0

Database(s)
All Responses (N = 117)

48 41.0 20 17.1 8 6.8 16 13.7 17 14.5 8 6.8

Subset of Preservation Administrators 
(n = 20)

4 20.0 4 20.0 3 15.0 5 25.0 4 20.0 0 0.0

Electronic documents saved to a server
All Responses (N = 118)

39 33.1 29 24.6 4 3.4 17 14.4 16 13.6 13 11.0

Subset of Preservation Administrators 
(n = 20)

4 20.0 5 25.0 0 0.0 2 10.0 8 40.0 1 5.0

MARC Record 
All Responses (N = 114)

8 7.0 15 13.2 4 3.5 35 30.7 38 33.3 14 12.3

Subset of Preservation Administrators 
(n = 19)

1 5.3 2 10.5 0 0.0 6 31.6 10 52.6 0 0.0
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Those respondents who reported use of the MARC 21 
field 583 for preservation or conservation data were asked to 
select from a list all the preservation actions that are record-
ed by their institution in the MARC 21 field 583 (see table 
8). The list of actions was developed using the PDA.53 The 
64 respondents to the question selected multiple actions, 
generating 167 responses. The actions most frequently 
selected were associated with reformatting (digitized, micro-
filmed, and preservation photocopy) followed by the action 
conserved. The responses from preservation administrators 
were similar with the exception that the action mass de-
acidification was selected more frequently than conserved. 
Information gathered during phone interviews also suggests 
low use of the MARC 21 field 583 for recording conserva-
tion data, with only 2 (8.0 percent) of the 25 phone inter-
viewees reporting use of the field.

Respondents were offered an option to list actions 
not included in the survey question. Twelve respondents 
entered statements indicating that they were not aware of 
the specific actions recorded in the MARC 21 field 583 (i.e., 
“unsure,” “don’t know”). Two other responses, “work needed 
on an item is recorded for future projects” and “intended 
actions (reformat, conserve); negative decisions,” indicated 
use of the MARC 21 field 583 to record planned conserva-
tion actions.

Respondents who indicated use of the MARC 21 field 
583 were asked if any of the following were used for encod-
ing preservation and conservation information:

•	 “Standard Terminology for the MARC 21 Action 
Note Fields”54

•	 PDA55

•	 Locally defined terminology
•	 None (free text)

If the respondent used locally defined terminology, 
he or she was asked to enter the other terminology used. 
Respondents were permitted to select multiple termi-
nologies. Fifty-three respondents selected 64 terminologies 
indicating that some respondents’ institutions use multiple 
terminologies. The most frequently selected was the “Stan-
dard Terminology for the MARC 21 Action Note Fields.” 
The least frequently selected was PDA, which is surprising 
considering the terminology was designed for use in the 
MARC 21 field 583. PDA was selected only 8 times while 
“Standard Terminology for the MARC 21 Action Note 
Fields” was selected 18 times. Locally defined terminology 
and free text received 16 and 12 responses, respectively. The 
respondents who selected “Please enter other terminology 
used” did not offer additional terminology, but indicated 

Table 6. Value of Conservation Documentation

Value of Conservation Documentation to Selected Positions

Positions

Very 

Important Important

Neither 

Important or 

Unimportant Unimportant

Not 

Important 

at All

ResponsesNo. % No. % No. % No. % No. %

Archivists 22 19 63 54 20 17 12 10 0 0 117

Conservation Staff 94 77 23 19 2 2 1 1 1 1 121

Head/ Director of Preservation 75 64 29 25 9 8 3 2 1 1 117

Head/ Director of Special Collections 41 35 47 40 19 16 9 8 1 1 117

Preservation Librarians/ Archivists 51 44 50 43 12 10 4 3 0 0 117

Rare Book Catalogers 15 13 46 39 42 35 11 9 5 4 119

Rare Books Librarians 31 26 57 48 18 15 10 9 2 2 118

Value of Conservation Documentation for Selected Activities

Activities

Very 

Important Important

Neither 

Important or 

Unimportant Unimportant

Not 

Important 

at All

ResponsesNo. % No. % No. % No. % No. %

Cataloging 15 12 44 36 40 33 16 13 6 5 121

Collection Development 12 10 39 33 47 40 17 14 4 3 119

Interpretation 32 27 48 41 25 21 10 8 3 3 118

Preservation Planning 52 43 56 47 8 7 2 2 1 1 119

Reference 17 14 35 30 43 36 18 15 6 5 119
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they were not sure or did not know.
Fifty-nine (86.8 percent) of the 68 respondents who 

reported that their institutions used the MARC 21 field 583 
for conservation data also indicated that their institutions 
maintain a separate system for conservation documentation. 
The responses from the preservation administrator subset 
were consistent with the larger group: 6 of the 8 preservation 
administrator respondents reported that their institutions 
maintain a separate system for conservation documentation 
in addition to recording information into the MARC record.

Respondents who indicated that their libraries used an 
additional separate system were asked to evaluate several 
reasons for doing so using a Likert scale (see table 9). Most 
respondents agreed with the statement “MARC record is 
too limited” as a reason for maintaining a separate system 

for conservation documentation. More respondents dis-
agreed than agreed with the statement relating to concerns 
about public access to conservation documentation. While 
marginally more respondents agreed than disagreed with 
the statements “MARC record is too difficult to access” and 
“concerns about preservation of conservation information/
documentation,” half of the 48 responses were neutral.

In addition to evaluating the prepared statements, 
respondents were invited to enter other reasons for maintain-
ing separate conservation documentation. Many responses 
emphasized the limitation of encoding conservation docu-
mentation in the MARC record, noting that the MARC 
21 field 583 cannot cover all the details provided in paper 
treatment reports and its scope and function is limited. 
Other respondents stated that using this field was too time 
consuming and that internal coordination was difficult. Two 
respondents reported on legacy systems that have survived 
alongside MARC field 583. Other respondents did not offer 
reasons, but described how the MARC record related to other 
conservation documentation systems at their institutions.

Encoding Conservation Documentation into the  
MARC 21 Field 583

Use of a separate system for conservation documentation in 
addition to encoding conservation data into the MARC 21 
field 583 implies the use of the pointer model for encoding 
rather than the comprehensive model. As reported above, 
86.8 percent of the survey respondents who reported using 
the MARC record for encoding conservation data maintain 
an additional separate system for conservation documenta-
tion. The survey data suggest that respondents’ institutions 
that use the MARC 21 field 583 infrequently use a compre-
hensive model for recording conservation data.

When both encoding models (pointer and comprehen-
sive) were described to the phone interviewees, the pointer 
model was unanimously preferred over the comprehensive 
model for special collection conservation documentation. 

Table 7. Use of MARC 21 Field 583 

Information Recorded 

Always Usually
About Half 
the Time Rarely Never Don’t know

No. % No. % No. % No. % No. % No. %

Preservation Data All Responses  
(N = 122) 5 4.1 7 5.7 7 5.7 31 25.4 33 27.0 39 32.0

Preservation DataSubset of 
Preservation Administrators (n = 20) 0 0.0 2 10.0 1 5.0 8 40.0 9 45.0 0 0.0

Conservation Data All Responses  
(N = 124) 5 4.0 7 5.6 3 2.4 31 25.0 43 34.7 35 28.2

Conservation Data Subset of 
Preservation Administrators (n = 20) 0 0.0 2 10.0 0 0.0 6 30.0 11 55.0 1 5.0

Table 8. Preservation Actions Recorded in MARC 21 Field 583 
(N = 64)

Action All Responses*

Preservation 
Administrator 

Subset

Conserved 19 2

Digitized 28 4

Housed 5 1

Mass De-Acidification 16 3

Microfilmed 22 5

Rebound 8 0

Repaired 11 0

Preservation Photocopy 24 5

Retained 1 1

Stabilized 1 0

Transfer to Optimal Storage 17 2

Other 15 2

Total 167 25

*Respondents could choose multiple actions.
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This preference for the pointer model was attributed by the 
interviewees to the rich descriptive nature of special collec-
tion conservation data that is captured before, during, and 
after conservation treatment and does not easily translate 
into a coded field. Interviewees expressed concern that, 
while using multiple fields is possible because the MARC 
21 field 583 is repeatable, the record could quickly become 
cumbersome. One phone interviewee asserted that coding 
detailed information about special collections conserva-
tion into the MARC 21 field 583 was “exhausting to think 
about.” A number of interviewees expressed the hope of 
implementing electronic linkage of the MARC 21 field 583 
to their electronic documentation files including databases, 
images files, and reports produced from databases in PDF.

A common attribute of successful use of the MARC 21 
field 583 for conservation or preservation data reported in 
phone interviews is that conservation or preservation conser-
vation staff carries out encoding. These phone interviewees 
stated that having conservation or preservation staff encode 
the conservation data into the holding MARC 21 field 583 
resulted in minimal impact on other departments’ workflows. 
The interviewees reported that while editing privileges for 
bibliographic records is highly restrictive at their institu-
tions, privileges for editing holdings records were easier to 
secure. One phone interviewee emphasized that the coding 
can be simplified by the use of macros, which are commonly 
used in cataloging to increase efficiency and accuracy. Other 
phone interviewees reported that implementation efforts to 
use the MARC 21 field 583 failed because of the difficulty 
in obtaining MARC editing privileges and pressures of work-
load in the cataloging departments.

Potential Use of MARC 21 Field 583

A final section of the survey was directed toward those 
respondents who reported that their institutions did not 
use the MARC 21 field 583 for recording conservation 
actions. These respondents were asked to evaluate six pos-
sible reasons why their libraries did not use the MARC 21 

field 583 for conservation data (see table 10). The greatest 
frequency of responses was neutral for all statements except 
“Current documentation system is sufficient,” with which 
10 (34.5 percent) of 29 respondents agreed and 6 (20.7 
percent) strongly agreed, and “Concern about public access 
to conservation information,” with which 7 (26.9 percent) of 
26 respondents disagreed and 4 (15.4 percent) strongly dis-
agreed. Nine respondents provided other reasons that were 
associated with organizational difficulties, including 

•	 “lack of coordination with our IT and cataloging 
departments to date”; 

•	 “involves a third unit to get the work done”; 
•	 “lack of interest by cataloging to implement”; 
•	 “simply have not been able to get it into the workflow”; 
•	 “it is not our policy”; 
•	 “perceived as unimportant to the work of the library”; 
•	 “we’ve not done it in the past”; 
•	 “rare book program is new”; and 
•	 “have only had conservator on staff for 2 years.” 

One response that indicated the use of a conservation 
documentation system that can be accessed through the 
library’s ILS system was “our institution can get some infor-
mation through our circulation database.” The remaining 
responses suggested a limited understanding of the MARC 
21 field 583: “conservation data is item specific, not bib level 
specific, confusing to put in MARC record if you have more 
than one copy” and “we are moving to RDA.”

Toward the end of the survey, respondents were asked 
the extent to which they agreed with the statement “I believe 
that my institution should use the MARC 21 field 583 to 
record conservation information.” Only 6 (5.5 percent) of 
the 108 respondents disagreed with the statement; 63 (58.3 
percent) agreed; 39 (36.1 percent) neither agreed nor dis-
agreed. When evaluated by work function, the results are 
consistent, implying strong interest in the use of the field. 
Enthusiasm for the potential of the MARC 21 field 583 to 
provide access to conservation documentation emerged as 

Table 9. Reasons for Maintaining an Additional Conservation Documentation System

Statement

Strongly 
Agree Agree

Neither 
Agree nor 
Disagree Disagree

Strongly 
Disagree

ResponsesNo. % No. % No. % No. % No. %

MARC record is too limited 7 14.6 18 37.5 18 37.5 4 8.3 1 2.1 48

MARC record is too difficult to access 4 8.3 10 20.8 23 47.9 9 18.8 2 4.2 48

Concerns about public access to conserva-
tion documentation

1 2.0 8 16.3 24 49.0 13 26.5 3 6.1 49

Concerns about preservation of conserva-
tion information/ documentation

2 4.2 11 22.9 24 50.0 10 20.8 1 2.1 48
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a persistent theme in the follow-up interviews, especially 
in libraries where communication between departments is 
hindered by physical distance.

Conservation Planning and Use of MARC 21 Field 583

Another important use of the MARC 21 field 583 is for 
conservation planning. Phone interviewees described the 
use of the field by special collections curators and librarians 
to identify and prioritize materials in need of conservation 
assessment or treatment and to identify materials rejected 
for conservation treatment. This use of the MARC 21 field 
583 for conservation planning is often in the context of digi-
tization projects.

Several phone interviewees expressed enthusiasm for 
the potential of using the field for planning, especially for 
recording condition assessments. With many special col-
lections adopting the use of barcodes, entering survey data 
directly in the MARC record presents an efficient data entry 
model compared to paper forms, spreadsheets, or databases. 
While some interview participants were confident in using 
the data in the field, others expressed concern with the 
process of data analysis and reporting. The potential use of 
the MARC 21 field 583 for condition surveys is an area for 
future research and testing.

