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Introduction
In the literature, legends, and 

fiction of the human experience, 
words have been spoken about 
special objects that could perform 
specific functions and tasks. These 
objects have such notable attributes 
that they almost have a mystical or 
a magical quality about them. These 
are the objects that can do a nearly 
infinite number of tasks, especially 
when presented with situations 
when resourcefulness is required to 
reach a satisfactory conclusion. 

There have been many such 
devices in our collective memory, 
but one device has become a 

Is it safe to say that everyone using 
the Internet uses Google? How 
many of us, who are in the busi-

ness of making intellectual content 
findable, search something using 
Google on a daily basis? This, along 
with everything I read and hear, gives 
me a sense of urgency about the work 
to be done before researchers will 
find more academic content through 
Google. Jennifer Bowen, Assistant 
Dean, Information Management 

Services at the University of Rochester, 
made the point in a presentation at a 
Coalition for Networked Information 
membership meeting. Her presentation 
was titled “Linked Data for Libraries: 
Why Should We Care? Where Should 
We Start?”1 Bowen pointed out that 
scholars had not only shifted to Google 
and other search engines but also to 
work more through mobile applications 
and social networks. At my own work-
place, Wake Forest University, I have 
seen the growth in use of applications 
like Mendeley, ResearchGate, and 
Academia.edu to share and discover 
research. (I am using Academia.edu 
myself.) Bowen went on to make the 
case that linked data should be created 
by as many libraries as possible to get 
our resources out to where people are 
working. She also noted that librarians 
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An announcement this past 
fall caught my attention. 
OCLC printed its last library 

catalog cards October 1, 2015, after 
producing more than 1.9 billion 
cards.1 At peak production, OCLC 
shipped eight tons of cards a week. 
OCLC began automated catalog card 
production in 1971, when its shared 
cataloging system first went online. 
Card production increased to its peak 
in 1985, when OCLC printed 131 
million. Card production steadily 
decreased as libraries began replacing 
their printed card catalogs with elec-
tronic catalogs. This announcement 
led me to ponder the many changes 
in libraries during my career. Please 
indulge my walk down memory lane 
when catalog cards were essential in 
libraries.

When I started at a cataloger at 
the University of Iowa, we prepared 
our own cards, but produced them in 
multiple copies on pre-scored sheets 
using a master card and a photocopier. 
The cards were carefully separated 
and clerks overtyped the headings—
black for titles and names and red for 
subjects. If the typists made errors, 
they used electric erasers to remove 
the problem and retyped in the cleared 
spaces. We eagerly awaited each 
volume of “Mansell,” the National 
Union Catalog of Pre-1956 Imprints; 
Mansell was the publisher of the 754 
volume set, completed in 1981.2 We 
used Polaroid cameras on little stands 
to take photos of the cards reproduced 
in Mansell, marked these up, and gave 

them to the clerks. Mansell became 
an outdated tool for many libraries as 
more were able to search the OCLC 
database for catalog records and the 
number of titles available in the data-
base increased. The large volumes of 
Mansell filled yards of shelves and 
many libraries have disposed of the 
set. Wikipedia has a charming photo 
of a massive Christmas tree that the 
University of San Francisco created 
of the big green volumes.3

I was working at the University of 
Minnesota when the Libraries joined 
OCLC and began using the shared 
cataloging system. Our connection 
was via a dial-up modem and an 
acoustic coupler. We mastered the 
MARC format and began to speak 
about our bibliographic records in 
terms of fields and tags. Cards arrived 
from OCLC in long boxes and were 
then sorted into filing order in what 
we called “flippers”—which allowed 
staff to presort cards alphabetically. 
Students filed the catalog cards 
“above the rod” for later review by 
librarians, who then pulled the rods, 
dropped the cards, and reinserted the 
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rods. We no longer typed cards locally. 
We thought we had truly advanced when 
we stopped card production completely 
and moved to a computer output micro-
form (COM) catalog, produced using 
all the records we had creating through 
OCLC. While the COM catalog took 
up less space and ended card produc-
tion and filing, users still looked in the 
card catalog for older materials and 
flipped through microfiche sheets using 
a microform reader. I now wonder if it 
saved our users time or improved their 
ability to locate items.

About this time, we had one of our 
periodic cleaning days in the technical 
services unit. A student came into my 
office waving a black cylinder with 
a metal bar on it and asked if it was 
strange kind of rolling pin. When I 
explained that it was a typewriter platen 
for typing card stock, he was still 
baffled and asked “What’s a platen?”  
I told him not to worry about it and  
that he could dispose of it.

The University of Minnesota 
Libraries’ next advance was two-fold. 
We became a NOTIS (originally North-
western Online Integrated System) 
customer and undertook a retrospective 
conversion project. The latter involved 
converting all bibliographic records 
still on cards to MARC, generating 
smart bar codes (which were linked 
to the bibliographic records), and 
conducting an inventory of the entire 
physical collection. Staff applied the 
smart barcodes to the volumes and 
these were used to create holdings 
records. Of course, such a massive 
project required massive clean-up. We 
had barcodes without books and books 
without records, all of which needed 
attention. We had implemented Library 
of Congress classification (LCC) in 

the 1970s and opted not to convert 
the smaller, legacy Dewey-classified 
collection to LCC. Our first public 
computers were dumb terminals with 
monitors that seemed to rest on a long 
neck and looked a little like the movie 
alien E.T.

Those of us in the technical services 
unit felt smug as we watched the public 
services staff in circulation and refer-
ence units grumble and struggle to 
master automated library operations. 
We in technical services had been 
dealing with library automation for 
years! This is not to say we had no 
painful moments. When we first started 
cataloging with OCLC and creating 
MARC records, one of my senior 
original catalogers (who had refused to 
have a typewriter in her office) had a 
serious rant because she did not go to 
graduate school to type. She continued 
to write coded MARC records by hand 
and turning them over to a clerk to key 
in until she realized it was simply easier 
and more efficient to do it herself. 

With the retrospective conversion 
project completed, we made plans to 
dispose of our massive card catalogs.  
A few older faculty members threw 
their own fits, so we agreed to put the 
cabinets in accessible storage, which 
they could visit if they wished. After 
five years and not a single visit, we 
quietly got rid of the cabinets and 
created a lifetime supply of scratch 
paper for library staff. 

Automation also made our shelflists 
obsolete and they were occupying 
prime space in the technical services 
unit.4 After discussion with technical 
services and public services staff, we 
decided to move the cabinets to storage. 
The files were sometimes, although 
rarely, consulted as we continued to 

clean up after the retrospective project. 
The day the facilities staff arrived 
to relocate the cabinets, I found the 
senior cataloger mentioned above with 
her arms spread in front of the LCC 
portion of the shelflist and blocking 
the movers. She was sure the decision 
only applied to the Dewey portion. She 
did back down and we got the cabinets 
moved to the basement storage area, 
one floor below us. It was at this point 
that the cataloger very huffily told me, 
“Peggy—your problem is that you 
always want to change everything.”  

I admit that “change agent” was not 
officially part of my position descrip-
tion, but I always felt implementing 
rational and balanced change was a 
major component of what was expected 
of me. Now it is often called process 
improvement. In libraries, this means 
looking for efficiencies and economies 
that simultaneously improve the user 
experience. Card catalogs ceased to be 
efficient and economical, and we now 
offer a much improved user discovery 
experience. I know that many libraries 
continue to have legacy card catalogs 
and they are necessary until all records 
in these files are converted. I can only 
hope no one continues to create and 
file cards now that OCLC has stopped 
producing them.

Post Script: I just learned that 
all 754 volumes of the National 
Union Catalog, Pre-1956 Imprints 
are now available online for free 
viewing at http://catalog.hathitrust.
org/Record/000140237. This project 
is the result of the work of American 
Library Association staff (including 
Karen Muller, Mary Jo Bolduc, and 
Cara Setsu Bertram); staff of the 

(continued on page 4)
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ALA Archives in Urbana, Illinois; 
HathiTrust; University of Michigan, 
and Mansell Publishing.
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needed to encourage vendors to learn 
about linked data. Bowen made these 
points in 2012!