Research Method Review

The author intentionally chose the survey implementation 
method to define a fixed sample and to avoid the drawbacks 
of web-distributed surveys, such as an undefined response 
rate. While the response rate was high at 42 percent, 
responses may not accurately represent the perspective of 
the entire population; however, it can suggest general trends 
in practices and perceptions. The survey was self-selecting, 
as invited participants chose to respond and therefore may 

have special interest in the subject, possibly introducing 
sample bias and some skewing of the results.

The recent practice in the preservation field of using 
web-distributed surveys that request only one response 
per library encourages coordinated responses. The present 
research seeks to understand individual perceptions. To 
encourage participation and reduce coordinated responses, 
the email messages inviting participation in this survey 
explicitly stated that multiple people from each selected 
library would be asked to take the survey individually. 
Despite this statement, communications from participants 
indicate that some individuals attempted to coordinate 
responses. While clarification was given to those individu-
als who communicated with the author, the extent to which 
responses were collaborative rather than individual is not 
known.

The survey population was derived from data presented 
in the most recently published ARL preservation statistics 
data that was four years old at the time of the survey and 
is no longer maintained by ARL. Therefore some possible 
institutions may have been missed. The population was lim-
ited to preservation, conservation, and rare books and spe-
cial collections professionals. Archivists and catalogers were 
excluded. This omission was intentional to limit the popula-
tion and focus on professionals working with nonarchival 
special collections. The exclusion of catalogers from the 
survey population, in particular rare book catalogers doing 
descriptive bibliography, proved to be a missed opportunity 
to better understand the potential value of conservation 
documentation to the work of cataloging.

The survey was designed to be flexible to encourage par-
ticipation. One flexible design element allowed participants 
to bypass questions. The results indicate that participants 
occasionally did skip questions. Providing “don’t know” and 
“does not apply” options consistently for all questions might 
have provided the same flexibility as allowing participants to 
skip questions.

Table 10. Reasons for Not Using the MARC 21 Field 583 to Record Conservation Data

Statement

Strongly 
Agree Agree

Neither 
Agree nor 
Disagree Disagree

Strongly 
Disagree

ResponsesNo. % No. % No. % No. % No. %

MARC is too limited 2 7.4 3 11.1 14 51.9 5 18.5 3 11.1 27

Information in the MARC 21 Field 583 is 
too difficult to access 

2 7.4 5 18.5 12 44.4 4 14.8 4 14.8 27

MARC records are too difficult to edit/
use 

2 7.7 6 23.1 10 38.5 6 23.1 2 7.7 26

Concerns about public access to conserva-
tion documentation 

4 15.4 3 11.5 8 30.8 7 26.9 4 15.4 26

Current conservation documentation sys-
tem is sufficient 

6 20.7 10 34.5 6 20.7 3 10.3 4 13.8 29
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Public Access to Conservation 
Documentation

At present, public access to conservation documentation is 
a complex and polarizing issue in the field of conservation. 
Two ideological camps, mediated and open access, were 
evident during the Mellon-sponsored meetings and in the 
phone interviews.56 While both sides firmly believe that 
providing access to conservation documentation is an ethical 
responsibility, the type and form of the access is conten-
tious. One interviewee who supports open access asserted 
that “information wants to be free,” and other interviewees 
communicated with the author their belief that conserva-
tion professionals should pursue opportunities to share 
documentation without (or with minimal) mediation or 
interpretation. The British Museum’s practice of presenting 
conservation documentation online through the museum’s 
collections database is representative of the minimally 
mediated approach. The opposing viewpoint expressed in 
phone interviews focuses on possible legal and security 
risks associated with the release of technical data. Another 
concern raised in a phone interview is that conservation 
documentation can read like a manual for treatment and 
that nontrained individuals could damage cultural property 
by attempting to replicate treatment. This concern is under-
standable because every conservator can testify to having to 
mitigate damage caused by misguided attempts by nonpro-
fessionals to treat objects.

While caution is understandable in a field charged with 
the care of cultural property, promotion of conservation is 
crucial for the continued development of the profession. 
Outreach, which was a theme of the 2012 AIC annual meet-
ing, involves not only education, events, and promotion, but 
also sharing data and engaging with other library profes-
sionals and library users.57 While some risk is associated 
with making treatment procedures publically available, one 
could argue that this risk is already present in the numerous 
conservation books, articles, and web resources currently 
available. Furthermore, simple disclaimers can caution read-
ers and direct them to additional resources. For example 
the British Museum’s website provides an example of such 
a disclaimer:

Information in the reports held on this database 
needs to be read with care. The reports were origi-
nally produced for internal purposes only, and were 
generally produced to address very specific issues. 
Much of the text is therefore specialized in nature 
and terminology. It has not been possible to check 
every record prior to its release; therefore there 
may be mistakes and omissions. The Museum does 
not endorse any of the equipment or products 
recorded here and it should be noted that any 

information about product formulations or health 
and safety advice given may no longer be current.58

Baker’s chapter on conservation treatment of nine-
teenth century papers advises, “Lay persons are strongly 
discouraged from carrying out conservation treatments. 
For advice or treatment, s/he should contact a professional 
conservator (http://www.conservation-us.org).”59 A number 
of the conservators interviewed expressed the belief that a 
move toward more openness is inevitable and, as profession-
als, the conservation community needs to be willing to share 
data and overcome fears of judgment that might follow such 
disclosure.

Conclusion

Recording current conservation documentation practices in 
academic research libraries was a primary goal of the survey. 
Survey data confirmed that conservation documentation is 
routinely generated for special collections and is used regu-
larly by preservation, conservation, and special collections 
professional staff. Conservation documentation was per-
ceived by the survey respondents as having value outside of 
the functions of conservation and preservation. The media 
used to capture conservation documentation were varied 
and included paper forms, electronic word processing files, 
image files, databases, and to a lesser extent the MARC 
record. According to phone interviewees, the management 
of conservation documentation in either analog or digital 
form is the responsibility of the conservator with little or no 
assistance from other library departments and personnel, 
with the exception of data recorded in the MARC record. 
Conservation documentation systems described were devel-
oped to meet the needs of specific types of collections, work-
flows, and staff preferences. The systems described by 22 of 
25 phone interviewees were closed systems that did not link 
to any other collection databases.

In promoting the practice of utilizing the MARC 21 
field 583 for recording and managing conservation data, 
Hinz and Gehnrich raised the question of the desirability of 
integrating conservation documentation into the collection 
database.60 In addition to recording conservation documen-
tation practices, the present study also examined the per-
ceived appropriateness and implications of using the MARC 
21 field 583 for conservation documentation in academic 
research libraries. While use of the MARC 21 field 583 for 
conservation data in ARL academic libraries was reported as 
low by survey respondents and phone interviewees, interest 
in recording conservation data in the field was substantial. 
Using the field to indicate (or directly link to) more compre-
hensive conservation documentation was preferred for spe-
cial collection conservation documentation. This preference 
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is understandable as linkage to descriptive data enhances 
the value of conservation documentation by bringing such 
data out of the isolation inherent in local systems. The open-
source conservation documentation application currently 
under development, ConservationSpace, may facilitate this 
linkage and surmount obstacles presented by proprietary 
applications and existing workflows. The extent of access to 
conservation documentation remains controversial and will 
be determined by the willingness of individuals and institu-
tions to set aside local concerns for the greater value inher-
ent in the boarder exchange of information.
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Appendix. Survey Instrument 

You have been invited to take part in a research study to learn more about conservation documentation in academic research 
libraries. This study will be conducted by Laura McCann. If you agree to be in this study, you will be asked to complete a 
survey. The survey will take 5 to 10 minutes to complete. There are no known risks associated with your participation in this 
research beyond those of everyday life. Although you will receive no direct benefits, this research may help the investigator 
better understand conservation documentation practices and uses of conservation documentation in academic research librar-
ies. Confidentiality of your responses will be maintained by disassociating you and your institution’s name from the research 
findings. Participation in this study is voluntary. You may refuse to participate or withdraw at any time without penalty. If there 
is anything about this study or your participation that is unclear or that you do not understand, or wish to report a research-
related problem, you may contact Laura McCann at 212-998-2562, laura.mccann@nyu.edu, Barbara Goldsmith Preservation 
and Conservation Department, NYU Libraries, 70 Washington Square South, LL2-25, New York, NY 10012.

If you are interested in receiving a summary of the results of this research project, please provide your email address below.

Do you agree with the following statement: I am willing to participate in this research and I am at least eighteen years of age.
 ❍ Yes
 ❍ No

Institution size
 ❍ Less than 2 million volumes
 ❍ 2–3 million volumes
 ❍ 3–5 million volumes
 ❍ More than 5 million volumes

Job Title:

Which of the following best describes your position?
 ❍ Management
 ❍ Professional
 ❍ Support/Non-professional

How many staff in each of the following groups do you supervise?

0 1 2–4 5–10 More than 10

Professional Staff

Support Staff

Student Assistants

Which is the primary function and/or department you manage and/or participate in? (select one)
 ❍ Preservation/Conservation
 ❍ Special Collections/Rare Books
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Please rate the amount of time you spend on the following activities:

Less than 25% 26–50% 51–75% 76–100%

Special Collections Management

Rare Books

Cataloging

Preservation

Conservation

Other:

Which of the following best describes your position? (select one)
 ❍ Preservation Administrator
 ❍ Preservation Librarian/Archivist
 ❍ Conservator

Which functions do you manage and/or participate in? (select all that apply)
 ❍ General collection conservation
 ❍ Special collections conservation

Please rate how important the following experiences are to how you acquired your conservation knowledge and skills?

Extremely 
Important

Very 
Important

Neither 
Important nor 
Unimportant

Very 
Unimportant

Not at all 
Important

Does not 
apply

Conservation apprenticeship

Graduate degree in library/Information 
science with certificate in conservation

Graduate degree in conservation

Other graduate coursework

On-the-job training or experience

Workshops/training sessions

Professional association meetings

Self-study (books, on-line resources, etc)

Other:

Please rate how important the following experiences are to how you acquired your library/information science knowledge 
and skills?

Very 
Important Important

Neither 
Important nor 
Unimportant Unimportant

Not at all 
Important

Does not 
apply

Graduate degree in library/information 
science

Other graduate coursework

On-the-job training or experience

Workshops/training sessions

Professional association meetings

Self-study (books, on-line resources, etc . . .)

Other:
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In your library, how often do the following receive conservation treatment?

Very Often Quite Often Sometimes Rarely Never

General collection material

Special collections materials

Is conservation documentation generated for conserved general collection materials?
 ❍ Almost always
 ❍ Regularly
 ❍ Sometimes

 ❍ Not regularly
 ❍ Almost never
 ❍ Don’t know

Is conservation documentation generated for conserved special collections materials?
 ❍ Almost always
 ❍ Regularly
 ❍ Sometimes

 ❍ Not regularly
 ❍ Almost never
 ❍ Don’t know

How often does your institution use the following media to manage conservation documentation? (select and rate all that apply)

Always Usually
About half 
the time Rarely Never Don’t know

Paper Records

Database(s)

Electronic documents saved to a server

MARC record

Other: (please enter media type)

Please rate how often you use conservation documentation.
 ❍ Very Often
 ❍ Quite Often
 ❍ Sometimes

 ❍ Rarely
 ❍ Never

Is conservation documentation included in your library’s institutional archive?
 ❍ Almost Always
 ❍ Regularly
 ❍ Sometimes

 ❍ Not regularly
 ❍ Almost never
 ❍ Never

Do you work with archivists and/or record managers to develop sound policies for the permanent retention of conservation 
documentation?

 ❍ Yes
 ❍ No

Please rate the value of conservation documentation to the following positions?

Very Important Important

Neither 
Important or 
Unimportant Unimportant

Not important 
at all

Archivists

Conservation Staff

Head/Director of Preservation

Head/Director of Special Collections

Preservation Librarians/Archivists

Rare Books Catalogers

Rare Books Librarians
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Please rate the value of conservation documentation to the following activities?

Very Important Important

Neither 
Important or 
Unimportant Unimportant

Not important 
at all

Cataloging

Collection Development

Interpretation

Preservation Planning

Reference

How often does your institution utilize the MARC 21 Field 583 for recording the following?

Always Usually
About half 
the time Rarely Never Don’t know

Preservation information and actions

Conservation information and actions

Which of the following completed preservation actions does your institution record in the MARC 21 Field 583? (select all 
that apply)

 ❍ Conserved
 ❍ Digitized
 ❍ Housed
 ❍ Mass de-acidified
 ❍ Microfilmed
 ❍ Rebound
 ❍ Repaired

 ❍ Preservation photocopy (Reproduced in print)
 ❍ Retained
 ❍ Stabilized
 ❍ Transfer to optimal storage (off-site storage)
 ❍ Other: (please enter preservation action below) 
____________________

Please select the terminology used in your library for encoding preservation (including conservation) information in the 
MARC 21 Field 583? (select all that apply)

 ❍ Standard Terminology for the MARC 21 Action Note 
Fields
 ❍ Preservation & Digitization Actions 
(PDA:Terminology)

 ❍ Locally defined terminology
 ❍ None (Free Text)
 ❍ Please enter other terminology used. 
____________________

Please evaluate the following possible reasons for why your library does not utilize the MARC 21 Field 583 to record con-
servation data.

Strongly 
Agree Agree

Neither Agree 
nor Disagree Disagree

Strongly 
Disagree

MARC is too limited

Information in the MARC 21 Field 583 is too difficult 
to access

MARC records are too difficult to edit/use

Concern about public access to conservation information

Current conservation documentation system is sufficient

Other: (Please enter below.)

Please rate the following statement: I believe that my institution should use the MARC 21 Field 583 to record conservation 
information.

 ❍ Strongly Agree
 ❍ Agree
 ❍ Neither Agree nor Disagree

 ❍ Disagree
 ❍ Strongly Disagree
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Does your library maintain a separate system for conservation documentation in addition to recording information in the 
MARC records?

 ❍ Yes
 ❍ No

Please evaluate the reasons for maintaining a separate system for conservation documentation in addition to recording con-
servation information in MARC records. 

Strongly 
Disagree Disagree

Neither Agree 
nor Disagree Agree

Strongly 
Agree

MARC record is too limited

MARC record is too difficult to access

Concerns about public access  to conservation informa-
tion

Concerns about preservation of conservation informa-
tion/documentation

Other: (Please enter below.)

Would you be willing to participate in a brief follow-up interview in a few months, if needed?
 ❍ Yes
 ❍ No

Thank you. Please provide your contact information. (Name, Email, Phone Number)
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Faculty who publish in interdisciplinary areas may be faced with the challenge 
of justifying research published in journals that are not considered important 
by their home department. This paper uses corporate governance (an academic 
area in business) as an example of an interdisciplinary research area. A core 
list of journals is developed using citations from Corporate Governance: An 
International Review, that demonstrates the interdisciplinary nature of corporate 
governance research. This core list can be used by both corporate governance 
academics and business librarians to help justify faculty publishing decisions. The 
process devised for developing a core list is applicable to other interdisciplinary 
areas. The paper concludes by exploring the implications of departmental journal 
lists and provides suggestions for both faculty and librarians.

An interdisciplinary field is one that combines the methods, conceptual 
frameworks, and knowledge of two or more disciplines to address questions 

that lie in the disciplinary nexus. Sustainability, African American studies, and 
neuroeconomics are all examples of fields that combine knowledge from dif-
ferent disciplines to answer specific research questions. Interdisciplinary fields 
pose challenges for both academics and librarians precisely because they are at 
the intersection of two (or more) disciplines. Academics who do interdisciplinary 
research may struggle with integrating their research and teaching into a tradi-
tional department structure. Librarians who support interdisciplinary fields may 
be faced with a subject area where the traditional methods for acquiring, access-
ing, and evaluating information do not apply. Librarians who provide resources 
and assistance to interdisciplinary scholars need to be diligent in defining the 
parameters of the field to ensure that they are adequately meeting scholars’ 
teaching and research needs.

In this paper, the authors use citation analysis to determine the top-cited 
journals in Corporate Governance: An International Review (CGIR) from 1999 
to 2008 and develop a core list of journals for corporate governance. The results 
demonstrate that corporate governance is an interdisciplinary field that relies 
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heavily on the disciplines of accounting, economics, finance, 
and management for both publishing venues and intellectual 
underpinnings. The authors then compare this core list with 
a composite list from business disciplines, including the 
fields of management, accounting, finance, and economics, 
to determine the overlap of top journals in these fields and 
corporate governance. The process devised for developing a 
core list is applicable to other interdisciplinary areas. Finally, 
the authors discuss the implications of this research and 
its benefits for both corporate governance academics and 
librarians with collection management responsibilities.

Corporate governance is an academic area in business 
concerned with the relationships between corporations’ 
boards of directors and various corporate stakeholders—
investors, regulatory agencies, corporate management, and 
the public. At the most basic level, research in corporate 
governance explores aspects of agency theory—the relation-
ships that arise when a principal (board of directors) hires 
an agent (corporate officers) to run a company on behalf of 
shareholders.1 Agency theory explores how the agent and 
principal work together and the incentives and behaviors 
in place to ensure that agents act in the best interest of the 
principal.2 Corporate governance research, then, involves 
the study of how a board of directors motivates corporate 
officers and verifies that they are acting in the best interests 
of the board and shareholders. The research cuts across dis-
ciplinary boundaries and includes topics in accounting (e.g., 
financial reporting), economics (e.g., theory of the firm), 
finance (e.g., executive compensation), and management 
(e.g., strategic planning).

An important question for faculty in any academic 
discipline is how their research will be evaluated during 
promotion and tenure reviews. Faculty in business schools 
are generally affiliated with a specific academic department 
(e.g., management) even if their research focus is an inter-
disciplinary area. Business programs are required by accred-
iting agencies to provide evidence of academic rigor for their 
faculty publications and, to that end, departments may rely 
on disciplinary journal rankings that use a variety of metrics 
to determine the best titles in a discipline. The conventional 
wisdom that departments maintain lists of acceptable jour-
nals appears to be largely anecdotal. Van Fleet, McWilliams, 
and Siegel report that “surprisingly few institutions reported 
using formal lists.”3

Choosing an appropriate publishing venue can be criti-
cal for tenure-track faculty doing interdisciplinary research. 
Corporate governance researchers may publish in journals 
not included in disciplinary journal rankings because few 
journals exclusively publish corporate governance research. 
Some of the more prominent corporate governance journals 
are Corporate Governance: An International Review, Cor-
porate Governance: The International Journal of Business 
in Society, International Journal of Corporate Governance, 

Directors and Boards, and The Corporate Board. The last 
two titles are practitioner-oriented journals that are less 
likely to generate academic citations. They also focus slightly 
more on the director’s role instead of the relatively wider 
array of business functions that pertain to corporate gover-
nance, such as strategic and financial management.

Publishing in corporate governance journals is essential 
for scholars who want to establish a reputation as research-
ers in the field. At the same time, publishing in journals that 
are not included on disciplinary journal lists may limit their 
ability to gain tenure in their home department. A National 
Academy of Sciences report on promoting interdisciplinary 
research found that while departments may value interdis-
ciplinary researchers, publications “not recognized as being 
in the home department’s discipline may be considered 
valuable but not sufficient for tenure.”4 For corporate gov-
ernance researchers, and interdisciplinary scholars in other 
fields, justifying publications that fall outside their depart-
ment’s disciplinary boundaries can be critical to their tenure 
or promotion success.

Literature Review
Disciplines versus Interdisciplinary Areas

One of the central questions in this paper is whether corpo-
rate governance is a distinct discipline or an interdisciplin-
ary subject. The distinction is important because of the way 
that departments within business schools evaluate faculty 
for promotion and tenure. A perennial discussion in the 
business literature is whether corporate governance is a dis-
tinct discipline or whether it is an interdisciplinary field as 
described above. Durisin and Puzone assert that corporate 
governance is a discipline based on their analysis of citations 
from CGIR and other journals.5 They argue that corporate 
governance research is seen as relevant but intellectually 
inferior, and they demonstrate using citation analysis that 
a strong intellectual foundation for corporate governance 
exists in the fields of management, economics, finance, and 
accounting.

Disciplines, as described by Salter and Hearn, have both 
a core of knowledge and an organizational infrastructure 
that supports further knowledge production.6 The knowl-
edge core includes both discipline specific knowledge and 
theoretical knowledge that underpins the discipline. Accord-
ing to Becher and Trower, infrastructure refers to the social 
and connective schema that holds the discipline together 
and includes everything from discipline specific journals 
and conferences to defining the social norms and expecta-
tions placed on scholars who belong to that discipline.7 The 
social aspects of disciplinary membership for interdisciplin-
ary researchers are particularly important in the context of 
this paper. The authors contend that corporate governance 



 LRTS 57(1) Developing a Core List of Journals in an Interdisciplinary Area  53

research is interdisciplinary and offer a framework from 
which they can discuss the unique challenges to interdisci-
plinary researchers in business schools. The hallmarks of an 
interdisciplinary field are exactly what Durisin and Puzone 
show in their article—the widespread inclusion of corporate 
governance topics in established disciplinary areas.8

One measure of interdisciplinarity is the number of 
citations in journal articles that come from related disciplin-
ary areas. Porter and Rafols provide evidence that science 
areas are becoming more interdisciplinary, though the exact 
reasons are not clear.9 Rinia and colleagues examine citations 
from Science Citation Index and demonstrate that basic 
science disciplines (e.g., biology, mathematics, and phys-
ics) routinely share literature with one another.10 Leavitt, 
Thelwall, and Oppenheim conducted a similar study for 
social science fields, which confirmed that the social sci-
ences also share literature between disciplines.11

While interdisciplinary subjects draw on knowledge 
from their core disciplines, they also develop new methods 
and paradigms that may, over time, evolve into new disciplin-
ary areas. Distinctions in the minutiae between disciplinary, 
interdisciplinary, multidisciplinary, and cross-disciplinary 
research are complex and beyond the scope of this paper. 
Van den Besselaar and Heimeriks provide a cogent intro-
duction to the subject and propose an indicator of interdis-
ciplinarity “based on the patterns and intensity of knowledge 
streams between research fields.”12 A large body of literature 
describes trends in interdisciplinary research that focuses on 
both science and social science fields.13 Klein’s 1996 book on 
the interdisciplinary nature of knowledge and research, now 
a classic, contains a thorough examination of interdiscipli-
narity.14 Ostreng focuses on how interdisciplinary research 
interacts with traditional disciplines in the sciences.15 The 
best current discussion of issues related to interdisciplinary 
research is edited by Frodeman, Klein, and Mitcham.16

Interdisciplinary subjects pose challenges for libraries 
in both collection management and reference activities. One 
of the challenges for librarians is identifying the domain of 
interdisciplinary subjects. This in turn leads to questions 
about information seeking by interdisciplinary scholars 
and the best way for librarians to provide services. Dob-
son, Kushkowski, and Gerhard describe the characteristics 
of interdisciplinary subjects and propose an approach for 
evaluating collections of interdisciplinary materials.17 They 
maintain that familiarity with the subject domains of inter-
disciplinary fields is central to successfully evaluating inter-
disciplinary collections. A complete issue of Library Trends 
in 1996 discussed the impact of interdisciplinary fields and 
included articles about subject domains, information seek-
ing, and aligning library services with the research practices 
of interdisciplinary scholars.18

Literature that is more recent elaborates on those 
issues and informs current thought about libraries and 

interdisciplinary scholars. Palmer and Cragin discuss how 
information science has adapted to the changing landscape 
of disciplinary change, focusing on “the social dimension 
of scholarly practice and its influence on how information 
is collected.”19 Witt and Rudasill’s 2010 book elaborates on 
the challenges of increased interdisciplinary research for 
libraries supporting the social sciences.20 Topics in the vol-
ume include an examination of differences in data-sharing 
practices between disciplines, a rethinking of traditional 
cataloging and collection management systems to accom-
modate interdisciplinary knowledge (e.g., into what tradi-
tional subject areas does sustainability studies fall?), and the 
development of research portals that facilitate the discovery 
of interdisciplinary knowledge.

Use of Core Lists in Business Schools

Most reputable business schools are accredited by the Asso-
ciation to Advance Collegiate Schools of Business (AACSB 
International) in a process that involves a detailed self-study, 
a site visit, and the development of a detailed school mission 
statement that defines the goals and parameters in which 
the school operates. Accreditation standards require that 
institutions support “successful achievement of all dimen-
sions of the stated missions with particular focus on high 
quality degree programs and scholarly research.”21 They also 
require that schools provide “clear expectations regarding 
the quality of the intellectual contributions and how quality 
is assured (e.g., specific target journals or outlets, selectivity 
requirements, etc.).”22

A consequence of accreditation criteria is the need for 
business schools to quantify the research output of their 
faculty. Schools can meet the accreditation criteria for 
demonstrating research quality by comparing their faculty’s 
publishing output with journal lists that identify the top 
journals in a discipline. One side effect of this reliance on 
journal lists tied to business school accreditation is a large lit-
erature devoted to journal lists. Durisin and Puzone’s article 
includes an extensive bibliography about core lists.23 Journal 
lists are available for business disciplines including account-
ing, finance, economics, and management areas and can be 
easily discovered by searching for “core list” and the disci-
pline (e.g., accounting) in a database such as ABI/Inform.

In the realm of online resources, Harzing’s Journal 
Quality List (JQL) website provides a meta-analysis of jour-
nal rankings across a variety of business journal rankings.24 
JQL is a compilation of journal ranking studies in business 
fields including economics, finance, accounting, manage-
ment, and marketing. Harzing’s Publish or Perish website 
allows researchers to calculate publication metrics based on 
the availability of their work in Google Scholar.25

The use of core journal lists to provide evidence of 
research quality is not a phenomenon unique to the United 
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States. Quantifying research output is an issue for universi-
ties in Europe, where institutional productivity is evalu-
ated at a national level and the results are used to allocate 
research funding.26 Journal lists for disciplines across the 
academy are one of the metrics used to define institutional 
research productivity. The Research Assessment Exercise 
in the United Kingdom uses the Association of Business 
Schools (ABS) list of journals when evaluating research 
productivity of business schools.27 ABS is the British accred-
iting body for business schools. These periodic assessments 
of research productivity are used to determine research 
funding for universities in the United Kingdom and other 
European countries. The use of core journal lists to assess 
institutional productivity may explain the proliferation of 
journal lists across disciplines.