So how much closer are we now, 
in 2015? The profession is abuzz with 
discussion of linked data. At the Amer-
ican Library Association (ALA) Annual 
Conference in San Francisco this past 
June, I attended multiple sessions 
focused upon linked data. Librarians 
and some vendors were participating in 
the presentations, panels, and discus-
sions. Library of Congress hosted a 
session (BIBFRAME Update Forum) 
that included speakers from major 
vendors of the next version of the inte-
grated library system (ILS), aka next-gen 
catalog, or library services platform (as 
Marshall Breeding has called them).2 
OCLC and publishers are making linked 
data available, and libraries are partici-
pating in beta testing of the Library of 
Congress’ BIBFRAME.3

So many components are in play to 
bring it all together for researchers to 
get good results: metadata, standards, 
knowledge bases, authors, publishers, 
librarians, indexers, library vendors, and 
more. As I take ever deeper dives into 
understanding linked data, I see lots of 
people, time, and energy being invested 
into moving the library profession, and 
thus technical services, into this arena. 
At times it feels like the progress is 
astounding and at times it seems to be  
at a snail’s pace. 

Astounding Progress
On the astounding end, I have 

found myself using products of linked 
data to do my routine work. As the 
library liaison to Romance Languages, 
I manage fairly well in identifying 
French titles to add to the collection 

because I was a French major. But for 
Spanish and Italian, I am developing 
my repertoire of important names 
in the literature across the ages. Of 
course, budget limitations dictate that I 
cannot purchase everything that might 
be flagged as important by helpful 
vendors. (Sidebar: I could not work 
half so well without great vendors.) As 
I review new title notices from various 
vendors, I look up authors in WorldCat 
Identities (www.worldcat.org/identi-
ties) to determine which ones might 
be more important than others. If you 
have not tried this great tool, I recom-
mend it. The webpage that results from 
a search on a name gives an overview, 
a publication timeline, a short list of 
works about the person, another short 
list of works by the person, audience 
level, related identities, useful links, and 
associated subjects which are presented 
as a word cloud. The lists of works are 
organized by the most widely held in 
WorldCat and everything is linked so 
I can easily click to display a specific 
title and then see if my library has it 
already. The related identities came in 
handy unexpectedly when a student was 
writing a paper on a little-known French 
musician. Starting in WorldCat Identi-
ties, I found just a couple of books that 
were held only by foreign libraries. The 
best suggestion I could make was to 
write about the musician in the context 
of his contemporaries, who were listed 
as related in WorldCat Identities. The 
professor found this idea acceptable. 

Snail’s Pace
This column really is a call to action 

because I feel that the profession is 
moving at a snail’s pace in spite of 
astounding progress. What can each 
of us do to push the progress along 
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towards linked data, even if we are 
not actually creating linked data yet? 
In my workplace, we share what we 
learn through reading, webinars, and 
conferences, but not just in the tech-
nical services department. I have been 
organizing discussions about the future 
of cataloging in a large group that 
includes librarians in special collec-
tions, archives, and digital initiatives as 
well as technical services. We perceive 
that in the long run our work should be 
converging. 

In one of our discussions, we looked 
at WorldCat Identities compared to the 
Social Networks and Archival Context 
Project (SNAC) and its prototype 
search tool (http://socialarchive.iath.
virginia.edu/snac/search). Similar to 
WorldCat Identities, SNAC provides 
an overview, lists of works, related 
identities, and useful links. The useful 
links for both WorldCat Identities and 
SNAC include the Virtual Interna-
tional Authority File (VIAF), a more 
renowned linked data service from 
OCLC that is in the underpinnings of 
both SNAC and WorldCat Identities. 
We looked up the same person, Willis 
Smith 1887-1953 (a U.S. senator from 
North Carolina), in WorldCat Identi-
ties and in the SNAC tool. Try it! It 
is interesting to see that in both tools, 
Duke University and Yale University 
have collection records for papers in 
their special collections (the James 
H. Pou Bailey Papers and the James 
William Fesler Papers, respectively); 
however, there are many more sets of 
papers listed in SNAC than in OCLC’s 
WorldCat Identities because of the 
contributing repositories. The radial 
graph feature in SNAC resembles 
the results in another OCLC tool, 
WorldCat Identities Network (http://