Methods Used to Develop Business Core Journal Lists

Core lists may be developed by individual departments but 
enough published journal lists exist so that schools can select 
from published lists instead of creating their own. Data for 
lists often come from Thomson Reuters’ Journal Citation 
Reports and the use of ISI impact factors and citation counts 
are one method of developing core journal lists. Author-
ship studies, as represented by Heck, Zaleski, and Dressler, 
explore who publishes in a discipline.28 This particular article 
used journal citations found in a list of elite economics jour-
nals to explore the contributions of authors by academic 
institution to economics journal literature.

Citation analysis studies generally fall into two cat-
egories. The first is a citation analysis of a specific journal. 
Lindquist and Smith’s citation analysis of the Journal of 
Management Accounting Research is an example of studies 
done to celebrate a milestone anniversary for a journal.29 
Studies of this type are common in business literature (and 
other disciplines) and can be used to discover the range of 
journals used in a discipline. The second type of citation 
study is broader and assesses the literature within a specific 
discipline or subdiscipline. In their study of corporate social 
responsibility and corporate social performance, De Bak-
ker, Groenewegen, and Den Hond compiled citations from 
Social Science Citation Index and ABI/Inform and used 
them to map the scope of their subject.30 The primary dif-
ference between the two approaches is that the former uses 
a single journal as a data source and the latter uses search 
results on a particular subject as the starting point.

In addition to the use of citation counts, other methods 
can be used to develop core journal lists. Wu, Hao, and 
Yao surveyed department heads to gather perceptions from 
department heads about journal rankings in accounting, 
finance and information systems.31 Preference studies query 
department heads, faculty, business school deans, or other 
experts for an assessment of journal reputation based on 

personal knowledge. The ranking of management journals 
by Harris is based on multiple sources of data including 
expert opinion and citation indexes.32 It provides greater 
granularity and subject breadth than other management 
journal lists. By contrast, Ritzberger’s list of 261 economics 
journals relies on a variant of the algorithm Google uses to 
rank search engine results.33

Many of the methods described above are familiar to 
library and information science (LIS) researchers. Cita-
tion analyses of journals or disciplines are a staple of LIS 
research, as are surveys of stakeholders about journal pref-
erences. Quantitative studies may rely on data from the 
Journal Citation Reports or other bibliographic data. The 
examples above are representative of categories of core list 
methodologies, not an exhaustive list of methods. For each 
method, multiple studies are available in the business litera-
ture, and variations in method often reflect the differences 
in methodological approaches between business disciplines. 
One insight from the wealth of core journal studies in busi-
ness is that no consensus about how to create core lists exists.

Business Core Journal Lists: Critiques

Journal ranking in business schools has been the subject 
of many critiques, both methodological and otherwise. 
Considering the stakes for faculty whose careers may rise 
or fall on the basis of a core journal list, such critiques are 
understandable. A common thread that runs through the 
critiques of journal ranking is the reliance on the use (some 
would say misuse) of the journal impact factor for determin-
ing research worth.

Journal impact factor (JIF) is a metric developed by 
Eugene Garfield in Journal Citation Reports (JCR), now 
owned by Thomson Reuters. The JIF measures the ratio 
of citations to a journal to the number of citable items pub-
lished in that journal over a period. JCR includes both the 
two-year and five-year JIFs for journals, though one can use 
the data to calculate impact factors for different lengths of 
time. The different JIFs are provided as a way of recognizing 
that not all disciplines cite their literature at the same rate. 
Publishing lags in social science disciplines (e.g., sociology) 
may mean that the five-year JIF is a better representation of 
journal reputation than in a science discipline (e.g., chem-
istry) where publishing, and possible citations to articles, 
happens more quickly.

A number of substantive critiques, many from outside 
of the business literature, about the use of the JIF have 
been written. Seglen enumerates twenty-three reasons not 
to use JIF to evaluate research. Among the reasons not to 
use JIF is that it “conceals the difference in article citation 
rates” within a journal.34 He contends that only a few articles 
in any given journal issue are highly cited and that rela-
tively few articles contribute to the JIF for a given journal. 
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Althouse and colleagues focus on the variation in JIFs across 
disciplines and the upward trend in JIFs over time, a trend 
also explored in research by Campanario.35 These articles 
argue that the increases in JIFs are the result of increased 
citations within articles and are not necessarily indicative of 
changes in journal quality. Neff and Olden demonstrate that 
an increased number of citations in journal articles inflates 
the JIF of ecology journals.36

Other critiques of JIF (and other journal metrics), such 
as the article by Finch, point out that no perfect method 
for evaluating articles and journals exists.37 Sala and Brook 
explore the bias introduced into JIFs when multiple authors 
in an article cite their previous work.38

Critiques of journal lists within the business literature 
are similar to those of other fields. Adler and Harzing offer 
a meta-analysis of journal ranking methods, including those 
that use the JIF.39 Their main objection to the use of the JIF 
is that it equates journal quality with article quality. Singh, 
Haddad, and Chow found that top management journals 
received more citations, but that not all the articles in top 
journals were of the same quality.40 In a study related to 
journal lists, Bornmann and Dieter found that citation deci-
sions are a complex phenomenon that includes both social 
and practical aspects.41

Other critiques of journal lists from business fields focus 
on the use of those lists by departments or colleges. Lange 
found that, while schools do indeed rank business journals, 
little consistency in ranking is found between institutions.42 
Adams and Johnson report that the implementation of a 
journal list at the University of Houston “is imperfect” but 
that the consistency of annual reviews has increased.43 Hen-
derson, Ganesh, and Chandy argue that faculty are specialists 
and are not necessarily able to judge work of other scholars 
because of limited knowledge of other fields.44 Noteworthy 
is that critiques of journal lists and the JIF are found across 
disciplines, an indication that concerns about the use of the 
JIF are a nearly universal concern among academics.

Citation Analysis

This research uses citation analysis as a tool for develop-
ing a core list of journals in corporate governance. Citation 
analysis is one of many tools used by both business faculty 
and library and information science researchers to examine 
the intellectual structure of disciplines. A number of recent 
library and information sciences titles explore bibliometric 
methods, including citation analysis. De Bellis provides a 
theoretical overview of bibliometric methods in library and 
information science, while the volume by Andrés has a more 
practical focus.45 A specific discussion of bibliometric meth-
ods for revealing interdisciplinary fields can be found in an 
article by Morris and Van der Veer Martens.46

Business disciplines have a long tradition of using 

citation analysis to examine trends in business literature. 
Citation analysis is used in several ways to examine busi-
ness literature beyond compiling journal lists. Lindquist and 
Smith note that citation analysis of a single journal is usually 
done as a retrospective for journal anniversaries and also 
may include content analysis of article subjects and author-
ship.47 De Baaker, Groenewegen, and Den Hond describe 
how the structure of disciplines or subdisciplines can be 
investigated to delineate subject boundaries.48 Matherly and 
Shortridge conducted a meta-analysis of journal ranking 
studies that provides new measures for determine journal 
quality.49 Bibliometric analysis of journal literature provides 
multiple means of assessing and evaluating subject literature 
in disciplinary or interdisciplinary fields.

Research Method

The authors chose CGIR, (print ISSN 0964-8410, online 
ISSN 1467-8683) as a data source because it is the premier 
academic journal devoted solely to the topic of governance. 
The mission of CGIR is “to publish cutting-edge research 
on the phenomena of comparative corporate governance 
throughout the global economy,” and the journal is “com-
mitted to publishing rigorous and relevant research on 
corporate governance so that the practice of corporate 
governance can be influenced and improved throughout 
the world.”50 According to Harzing’s online “Publish or Per-
ish” citation analysis tool, CGIR has published articles for 
twenty-one years, generates 18.55 citations per article and 
has an h-index (an indicator of both quality and quantity of 
published work) of 56.51 It is the only journal listed in Jour-
nal Citation Reports that exclusively publishes corporate 
governance research.

The data in this study include citations from research 
articles appearing in CGIR between 1999 and 2008. During 
this time, 420 research articles were published, with more 
than 15,000 individual citations across more than 1,100 jour-
nals. The journal expanded from four to six issues per year 
in 2005 and published an average of 8.75 articles per issue 
during the study period.

The research method in this study is based on journal 
ranking studies in library and information science that date 
back to a study of chemistry journals by Gross and Gross in 
1927.52 The categories used to classify citations are an adap-
tation of a coding method used by Kushkowski in a study of 
web citation by graduate students.53

The authors used a multistep process to collect and ana-
lyze the data. The first step involved identifying the research 
articles included in the study period. The authors identi-
fied each research article in the study period and collected 
demographic data about the year of publication, volume, 
and page numbers, and total number of citations for each 
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article. Editorials, letters to the editor, and book reviews were 
excluded from the article count. Next, the authors created 
separate spreadsheet files that corresponded to each year in 
the study period. Tabs within each annual spreadsheet cor-
responded to individual issues and columns in the issue tabs 
corresponded to individual articles. Each issue tab included 
information about the volume number and issue number. 
Columns in the issue tabs included page numbers and the 
number of citation included in the article as a check dur-
ing data entry. The last step in preparing the spreadsheets 
involved seeding them with an initial list of journals. The 
authors compiled a list of about 150 journals by counting cita-
tions in articles from one issue of CGIR and included these 
in the first column of each issue tab. They also identified 
categories of nonjournal formats to track during the study.

After developing the spreadsheets for the individual vol-
umes with the issue and article information, data collection 
was straightforward. The authors and three research stu-
dents entered information about each citation into spread-
sheets. Coders would start with an article bibliography 
and a spreadsheet with a list of journals down the side and 
columns for each article. Each article was assigned a spread-
sheet column and data were collected by matching the items 
in the bibliography with the journal titles or publication for-
mats. If a journal title was not included on the spreadsheet, 
it was added at the bottom of the sheet.

After the data were collected, the authors consolidated 
spreadsheets from individual articles and issues into an 
annual database, verified journal titles, and summed cita-
tion counts for variant journals within and between spread-
sheets. The final data set included three spreadsheets, one 
for individual issues, one for annual volume statistics, and 
a master spreadsheet that compiled annual figures for the 
years studied. Figures 1, 2, and 3 show examples of the indi-
vidual issue, annual, and master spreadsheets used to collect 
and consolidate the data. The completed data set included 
15,270 citations to 1,116 journals.

Limitations of the Data

The data are limited by possible errors in data entry, cod-
ing, and possible errors in the original citations. The authors 
provided training on identifying different types of citations 
and checked citations in random articles throughout the data 
collection process as a quality check. Multiple coders for the 
citations may present a problem in inter-coder reliability 
because the authors did no formal reliability checks.

The authors counted individual citations without regard 
for duplicates; unlike co-citation analysis, the authors did not 
track multiple occurrences of the same article. The authors 
counted citations to each journal without regard for dupli-
cate citations. Likewise, the authors ignored the contribu-
tions of individual scholars. Other studies look at authorship 

contributions of authors within CGIR and examine corpo-
rate governance as an interdisciplinary field.54 Finally, the 
authors acknowledge that assessing journal quality is a sub-
jective process and that institutions and even departments 
within the same school of business may disagree about what 
constitutes a quality journal.

Results

The complete data set includes 15,270 individual citations. 
Table 1 shows the breakdown of citations by format. Sixty-
three percent (9,572) of the citations are to journal articles 
and 37 percent (5,698) were to other formats. The only other 
format with more than 10 percent of the citations is books 
with 17 percent (2,628). Book chapters are included as a 
separate category to track citations. The website category 
includes any item with a URL in the citation, regardless of 
its other characteristics, as a way of measuring the preva-
lence of citations to electronic media.

A total of 1,116 journals are represented in 9,572 cita-
tions for the ten years in the sample. A distribution showing 
the number of years that journals are cited is shown in table 
2. Note that only 1.7 percent (19) of the journals are cited 
in all ten years of CGIR analyzed for this study, and they 

Figure 1. Single-issue Spreadsheet Pane
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accounted for 47 percent (4,544) of the total citations. On 
the other end of the scale, 63 percent (701) of the titles were 
cited only once and contribute only 9.4 percent (900) of the 
total citations. The distribution of citations by number of 
years cited is evidence that corporate governance literature 
is highly concentrated in a few journals.

Journal Concentration

The spreadsheets provide detailed information about how 
many citations a journal received in any given year. Using 
this information, the authors constructed a core list that 
includes any journal cited in CGIR at least once a year in 
five or more consecutive years. Limiting the scope of the 
core list eliminated infrequently cited journals and focuses 
attention on heavily cited titles. A total of 137 journals are 
cited at least once a year in five or more consecutive years, 
including a total of 7,487 journal citations, representing 12 
percent (137) of the 1,116 titles and 78 percent (7,487) of 
the 9,572 journal citations in the study.

Subject Breakdown

The authors assigned each of the 137 journals included in 

the core list a subject code based on the major subject for 
that journal. Subject codes provide a way of tracking the rel-
ative contribution of different disciplines to corporate gov-
ernance research. Table 3 shows the subject distribution for 
the core journal list. The top subject areas represented by 
the journals citations are management, economics, finance, 
accounting, and corporate governance. They account for 82 
percent of the journals and 94 percent of the total journal 
citations. None of the remaining subject categories (business 
news, law, news, psychology, or sociology) contribute more 
than 3 percent of the total citations. Citations to corporate 
governance journals are only 10 percent of the total journal 
citations. The distribution of citations in other than corpo-
rate governance journals is an indication of the interdisci-
plinary nature of corporate governance.

Corporate Governance Core List

The corporate governance core list is shown the appendix. 
The entries in the list are the 137 titles that are cited at least 
once a year in five or more consecutive years of CGIR. They 
are arranged in descending order by number of citations. 
Among the top 50 titles, only 2 (CGIR and Directors and 
Boards) are corporate governance titles. In the entire list, 
only 6 corporate governance titles and CGIR account for 
almost 90 percent (656 of 737) of the citations in corpo-
rate governance publications. What is clear from this list is 
that the literature of corporate governance is concentrated 
within established business disciplines.

The appendix also includes the subject code for each 
journal and the column “Highly Ranked,” which is an indica-
tor of whether the journal is considered top-tier in its respec-
tive field. Because the focus of this paper is developing a 

Figure 3. Master Spreadsheet—All Years

Figure 2. Single-year Spreadsheet Pane
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core list, including some indication of the relative impor-
tance of the journal in the authors’ list is important. As 
discussed earlier, core lists constructed in business colleges 
and departments may be focused on established disciplinary 
areas and ignore interdisciplinary areas. The goal with the 
“Highly Ranked” field is to provide an objective indication of 
journal quality based on the intersection of journal rankings 
described in Harzing’s Journal Quality List.55 One strength 
of the JQL is that it collects journal-ranking studies from 
around the world and presents them side-by-side for com-
parison. Rankings come from a variety of sources, ranging 
from rankings done by individual institutions to those done 

as part of national journal-ranking initiatives. The current 
edition of JQL contains information from twenty-one differ-
ent journal ranking studies dated 1998 to 2012.

To arrive at an assessment of quality journals in corpo-
rate governance, the authors selected three rankings (the 
Australian Business Deans Council Journal Rankings List 
(ABDC), the Association of Business Schools Academic 
Journal Quality Guide (ABS), and a list from the ESSEC 
Business School in Paris (ESSEC)) in the forty-fifth edition 
of the JQL. Each ranking has the advantage of being recent 
(two dated from 2010 and one from 2011), and all have broad 
journal coverage. The ABS ranking is used as an evaluative 
tool when conducting the UK Research Assessment Exer-
cise. ABCD is a ranking developed by the Australian Busi-
ness Deans Council after input from professional societies. 
ESSEC is the equivalent of an individual school ranking.

Journals included in the “Highly Ranked” column 
ranked in the top two categories (indicating that the jour-
nals have an international reputation) in all three rank-
ings. The criteria for including journals were as follows: 
ABCD journals were included if their ranking was A* or 
A; ABS journals were included if their rankings were 4 or 
3 (including the 4* titles); ESSEC journals were included 
if their rankings were 0 or 1 (including the 0+ journals). 
Triangulating between three different rankings insured that 
the included journals were ranked as top-tier journals in 
multiple rankings. In this core list, 46 percent (63) of 137 
titles are identified as “Highly Ranked,” including the top 
20 titles in the list.

Discussion

This research successfully constructed a core list of journals 
for the field of corporate governance.

One lesson from the development of this core 
list is that many journals on the list are top-tier 
journals in traditional business disciplines. This 
core list demonstrates the interdisciplinary nature 
of corporate governance research and is free from 
the bias that may be present in a departmentally 
developed core list. This work has implications for 
both researchers and librarians with collection man-
agement responsibilities.

Implications for Researchers

Researchers need to be aware that the perceived 
quality of an individual research article tends to be 
tied to the quality of the journal in which it appears. 
Faculty members often make judgments regarding 
journal quality to make informed decisions about 
promotion and tenure and performance evaluations 

Table 1. Citations by Format

Citation Type Number Percent

Articles 9,572 63

Nonarticle Citation Types

   Accounting Standard 2 0

   Annual Reports 25 0

   Book 2,628 17

   Book Chapter 636 4

   Conference Proceeding 196 1

   Government Document 324 2

   Other 54 0

   Report 847 6

   Thesis/Dissertation 47 0

   Unpublished 84 1

   Website 405 3

   Working Papers 450 3

   Subtotal 5,698 37

Total Citations 15,270 100

Table 2. Consecutive Years of Citation

Consecutive 
Years

Number of 
Titles

Percent 
Titles

Number of 
Citations

Percent 
Citations

10 19 1.7 4,544 47.5

9 21 1.9 1,073 11.2

8 21 1.9 727 7.6

7 18 1.6 439 4.6

6 22 2.0 312 3.3

5 36 3.2 392 4.1

4 48 4.3 378 3.9

3 80 7.2 404 4.2

2 150 13.4 403 4.2

1 701 62.8 900 9.4

Totals 1,116 100.0 9,572 100.0
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of their faculty colleagues. Faculty and administrators 
in academic institutions involved in making performance 
evaluations for both salary increases and promotion and 
tenure decisions need to exercise their subject expertise and 
professional judgment in conducting these evaluations. This 
paper potentially informs these types of decisions by indicat-
ing the core journals contributing to the field of corporate 
governance. Since corporate governance researchers may 
publish in a diverse set of academic disciplines, this paper 
is useful to faculty members on promotion and tenure com-
mittees and those who provide external letters of recom-
mendation in terms of identifying the journals making the 
most important contributions to the development of the 
corporate governance field.

Therefore researchers interested in corporate gover-
nance employed in finance departments seeking promotion 
can claim that corporate governance research fits the main-
stream of finance research in general. The same argument 
holds for economics, accounting, and management scholars. 
Governance researchers outside of business schools also will 
find these results useful in terms of where to submit their 
academic work.

The authors discussed earlier that corporate gover-
nance researchers are frequently affiliated with business 
departments whose publishing criteria may not match 
where the researcher is publishing. In this case, the core list 

is a useful tool for demonstrating that the core journals in 
corporate governance are highly respected journals in other 
disciplines. This information can be useful when justifying 
publishing outside of a department’s disciplinary journal 
lists.

Individual faculty also can take steps to ensure that their 
research is evaluated objectively by promotion and tenure 
committees and department administrators. One of the most 
important things that faculty can do is to find out how their 
department evaluates research outcomes during promotion 
and tenure cases. Particularly important is to find out if a dis-
ciplinary journal list exists, how the list compiled, how often 
is it updated, and who has input into the revision process. 
Also important is talking with promotion and tenure com-
mittees or recently promoted faculty to learn how journals 
that fall outside disciplinary lists are evaluated. The authors’ 
list of core journals constitutes a set of target outlets for all 
governance research that can supplement existing depart-
mental journal lists.

Beyond finding acceptable publishing outlets and 
understanding how their department evaluates research, 
faculty also need to be able to show the impact of their 
research on their discipline, regardless of whether that dis-
cipline is corporate governance, a more standard business 
discipline, or a different interdisciplinary field. Tracking 
citations to research is particularly important and can dem-
onstrate the impact of an individual article. A highly cited 
article in a second-tier journal can signal that the article is of 
particular importance and should be evaluated on its merits 
and not the (presumed) prestige of the journal.

Implications for Librarians

This paper demonstrates the complexities of interdisciplin-
ary fields, and librarians can leverage the information in this 
paper in a number of ways. One important lesson from this 
study is that interdisciplinary fields differ from traditional 
disciplines in the way they produce and use knowledge. 
Knowing that a field is interdisciplinary can inform both 
research assistance and collection management decisions. 
Integrating methods of searching for interdisciplinary infor-
mation (e.g., using multiple databases) with traditional col-
lection evaluation methods enhances the ability of librarians 
to meet the needs of their interdisciplinary scholars.

Another important task for librarians is assisting faculty 
in interdisciplinary areas, such as corporate governance, in 
defending their choice of publishing venues, especially 
in cases where publications fall outside a department’s 
disciplinary journal list. Educating faculty on ways to 
demonstrate the value of their articles despite their publi-
cation choice is important. One way to accomplish this is 
to emphasize that that journal rankings by themselves do 
not adequately represent the quality of individual articles. 

Table 3. Journals by Subject Area

Number
Total 

Citations
Percent 
Citations

Subject

Accounting 19 926 12

Business News 5 189 3

Corporate Governance 6 737 10

Economics 26 1,674 22

Finance 18 1,076 14

Law 10 124 2

Management 44 2,591 35

News 3 37 0

Psychology 2 20 0

Sociology 4 113 2

Total 137 7,487 100

Broad Subject Groups

Accounting/ Finance / 
Economics

63 3,676 49

Management/ Corporate 
Governance

50 3,328 45

Other 24 483 6

Total 137 7,487 100
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Singh, Haddad, and Chow point out that “using journal 
rank as a proxy for quality can lead to substantial judgment 
errors: Many top articles are published in non-top journals, 
and many non-top articles are published in top journals.”56 
Being familiar with the literature that critiques journal rank-
ing may provide the evidence departments need to change 
their evaluation methods. Research that explores individu-
ally evaluating articles for merit has been done by Mingers, 
Watson, and Scaparra.57

Another role of librarians is to educate faculty on the 
use and misuse of journal rankings. This may take the 
form of discussions with promotion and tenure committees 
or presentations at departmental meetings. Encouraging 
faculty and departments to judge research based on the 
impact of the article will enhance their ability to judge qual-
ity research. As Singh, Haddad, and Chow noted, “both 
administrators and the management discipline will be well 
served by efforts to evaluate each article on its merits rather 
than abdicate this responsibility by using journal ranking as a 
proxy for quality.”58 Librarians should realize that educating 
faculty about journal rankings will be an ongoing discussion 
topic.

Collection management for corporate governance and 
other interdisciplinary areas is complicated by the need 
to examine literature in multiple subject areas. The refer-
ences included in the literature review may assist librarians 
with interdisciplinary collection management challenges. 
The method used in this paper is transferrable and can be 
applied to any interdisciplinary subject area. It can be used 
for developing core lists that can be used for collection 
evaluation or for evaluating journal articles for promotion 
and tenure that are relevant regardless of discipline. The 
method also is useful for delineating the core subject areas 
that constitute an interdisciplinary subject.

Conclusion

This research describes a method of identifying core jour-
nals in the interdisciplinary field of corporate governance. 
Specifically, the authors demonstrated that the primary 
journal in the field, CGIR, draws the majority of the cita-
tions in its articles from influential established business 
journals in established business disciplines. The core list 
developed by the authors contains top-tier journals primar-
ily from the areas of accounting, economics, finance, and 
management.

Librarians can use these results to enhance their ability 
to reach out to corporate governance scholars, and knowl-
edge gained from this research can inform both collection 
management and faculty outreach activities. Results from 
this method also can be used to educate faculty on the dif-
ferences between disciplinary and interdisciplinary fields. 

Other interdisciplinary fields face similar issues related 
to identifying core journal lists. The method can easily be 
adapted to other interdisciplinary areas. Using methods 
like the one described in this research allows librarians to 
document the scope of an interdisciplinary field for their 
interdisciplinary scholars.