experimental.WorldCat.org/idnetwork/
index.html), but the connected topics 
shown in each tool for Willis Smith are 
actually quite different. A searcher not 
only needs to check in both places, but 
also needs to know that the tools exist 
in order to use them. I wonder how 
many of you reading now were aware 
of one or the other, or both? Let me 
know: corbetle@wfu.edu.

The power of linked data is visible 
with these tools, yet I cannot find the 
lovely trove of information that they 
yield about Willis Smith 1887-1953 
when I search for him in Google. A 
Google search for Willis Smith yields 
first and foremost, a quick overview 
nicely presented in a box called a 
knowledge card (itself a product of 
linked data), a Wikipedia entry at the 
top of the list, followed by images that 
include both Willis Smith the senator 
and Will Smith the actor, and a few 
more encyclopedic results such as 
the online version of the Biograph-
ical Directory of the United States 
Congress and NCpedia. How do we 
fix this lack of visibility in Google? 
Libraries, archives, and OCLC cannot 
and should not create linked data alone 
(double entendre and irony intended).

Speeding Up and 
Dreaming Big 

One fine example of a publisher 
exploring linked data came to my 
attention not long ago. Springer has 
collaborated with universities to 
publish openly available linked data 
(Linked Open Data or LOD) for several 
book series on Computer Science 
conferences.4 When I learned of this, 
I had visions of all publishers making 
the bibliographic data for their publica-
tions available this way, leapfrogging 

over MARC records and driving us all 
to a linked data future more quickly. 
Then I took that vision a step further 
by combining ideas from two videos 
I saw in rapid succession. (Serendipi-
tous idea-generation from watching 
batches of video recordings instead 
of browsing a bookshelf—heresy, I 
know.) In a presentation by Robert 
Boissy of Springer, “Referrals Anal-
ysis: LYRASIS in Cross-Section and in 
Aggregate” for the 2015 Lyrasis eGath-
ering: Meditations on a Resurgency, 
I was impressed by his description of 
the volume of traffic through Google 
and Google Scholar that ultimately 
results in failure of the searcher to 
connect to the actual content.5 Under-
stand that publishers allowing Google 
Scholar to crawl their content enables 
discovery by potential readers through 
Google instead of a searcher needing 
to know to use the discovery services 
in libraries.6 (Please do not misunder-
stand me, those systems have brought 
us a long way and I would not quit 
using one anytime soon, but there are 
problems with them to overcome.) The 
problem with the Google discovery is 
the searcher’s disappointment at not 
being able to actually read the content. 
Springer wants content found by poten-
tial readers to be accessible. 

I visualized a solution based on 
something I had seen in the ques-
tion and answer session at the end of 
an ALCTS webinar “From MARC 
to BIBFRAME: An Introduction.”7 
Victoria Mueller from Zepheira 
showed a mock-up of how it might 
look if many libraries had their book 
holdings showing on the web, that is, 
if each library published their holdings 
as linked data. A web search for a title 

(continued on page 6)
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would yield results with links to each 
particular library’s copy. You can get 
a visual idea of Mueller’s mock-up 
with a Google search for “Fitbit.” See 
how a number of store or order options 
show up and how the stores in closest 
geographical proximity are prominently 
displayed in a Shop on Google scrol-
lable list? I can click on one pictured 
style of Fitbit at Macy’s and I am 
taken to Macy’s webpage for ordering 
that item. Now imagine that instead 
of an item at stores, the book title you 
searched in Google turns up a list of 
libraries, all located near you or affili-
ated with you somehow. I will dream 
big while we are imagining and think 
that there must be a way to pass all the 
way through from a click on the library 
of your choice, to the point where you 
are connected to the content itself or 
at least a chance to place a hold on the 
book in the library’s circulation system 
or a chance to complete an auto-popu-
lated interlibrary form. 