The development of core lists in business schools, and 
other academic departments and programs, is an important 
component of evaluation processes that take place at the 
individual (e.g., promotion and tenure) and institutional 
(e.g., national research assessments) levels. This research 
method can be used to explore the structure of interdisci-
plinary research being conducted by academic departments. 
Librarians can use this information to help faculty provide a 
defense of publishing in interdisciplinary areas. The impor-
tance of this research is that it demonstrates a method for 
evaluating interdisciplinary research areas that informs both 
academics and librarians about the multifaceted research 
that takes place in the academy.
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Appendix: Corporate Governance Core Journals

Rank Journal Name ISSN
Total 

Citations Subject
Highly 

Ranked
1 Journal of Financial Economics 0304-405X 740 ECO Y
2 Corporate Governance: An International Review 0964-0701 656 CG Y
3 Journal of Finance 0022-1082 469 FIN Y
4 Academy of Management Journal 0001-4273 394 MAN Y
5 Strategic Management Journal 0143-2095 368 MAN Y
6 Academy of Management Review 0363-7425 297 MAN Y
7 Administrative Science Quarterly 0001-8392 242 MAN Y
8 Journal of Accounting and Economics 0165-4101 213 ACC Y
9 Journal of Political Economy 0022-3808 210 ECO Y
10 Journal of Management 0149-2063 169 MAN Y
11 Accounting Review 0001-4826 146 ACC Y
12 Journal of Accounting Research 0021-8456 138 ACC Y
13 Journal of Law and Economics 0022-2186 136 ECO Y
14 Harvard Business Review 0017-8012 125 MAN Y



 LRTS 57(1) Developing a Core List of Journals in an Interdisciplinary Area  63

15 American Economic Review 0002-8282 121 ECO Y
16 Journal of Corporate Finance 0929-1199 119 FIN Y
17 Journal of Management Studies 0022-2380 103 MAN Y
18 Journal of Business Ethics 0167-4544 91 MAN Y
19 Journal of Financial and Quantitative Analysis 0022-1090 91 FIN Y
20 Journal of Banking and Finance 0378-4266 85 FIN Y
21 Financial Management 0046-3892 74 FIN Y
22 Quarterly Journal of Economics 0033-5533 74 ECO Y
23 Accounting and Business Research 0001-4788 73 ACC
24 Financial Times 0307-1766 73 BNEWS
25 Long Range Planning 0024-6301 63 MAN
26 Journal of Business Finance and Accounting 0306-686X 61 FIN Y
27 Contemporary Accounting Research 0823-9150 51 ACC Y
28 Economic Journal 0013-0133 50 ECO Y
29 Academy of Management Executive 0896-3789 47 MAN
30 American Sociological Review 0003-1224 47 SOC Y
31 Organization Science 1047-7039 46 MAN Y
32 Accounting Horizons 0888-7993 45 ACC
33 British Journal of Management 1045-3172 44 MAN
34 American Journal of Sociology 0002-9602 43 SOC Y
35 Business Lawyer 0007-6899 43 MAN
36 Journal of Business  0021-9436 41 MAN
37 Wall Street Journal 0099-9660 41 BNEWS
38 Human Relations 0018-7267 39 MAN Y
39 Journal of Accounting and Public Policy 0278-4254 39 ACC
40 Organization Studies 0170-8406 39 MAN Y
41 Journal of Law, Economics, and Organization 8756-6222 37 ECO Y
42 Journal of General Management 0306-3070 36 MAN
43 Auditing: A Journal of Practice and Theory 0278-0380 35 ACC
44 Business Week 0007-7135 34 BNEWS
45 Journal of International Business Studies 0047-2506 34 MAN Y
46 European Economic Review 0014-2921 32 ECO Y
47 Directors and Boards 0364-9156 31 CG
48 Entrepreneurship Theory and Practice 1042-2587 30 MAN
49 British Accounting Review 0890-8389 28 ACC
50 Review of Financial Studies 0893-9454 28 FIN Y
51 Economist 0013-0613 27 BNEWS
52 Journal of Applied Corporate Finance 1079-1196 27 FIN
53 Journal of Economic Literature 0022-0515 27 ECO Y
54 Managerial and Decision Economics 0143-6570 27 ECO
55 Bell Journal of Economics 0361-915X 26 ECO
56 Family Business Review 1894-4865 26 MAN
57 Journal of Management and Governance 1385-3457 26 MAN
58 Management Science 0025-1909 26 MAN Y
59 Journal of Economic Perspectives 0895-3309 25 ECO Y
60 California Management Review 0008-1256 24 MAN Y
61 Econometrica 0012-9682 24 ECO Y
62 Journal of Business Venturing 0883-9026 24 FIN Y
63 Corporate Board 0746-8652 23 CG
64 Accounting Auditing and Accountability Journal 0951-3574 21 ACC Y
65 Accounting Organization and Society 0361-3682 21 ACC Y
66 Columbia Law Review 0010-1958 21 LAW
67 RAND Journal of Economics 0741-6261 21 ECO Y
68 European Financial Management 1354-7798 19 FIN Y
69 Ivey Business Journal/ Quarterly 1481-8248 19 MAN
70 Yale Law Journal 0044-0094 19 LAW
71 Accountancy 0001-4664 18 ACC
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72 Annual Review of Sociology 0360-0572 18 SOC
73 Australian Journal of Management 0312-8962 18 MAN
74 European Management Journal 0263-2373 18 MAN
75 International Journal of Accounting 0020-7063 18 ACC Y
76 New York Times Magazine 0028-7822 18 NEWS
77 Pacific Basin Finance Journal 0927-538X 18 FIN
78 Review of Economic Studies 0034-6527 18 ECO Y
79 Accounting and Finance 0810-5391 16 ACC
80 Mckinsey Quarterly 0047-5394 16 MAN
81 Stanford Law Review 0038-9765 16 LAW
82 Abacus 0001-3072 15 ACC Y
83 Journal of Applied Psychology 0021-9010 15 PSY Y
84 Journal of Business Research 0148-2963 15 MAN Y
85 Journal of Business Strategy 0275-6668 15 MAN
86 Journal of Corporation Law 0360-795X 15 LAW
87 European Accounting Review 0963-8180 14 ACC Y
88 Fortune 0015-8259 14 BNEWS
89 Journal of Accounting Literature 0737-4607 14 ACC
90 British Journal of Industrial Relations 0007-1080 13 MAN Y
91 Company and Securities Law Journal 0729-2775 13 LAW
92 Economic Policy  0266-4568 13 ECO
93 International Journal of Industrial Organization 0167-7187 13 MAN Y
94 Journal of Comparative Economics 0147-5967 13 ECO
95 Journal of Managerial Issues 1045-3695 13 MAN
96 Sloan Management Review 1532-9194 13 MAN Y
97 Sunday Times (London) 0956-1382 13 NEWS
98 Michigan Law Review 0026-2234 12 LAW
99 Australian Accounting Review 1035-6908 11 ACC
100 Business Horizons 0007-6813 11 MAN
101 Directorship 0193-4279 11 CG
102 Industrial and Labor Relations Review 0019-7939 11 ECO Y
103 Journal of Economic Behavior & Organization 0167-2681 11 ECO Y
104 Journal of International Financial Management and Accounting 0954-1314 11 FIN
105 Oxford Review of Economic Policy 2666-903X 11 ECO
106 World Development 0305-750X 11 ECO Y
107 Entrepreneurship & Regional Development 0898-5626 10 MAN
108 Journal of Financial Research 0270-2592 10 FIN
109 Journal of Industrial Economics 0022-1821 10 ECO
110 Managerial Auditing Journal 0268-6902 10 ACC
111 Managerial Finance 0307-4358 10 FIN
112 Review of Financial Economics 1058-3300 10 ECO
113 Asia Pacific Journal of Management 0217-4561 9 MAN
114 Australian Financial Review 0404-2018 9 FIN
115 Business and Society 0007-6503 9 MAN
116 Corporate Ownership and Control 1810-3057 9 CG
117 Harvard Law Review 0017-811X 9 LAW
118 Human Resource Management 0090-4848 8 MAN Y
119 Research in Organizational Behavior 0191-3085 8 MAN
120 Across the Board 1047-1554 7 CG
121 European Journal of Finance 1351-847X 7 FIN
122 Forbes 0015-6914 7 FIN
123 Georgetown Law Journal 0016-8092 7 LAW
124 Management International Review 0938-8249 7 MAN Y
125 Scandinavian Journal of Management 0956-5221 7 FIN
126 Applied Financial Economics 0960-3107 6 ECO
127 Compensation and Benefits Review 0886-3687 6 MAN
128 Economica 0013-0427 6 ECO Y
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129 George Washington Law Review 0016-8076 6 LAW
130 Globe & Mail (Toronto) 0319-0714 6 NEWS
131 International Journal of Management 0813-0183 6 MAN
132 Journal of Change Management 1469-7017 6 MAN
133 Journal of Law and Society 0263-323X 6 LAW
134 Journal of Monetary Economics 0304-3932 5 ECO Y
135 Journal of Organizational Behavior 0894-3796 5 MAN Y
136 Journal of Personality and Social Psychology 0022-3514 5 PSY Y
137 Sociology 0038-0385 5 SOC Y

Note: Items that have the same number of citations are listed alphabetically.
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Essential Library of Congress Sub-
ject Headings. By Vanda Broughton. 
New York: Neal-Schuman, 2012. 278 p.  
$64.95 softcover (ISBN: 978-1-55570-
640-1).

Essential Library of Congress 
Subject Headings provides just what 
the title proclaims—exactly that which 
is essential to the topic. More compre-
hensive books have been written on the 
Library of Congress Subject Headings 
(LCSH) with an advanced readership 
in mind. The author even recommends 
one: Lois Mai Chan’s Library of Con-
gress Subject Headings: Principles and 
Practice.1 Although Chan’s book ana-
lyzes LCSH in great depth, leaving no 
subdivision unturned, those readers 
without a solid cataloging background 
may feel confused and lost. In con-
trast, Broughton writes for the novice 
cataloger, library school student, and 
reference librarian or other library 
professional who wishes to understand 
the fundamentals of LCSH. No prior 
cataloging knowledge or experience is 
necessary to appreciate this book.

This is the third book in a series by 
the same author. Other titles, Essential 
Classification and Essential Thesaurus 
Construction, are similarly written for 
specific use in the cataloging and clas-
sification courses at University College 
London.2 As a result, Broughton’s audi-
ence is mainly British. In her preface, 
she explains that use of LCSH in the 
United Kingdom “is a relatively recent 
phenomenon, and there is no substan-
tial history of library school education 
in the use of LCSH, or, indeed, of 
subject indexing or subject heading 
languages in general” (vii). Through-
out the book, she often addresses the 
UK reader directly, noting differences 
between cataloging in a US institution 
and one in the United Kingdom. A 
table illustrating differences between 

US and UK terminology is included 
to show readers that when searching 
LCSH, they must search for US ter-
minology rather than UK. One exam-
ple she provides is the difference in 
definition between the terms “private 
schools” and “public schools” on either 
side of the Atlantic (20).

This is not to say that the book is 
not also helpful to audiences outside 
of University College, to those outside 
the UK, or to experienced catalogers 
already familiar with LCSH. General 
concepts are outlined simply, which 
makes the text a quick and enjoyable 
read. Broughton’s style is both con-
versational and informative. She has 
a talent for relating the often-abstract 
concepts of subject headings to practi-
cal application. While the book may 
not be as exhaustive as related titles, 
it does a much better job of explaining 
LCSH in a way that is easy for profes-
sional catalogers to grasp quickly in the 
middle of their busy workday.

The author begins with a brief 
history of LCSH, which can be found 
elsewhere, most extensively in The 
LCSH Century: One Hundred Years 
with the Library of Congress Subject 
Headings System.3 Broughton’s abbre-
viated history leads to an overview 
of the basic principles behind LCSH 
and of the concepts behind subject 
heading lists in general. Perhaps the 
most interesting section of the book 
comes in chapter 3, “Subject Head-
ing Lists and the Problems of Lan-
guage,” in which challenges of the 
English language are discussed in rela-
tion to subject cataloging. Here she 
answers the question, “What do words 
mean?” Synonyms and homonyms are 
addressed, as are the structural disad-
vantages of word-based systems. What 
follows is a how-to guide to LCSH, 
divided for the most part into chapters 

based on types of headings and types 
of materials cataloged.

Unfortunately, with the exception 
of one short chapter at the end, most 
of the text focuses on the print version 
of the five-volume Library of Con-
gress Subject Headings instead of the 
online resource Classification Web.4 
The text’s focus on this print resource, 
largely out-of-use in research libraries, 
is the book’s main problem. Catalogers 
working primarily with Classification 
Web and other online resources will be 
left ill prepared if Essential Library of 
Congress Subject Headings is the only 
guide they consult.

The brevity of the text also is 
a disadvantage. Broughton briefly 
describes the establishment of name 
headings but does not mention the 
Program for Cooperative Cataloging 
(PCC) Name Authority Coopera-
tive Program (NACO). Likewise, she 
briefly describes the establishment of 
geographic headings without much 
information about the PCC Sub-
ject Authority Cooperative Program 
(SACO). The inherent bias of LCSH 
is addressed, but not in depth. Other 
inconsistencies of LCSH, however, 
are discussed at length. For example, 
Broughton notes that some numbers 
are spelled out in their headings, such 
as “Fifth Avenue (New York, N.Y.),” 
but not all, such as “10 Downing 
Street” (29). No explanations are made 
for these inconsistencies, but the read-
er is given fair warning that they exist.

Bearing its faults in mind, Essen-
tial Library of Congress Subject Head-
ings is still an important addition to the 
library of books available on LCSH. 
Detailed treatises on the subject 
abound, but Broughton has written a 
concise introduction. This may prove 
indispensible to those who are new to 
subject headings while also serving as a 
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information for the moderately poor 
because their use requires devices, 
readers, or Internet access. The chap-
ter gives helpful insights into the limi-
tations of households at the poverty 
line. Chapter 3 addresses access for 
the “print disabled,” defined here as 
a “learning, visual or physical disabil-
ity that makes it difficult or impos-
sible to access print” easily (37). The 
chapter assumes some familiarity with 
libraries, web protocols, and disability 
standards, and is the longest and most 
detailed section of the book. Despite 
its density, this chapter provides a 
basic understanding of e-book acces-
sibility issues for those who mere-
ly want to skim. Those needing a 
deeper understanding can learn about 
assistive technologies, the status of 
the National Information Standards 
Organization’s (NISO) accessibility 
initiatives and the World Wide Web 
Consortium’s Web Content Accessibil-
ity Guidelines (WCAG), and the cur-
rent legal environment for e-reading 
in higher education.

Use of mobile devices—a critical 
topic as librarians increasingly respond 
to patron questions about download-
ing e-books to personal devices—is 
covered in chapter 4. Lisa Carlucci 
Thomas relates the 2009 Yale study of 
e-books on four mobile devices (two 
of which are no longer in popular use) 
in which Yale librarians tested access 
to their e-book content on twenty-five 
e-book platforms. Although the plat-
forms and the rate of e-book acquisi-
tion will mirror that of many academic 
libraries, this chapter will be more 
useful as a model for similar studies 
in one’s own library rather than for its 
outcome, which showed that 84 per-
cent of Yale’s e-book content could be 
read, at least minimally, on the devices 
tested. The chapter challenges librar-
ians to learn about e-readers to stay at 
the forefront of technology.

Chapter 5 covers e-book pres-
ervation, a potentially lackluster 
topic that becomes fascinating in the 
hands of Amy Kirschoff of Portico. 

acquisition and application to include 
access, preservation, and integration. 
The result is maturation of the subject 
that is reflected in the content and the 
experience of the contributors.

Polanka is to be commended for 
assembling a diverse group of contrib-
utors. Of the sixteen chapters, six are 
written by academic librarians, four by 
school media specialists, and two by 
public librarians. The remaining con-
tributors are a K–12 teacher, a pub-
lisher, a web developer, and a social 
worker. Just as the authors are primar-
ily, but not exclusively, librarians, so is 
the expected audience primarily, but 
not exclusively, librarians—publishers, 
parents, teachers, and anyone who 
deals peripherally with e-books via 
their library will find a chapter or two 
of interest.

The first chapter gives an over-
view of four libraries that have gone 
“bookless.” Librarians will be familiar 
with these as they include Cushing 
Academy and three academic libraries. 
What may be less familiar is how these 
libraries have uniformly repurposed 
former book space with service and 
student support space. This inaugu-
ral chapter is an appropriate launch 
for the rest of the book because it 
addresses the question, “If we have 
little or no physical materials, then 
what will define these spaces as librar-
ies?” (1–2).

The first third of the book deals 
with access issues, the middle third 
with what might be loosely described 
as opportunities for libraries created 
by the proliferation of e-books, and the 
last third with e-reader implementa-
tion programs.

Access chapters address issues 
that apply to print books with an 
e-twist: weeding, RDA, and preserva-
tion.2 They also cover issues unique 
to e-books that are perhaps infre-
quently considered by e-book manag-
ers. Chapter 2, for instance, addresses 
the digital divide from the viewpoint 
of a social worker, who suggests that 
e-books may actually inhibit access to 

quick reference guide to those already 
familiar with them.—Melissa De Fino 
(mdefino@rulmail.rutgers.edu), Rut-
gers University, New Brunswick, New 
Jersey.
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No Shelf Required 2: Use and Man-
agement of Electronic Books. Edit-
ed by Sue Polanka. Chicago: ALA, 
2012. 254 p. $65 paperback (ISBN: 
978-0-8389-1145-7).

Published a year after No Shelf 
Required: E-Books in Libraries, the 
prolific Sue Polanka has assembled 
a second collection on e-books in 
libraries.1 No Shelf Required 2 (NSR2) 
builds on the evidence that e-books 
are no longer a novelty for libraries; 
several chapters cite the Library Jour-
nal survey on e-book holdings for pub-
lic and academic libraries and school 
media centers to document the growth 
of e-book holdings. Now that e-books 
are well established in libraries of all 
types, NSR2 addresses issues beyond 
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information for the moderately poor 
because their use requires devices, 
readers, or Internet access. The chap-
ter gives helpful insights into the limi-
tations of households at the poverty 
line. Chapter 3 addresses access for 
the “print disabled,” defined here as 
a “learning, visual or physical disabil-
ity that makes it difficult or impos-
sible to access print” easily (37). The 
chapter assumes some familiarity with 
libraries, web protocols, and disability 
standards, and is the longest and most 
detailed section of the book. Despite 
its density, this chapter provides a 
basic understanding of e-book acces-
sibility issues for those who mere-
ly want to skim. Those needing a 
deeper understanding can learn about 
assistive technologies, the status of 
the National Information Standards 
Organization’s (NISO) accessibility 
initiatives and the World Wide Web 
Consortium’s Web Content Accessibil-
ity Guidelines (WCAG), and the cur-
rent legal environment for e-reading 
in higher education.

Use of mobile devices—a critical 
topic as librarians increasingly respond 
to patron questions about download-
ing e-books to personal devices—is 
covered in chapter 4. Lisa Carlucci 
Thomas relates the 2009 Yale study of 
e-books on four mobile devices (two 
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in which Yale librarians tested access 
to their e-book content on twenty-five 
e-book platforms. Although the plat-
forms and the rate of e-book acquisi-
tion will mirror that of many academic 
libraries, this chapter will be more 
useful as a model for similar studies 
in one’s own library rather than for its 
outcome, which showed that 84 per-
cent of Yale’s e-book content could be 
read, at least minimally, on the devices 
tested. The chapter challenges librar-
ians to learn about e-readers to stay at 
the forefront of technology.

Chapter 5 covers e-book pres-
ervation, a potentially lackluster 
topic that becomes fascinating in the 
hands of Amy Kirschoff of Portico. 

acquisition and application to include 
access, preservation, and integration. 
The result is maturation of the subject 
that is reflected in the content and the 
experience of the contributors.
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assembling a diverse group of contrib-
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ers. Chapter 2, for instance, addresses 
the digital divide from the viewpoint 
of a social worker, who suggests that 
e-books may actually inhibit access to 
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Published a year after No Shelf 
Required: E-Books in Libraries, the 
prolific Sue Polanka has assembled 
a second collection on e-books in 
libraries.1 No Shelf Required 2 (NSR2) 
builds on the evidence that e-books 
are no longer a novelty for libraries; 
several chapters cite the Library Jour-
nal survey on e-book holdings for pub-
lic and academic libraries and school 
media centers to document the growth 
of e-book holdings. Now that e-books 
are well established in libraries of all 
types, NSR2 addresses issues beyond 
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NSR2 is a practical and indispensable 
guide to e-book management for every 
library.—Cathy Goodwin (cgoodwin@
coastal.edu), Coastal Carolina Univer-
sity, Conway, South Carolina.
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Collection Development in the 
Digital Age. Edited by Maggie Field-
house and Audrey Marshall. London: 
Facet; distributed in the United States 
by Neal-Schuman, 2012. 233 p. $99.95 
paperback (ISBN: 978-1-85604-746-3).

Collection Development in the 
Digital Age sets out to describe from a 
UK perspective the profound changes 
in the practice and theory of collection 
development as digital has progres-
sively replaced print. This review will 
give my comments as a US collection 
development professor and selector. 
The two editors, Maggie Fieldhouse 
and Audrey Marshall, obviously 
planned the volume and assigned the 
topics of the fifteen chapters to form a 
coherent whole. The contributions are 

Overdrive, and this part of the book 
addresses challenges of circulating 
e-readers as well as the hidden costs 
of and issues involved with staff train-
ing. Chapter 9, which offers substan-
tial content regarding staff training, 
should be required reading for all 
public library directors regardless of 
their library’s state of e-book imple-
mentation.

The last five chapters report on 
e-reader lending programs in an aca-
demic library and three school media 
centers. These chapters discuss the 
how-to’s of launching such programs, 
from presenting to a board of educa-
tion to physically managing the devic-
es.

Comparing NSR2 with its pre-
decessor is tempting. Both share 
the same editor and same format. 
While NSR1 suffered somewhat from 
inconsistent coverage of topics across 
multiple chapters and little cohesion 
between chapters, NSR2 chapters can 
be read alone without consulting other 
chapters for additional information. 
NSR2 is cohesive in that common 
themes run throughout the book: the 
shift in focus on service over physical 
material management and the con-
comitant opportunity for libraries to 
become places of content creation and 
collaboration, the digital divide, and 
libraries’ dependence on publisher-
imposed limits to access and vendor 
platforms. One expects some uneven-
ness in chapters with multiple authors, 
but this is not the case; the tone is 
consistent and concepts like digital 
rights management (DRM); RDA; sci-
ence, technology, engineering, and 
mathematics (STEM); digital object 
identifier (DOI); and EPUB (an open 
e-book standard) are explained clearly 
and succinctly throughout.

A clear strength of NSR2 is its 
currency with content as recent as July 
2011 (a spotlight section on the recent 
Harper-Collins e-book controversy is 
included), but the book also is tempo-
ral; many of its chapters will be dated 
in a few years. For now, however, 

The digital nature of e-books makes 
them more fragile than print books 
and, although libraries purchase the 
content, the books reside “in files 
encumbered with DRM software on 
proprietary appliances and on ven-
dor held and maintained computers” 
(71). Kirschoff provides need-to-know 
information about certified preserva-
tion agencies; this is a side of e-book 
acquisitions that is not often consid-
ered in the licensing process.

The original No Shelf Required 
(NSR1) did not address e-book weed-
ing, so it is appropriate that this topic 
is covered by Alice Crosetto in chap-
ter 6 of NSR2. Crosetto’s response 
for why to weed e-books is simply 
why not, which does not adequately 
address the need to weed. The author 
might have addressed weeding in 
more depth, considering the removal 
of e-book records from the catalog 
versus removing them from the sup-
plier’s platform.

The chapter on RDA, aptly sub-
titled “And Why Should Ebook Man-
agers Care?,” makes an eloquent 
and easily understood argument that 
access to e-books via the catalog will 
be affected by RDA. The chapter 
forcefully contends that the Anglo-
American Cataloguing Rules, 2nd 
ed. (AACR2) is “dead code,” which 
challenges some assertions that RDA 
is simply a modification of AACR2 
(104).3 Either way, this chapter pro-
vides a truly excellent overview of 
RDA for noncatalogers. The author 
makes the connection between Func-
tional Requirements for Bibliograph-
ic Records (FRBR) and e-books as 
expressions of a work.4 Although this 
chapter has little to do directly with 
e-books, having information about 
RDA included in this one comprehen-
sive chapter is helpful.

The latter part of the book looks 
at practical models of e-book and 
e-reader implementation in public 
and academic libraries and school 
media centers. For public libraries, 
much of the focus is on the aggregator 
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NSR2 is a practical and indispensable 
guide to e-book management for every 
library.—Cathy Goodwin (cgoodwin@
coastal.edu), Coastal Carolina Univer-
sity, Conway, South Carolina.
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planned the volume and assigned the 
topics of the fifteen chapters to form a 
coherent whole. The contributions are 

Overdrive, and this part of the book 
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e-readers as well as the hidden costs 
of and issues involved with staff train-
ing. Chapter 9, which offers substan-
tial content regarding staff training, 
should be required reading for all 
public library directors regardless of 
their library’s state of e-book imple-
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The last five chapters report on 
e-reader lending programs in an aca-
demic library and three school media 
centers. These chapters discuss the 
how-to’s of launching such programs, 
from presenting to a board of educa-
tion to physically managing the devic-
es.

Comparing NSR2 with its pre-
decessor is tempting. Both share 
the same editor and same format. 
While NSR1 suffered somewhat from 
inconsistent coverage of topics across 
multiple chapters and little cohesion 
between chapters, NSR2 chapters can 
be read alone without consulting other 
chapters for additional information. 
NSR2 is cohesive in that common 
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shift in focus on service over physical 
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expressions of a work.4 Although this 
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media centers. For public libraries, 
much of the focus is on the aggregator 
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teaches collection development, I am 
familiar with the US publications that 
give a comprehensive overview for 
the collection development novice. In 
the editors’ introduction, they state 
that “the book is aimed at library and 
information science students and new 
practitioners, but it is also relevant 
for those practitioners who have been 
around the block a few times” (xx). 
I believe that most chapters in the 
volume are not for the beginner and 
certainly not for the student with little 
familiarity with library practice. If the 
goal of the editors and publisher is to 
have this volume used as a textbook, it 
may be suitable for UK students, but I 
would be hesitant about adopting it for 
my classes for reasons that have noth-
ing to do with its UK slant. First, I have 
already indicated the higher-level con-
tent that makes this text an excellent 
resource for US collection develop-
ment experts, but perhaps unsuitable 
for beginners. Second, the choice to 
publish chapters from diverse authors 
leads to a lack of comprehensive treat-
ment of collection development that 
students need. I believe, for example, 
that intellectual freedom and challeng-
es deserve more than one paragraph. 
The two chapters on public libraries 
miss important aspects, such as the 
need to reach out to all members 
of the user community, since public 
libraries, unlike academic libraries, do 
not have a defined clientele.

I am pleased to have had the 
opportunity to review Collection 
Development in the Digital Age. I did 
not find the transition to digital in the 
United Kingdom to be very different 
from what is happening in the United 
States; similar challenges have led to 
similar solutions, albeit with a few 
differences as noted above. US read-
ers might especially profit from the 
volume’s recognition that the digital 
revolution has not yet run its course 
and may yet create additional casu-
alties.—Robert P. Holley (aa3805@
wayne.edu), Wayne State University, 
Detroit, Michigan.

from this book. British library terms 
are at times slightly different from 
American, but easily translate. Two 
library-related factors in the United 
Kingdom, however, have led to major 
differences compared with US col-
lection development practices. First, 
a more centralized government has 
encouraged broader initiatives and 
more cooperation in dealing with 
changes brought about by the increas-
ing importance of digital resources. 
For example, “the UK is fortunate in 
having [a] co-ordinated project for 
the withdrawal of print journals” (62). 
Second, fixed prices for library materi-
als were enforced until the UK’s Net 
Book Agreement was declared illegal 
in 1997. At the start of the digital age, 
British librarians were much less prac-
ticed in negotiating lower prices than 
their US counterparts.

Two cultural differences are also 
worth noting. The minor one is that 
this book made much greater use 
of US sources than would a similar 
US publication regarding UK sources. 
Much more important, to my mind, is 
the more realistic appraisal of the pro-
found changes that digital publications 
might make to the current publication 
system. For instance, the journal might 
disappear as a container because users 
now focus on the individual article, or 
faculty and students might threaten the 
existence of the library as they come to 
rely on digital resources from sources 
other than the academic library. While 
pessimistic themes sometimes appear 
in US library discussions, they tend to 
come from nonlibrary groups or from 
librarians whose goal is to shock. In the 
mainstream US literature, the under-
lying assumption is somehow librar-
ies will survive. Several contributors 
to this book consider an apocalyptic 
future for libraries, accepting that the 
future may not be under their control 
as users decide that nonlibrary digital 
resources are good enough to meet 
their needs.

The book is ambiguous about its 
intended audience. As a professor who 

grouped into four parts: “The Concept 
and Practice of Collection Develop-
ment,” “Trends in the Developments 
of E-Resources,” “Trends in Library 
Supply,” and “Making and Keeping 
Your Collection Effective.” To quote 
the editors, “The book consists of a 
mix of chapters and case studies” (xvi). 
Chapters, which “examine the issues in 
general and discursive ways” (xvi), pre-
dominate with only three case studies 
included. As in the United States, 
the digital revolution appears to have 
affected academic libraries more than 
public libraries because ten chapters 
focus on this library type. Only two 
chapters recount changes in public 
libraries, with the remaining three 
chapters focusing on general topics of 
interest to both library types. The con-
tributors are “a mix of academics, prac-
titioners, and ‘insider’ experts” (xvi).

The content is mostly what could 
be expected. The opening chapter, 
“The Concept of Collection Develop-
ment in the Digital World” by Sheila 
Corrall, with its somewhat theoretical 
treatment, was my favorite for its anal-
ysis of the larger issues. “Steward-
ship and Curation in a Digital World” 
by Bradley Daigle, one of three US 
contributors to the book, took sec-
ond place for presenting a fresh per-
spective on the longevity of digital 
resources. Other chapters deal with 
e-resources in general, online jour-
nals, e-books, open access, and insti-
tutional repositories. Three chapters 
treat traditional topics from the print 
era: managing suppliers, outsourcing 
collection development, and collec-
tion development policies. The one 
surprise was seeing information lit-
eracy and user outreach as collection 
development topics because “however 
comprehensive a library collection is, 
unless it works for your users it is an 
increasingly unaffordable luxury” (xix). 
As in all edited works, some chapters 
are better than others, but the general 
quality is high.

American librarians will not have 
much, if any, difficulty in profiting 
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a startling omission. Finally, although 
Practical Cataloguing was published in 
March 2012, it makes no mention of the 
Library of Congress’s RDA implemen-
tation date. Those seeking information 
on how to catalog using RDA should 
visit the Library of Congress’s RDA 
training materials website at www.loc.
gov/aba/rda/training_modules.html. 
Those seeking the most current version 
of RDA and RDA-to-MARC21 map-
pings should consult the RDA toolkit 
at http://access.rdatoolkit.org.

Practical Cataloguing concludes 
its narrative with suggestions for key 
activities that cataloging managers and 
catalogers both new and experienced 
can undertake to familiarize them-
selves with a constantly changing envi-
ronment. Also included in this section 
is a guide to resources for keeping cur-
rent with the latest developments in 
cataloging codes. Because the authors, 
like most people, are unable to foretell 
the future, Practical Cataloguing is 
not the final word on RDA. However, 
because it gives the practice of catalog-
ing—both AACR2 and RDA—a solid 
grounding in theory, it is likely to 
remain relevant even when the defin-
itive RDA textbooks are published 
and more libraries implement RDA in 
their catalogs. Especially for librarians 
who lack a solid classroom education 
in cataloging, Practical Cataloguing 
is a useful guide to the gap between 
AACR2 and RDA, as well as the gap 
between a theoretical cataloging edu-
cation and the actual work of catalog-
ing.—Sarah Quimby (sarah.quimby@
mnhs.org), Minnesota Historical Soci-
ety, St. Paul, Minnesota.
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has come to replace AACR2, and navi-
gating a workflow where both codes 
must coexist in an environment with 
many unknowns. Each chapter con-
tains detailed explanations and copi-
ous examples of descriptive data and 
access points in ISBD, MARC21, 
RDA, and AACR2. Particularly valu-
able are the bolded “Practice Notes” 
in each chapter that give advice on the 
local interpretations, shortcuts, and 
compromises catalogers make in their 
local library systems. Readers in the 
United States will quickly recognize 
that the authors are based in the Unit-
ed Kingdom, both from the British 
spellings of “cataloguing” and “colour,” 
and from the wry humor that slips into 
the text. For example, a practice note 
tells us that “this rule is often ignored 
or forgotten by cataloguers, as we can 
see in this example from a real cata-
logue” (29); access points are intro-
duced with, “When confronted for 
the first time with the phrase ‘access 
points’ you might think that you are 
being faced with a piece of modern 
cataloguing jargon. And you might be 
right” (49).

Chapter 10 contains a number of 
sample records illustrating level 1 and 
level 2 AACR2 and RDA descriptions. 
The examples are in ISBD (AACR2 
and RDA) and MARC 21 (AACR2 
only) format. The examples are all 
for print monographs; given the ready 
availability of copy cataloging for print 
monographs, some examples of seri-
al, nonprint, and nontextual materi-
als would have been more helpful to 
new catalogers. Even more unfortu-
nate, some of the information about 
RDA has become outdated only five 
months after Practical Cataloguing 
was published. Several URLs point 
to now-moved or obsolete websites, 
and in table 6.1 (107–109) the authors 
illustrate an RDA record in MARC21 
by using an example from appendix M 
in the original RDA draft. While the 
example includes data for the content, 
media, and carrier elements, it lacks 
the mapping to the correct 33X field, 

Practical Cataloguing: AACR, RDA 
and MARC 21. By Anne Welsh and 
Sue Batley. Chicago: Neal-Schuman, 
2012. 217 p. $75 softcover (ISBN: 978-
1-55570-743-9).

In their preface, Anne Welsh and 
Sue Batley, both cataloging instructors, 
write that Practical Cataloguing was 
commissioned to bridge a gap between 
cataloging textbooks meant for the 
Anglo-American Cataloguing Rules 
(AACR2)/MARC21 environment and 
textbooks focused on the new stan-
dard, RDA: Resource Description and 
Access.1 Given that many libraries will 
delay implementing RDA until after 
the Library of Congress’s planned 
implementation date of March 31, 
2013, and that AACR2 records, like 
pre–AACR2 records, will be in library 
catalogs for years to come, this book 
indeed fills a gap that will be present 
for some time. Perhaps in recognition 
of the fact that nobody could write a 
definitive print cataloging manual in 
2012 that would not be obsolete six 
months later, Practical Cataloguing 
is neither a how-to-catalog text nor 
a workbook. Rather, Practical Cata-
loguing provides a “map to the gap” 
between AACR2/MARC21 and RDA 
by combining a discussion of cata-
loging theory, history, and the issues 
(and controversies) created by current 
and future standards, augmented with 
practical advice for working catalogers 
in any environment.

The book begins by discussing 
cataloging codes from Charles Cut-
ter’s Rules for a Printed Dictionary 
Catalogue through RDA.2 Additional 
chapters address related issues such 
as the Functional Requirements for 
Bibliographic Records (FRBR), Inter-
national Standard Bibliographic 
Description (ISBD), and access points 
and headings.3 The language avoids 
jargon and is accessible to both nov-
ice and experienced librarians. The 
text takes on a narrative quality as 
it discusses the evolution of ISBD, 
AACR2, and MARC21, why and how 
RDA (with its FRBR underpinnings) 
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by an examination of their structure 
today and the types of materials one 
might expect to find. Purcell also dedi-
cates several pages to the next genera-
tion and future directions for special 
collections, which is explored in great-
er length in part 3.

In contrast to part 1, which exam-
ines established academic archives as 
they currently exist, part 2 addresses 
issues associated with updating or 
building new programs. The first two 
chapters of part 2 (chapters 4 and 
5) operate on higher administrative 
levels, focusing on mission and vision 
building for the archives and institu-
tional records management. Although 
useful, the concepts put forth are 
more policy-driven than procedural 
and require the would-be archivist to 
operate on a different level of respon-
sibility, addressing the role of the 
archives within the larger academic 
environment. This is a role more likely 
to be assumed by a senior member of 
the archives’ staff, who presumably 
is already familiar with the specifics 
of archival operations and therefore 
unlikely to read this introductory text.

The greatest strength of this book 
can be found in part 2—in particular, 
chapters 6 through 9, which offer 
a systematic guide to working in an 
academic archives. From collection 
development to processing, research 
services, and digitization, Purcell pro-
vides the reader with a true sense of 
operations in this type of environment. 
His descriptions are thorough, and he 
uses terminology that allows the lay-
person to follow the course of the vari-
ous processes, which means that even 
those activities that can be extremely 
complicated, like the physical arrange-
ment of a collection or the creation of 
a finding aid, are well explained.

Purcell’s approach is ambitious in 
both audience and scope of content. 
As he states in the preface, he targets 
the book to a wide-ranging audience, 
including archivists, information pro-
fessionals, library directors, historians, 
academics, and prospective archivists, 

single chapter, focusing on emerging 
trends and the next generation of aca-
demic archives. To balance the other 
two sections, more weight should have 
been given to this area—particularly 
because the subtitle of the book spe-
cifically addresses the future of these 
collections rather than the present.

In terms of physical format, the 
book is well organized. Purcell breaks 
up the sections nicely so that the 
reader does not become encumbered 
by long sections of weighty prose and 
can proceed directly to specific sec-
tions of interest. He also has inserted 
grey blocks throughout the text, con-
taining bulleted lists that highlight 
important concepts in the surrounding 
paragraphs. This feature is helpful for 
the casual reader who is simply skim-
ming the text for the high points or for 
those who are interested in previewing 
the content of the book before invest-
ing the time and effort to read further.

Purcell includes occasional pho-
tographs and diagrams to add visual 
interest, but these are sporadic and 
not particularly dynamic. Some of the 
loss in impact may be because the 
images are black and white rather than 
color. Although color illustrations may 
have been cost-prohibitive, the lack 
of color prevents the level of detail 
necessary to appreciate the content of 
the photographs. As a result, some of 
the images are more useful than oth-
ers. His textual descriptions of com-
plicated processes are thorough and 
effective, however, which make the 
images superfluous.

Part 1 combines three very differ-
ent aspects of academic archives under 
the umbrella of “Archives and the Aca-
demic Environment.” The first chapter 
targets one of the primary audiences 
for which this book would be appropri-
ate—prospective archivists. Chapter 2 
is more of a survey of what academic 
archives are, including a substantial 
section on the role that technology 
plays in the modern academic library. 
Chapter 3 offers an overview of the 
history of special collections, followed 
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In Academic Archives, Purcell 
takes a broad approach to a small 
area of the library world, addressing 
many aspects of the operations within 
the narrow purview of an academic 
archives. He divides the book into 
three parts, with part 1 describing the 
current state of archives in an academ-
ic setting. In this section, he begins by 
outlining the steps required to obtain 
a professional position in an academ-
ic archives, the mission of academic 
archives, and the role of these archives 
under the larger umbrella of special 
collections. Part 1 is observational in 
tone, looking at archives from an exter-
nal perspective. In part 2, Purcell 
pursues a more operational approach. 
This part, which is nearly two-thirds 
of the book, is a discussion of the 
specific tasks required to build or 
update an academic archives program. 
Here Purcell also describes in detail 
the different aspects of operating an 
academic archives, including acquisi-
tion, processing, reference services, 
and digitization. Part 3 consists of a 
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they can take advantage of the useful 
suggestions for building and growing 
their archives programs more effec-
tively. Finally, while both major parts 
of the book are useful to the respective 
audiences they serve, Purcell may want 
to consider a future project in which he 
separates these sections and expands 
them into two new books.—Jennifer K. 
Sheehan (Jennifer.sheehan@unt.edu), 
University of North Texas, Denton, 
Texas.

career in the field. Purcell provides a 
good overview of the preparation nec-
essary to obtain a position in an archive, 
as well as the continuing professional 
development that is often expected. 
Part 2 is more appropriate for an indi-
vidual who is currently working in an 
archive or someone planning to build 
a new academic archives department. 
If a more seasoned professional can be 
persuaded to explore this book, which 
initially might seem a bit introductory, 

and he incorporates several topic 
themes. The diversity of his intended 
audience alone created a challenge 
because the needs of each group are 
likely to be dramatically different, and 
Academic Archives does not seem use-
ful to all of the reader groups men-
tioned above. Because parts 1 and 2 
function differently, they have different 
target audiences. The most appropri-
ate audience for part 1 is the current 
or prospective student considering a 
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