One Way or Another
The dream scenario above leads me 

to wonder, would it be better if every 
library in the world published their 
own separate holdings as linked data 
or would it be better to put the hold-
ings into perhaps a few bigger baskets, 
such as OCLC and SNAC, which have 
the potential to be more visible, like 
Wikipedia. I have been developing an 
understanding that these might be the 
two options for libraries to achieve 
visibility in Google: either contribute 
more data to OCLC, which already 
has the expertise to convert massive 
quantities of MARC records to linked 
data or, in due course (too late?), reach 
a time when many libraries will have 
in-house expertise and easy-to-use 

tools (BIBFLOW?) to create and 
publish their own linked data. I do not 
know enough about Google under the 
hood to know which direction might 
be best. I also grapple, with increasing 
frequency, with the realization that 
there is tremendous value in concen-
trating energy to achieve lofty goals 
but it will likely mean taking the risk 
of putting all eggs into one basket. 
Conceivably the advantage of loading 
up the OCLC basket is that as a large 
set of data, it would more easily be 
discovered. On the other hand, perhaps 
lots of repetition (thousands of libraries 
holding the same title) could raise visi-
bility in Google as well, which I think 
was Victoria Mueller’s point. 

Either way, much more linked data 
has to be created by people and it will 
take a legion to deal not only with 
forthcoming, but also with retrospec-
tive, identities, subjects, titles, etc. 
Working collaboratively can only help. 
Right now there is a publisher collabo-
rating with universities, and there are 
archives collaborating with archives. 
Libraries are doing independent proj-
ects, too, such as two described in the 
session “Getting Started with Library 
Linked Open Data: Lessons from 
UNLV and NCSU” at the 2015 ALA 
Annual conference.8 Several libraries 
also are beta-testing BIBFRAME with 
the Library of Congress and Zepheira. 
Library services platform vendors are 
working with Zepheira and Zepheira 
has a project called Libhub (www.
libhub.org). When will we realize 
cooperative cataloging on a global 
scale? I think it is already in the early 
stages—OCLC seems to announce 
additional national libraries contrib-
uting data to WorldCat regularly now.9 
Maybe that will help increase visibility 
in Google, too, if it ultimately adds up 

to more linked data.
I am inspired by finding the above 

example of the James H. Pou Bailey 
Papers and the James William Fesler 
Papers, from Duke and Yale respec-
tively, in both OCLC and SNAC tools. 
It would be helpful to learn more about 
the linked data strategies with special 
collections at those two universities. 
That is one action I could take imme-
diately. I also can continue adding 
data to OCLC, keep asking questions 
and learning more about linked data 
and metadata standards, and continue 
the discussions in my library. I highly 
recommend Linked Data for Libraries, 
Archives and Museums by van Hooland 
and Verborgh as a place for clear expla-
nations of the technicalities.10 Lastly, 
I used Facebook to send an e-mail 
inquiry to the man in charge at IMDb.
com (an enormous searchable database 
of movie information) because I would 
love to hook up our video collection 
to that data; I have not heard back as 
of my submission deadline for this 
column.11 As with anything new, there 
will be snags and obstacles, but let us 
move forward creatively and with all 
due haste. 
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leading example of this idea. In the 
television series Doctor Who, the titular 
character carries an object known as 
a “sonic screwdriver.” Originally, it 
was a tool that manipulated screws like 
an ordinary screwdriver; however, it 
picked up other abilities over time such 
as picking locks, exploding landmines, 
scanning for medical ailments, and 
even rejoining barbed wire that had 
been severed.1 Depending on the needs 
of the script and the imagination of its 
writer, the Doctor’s trusty “key tool” 
could get him out of many situations 
that bordered on impossible.

Librarians also have been in search 
of an all-in-one tool as a means to solve 
some of frustrations that relate to auto-
mated systems. The complex nature 
of these systems has led to a desire 
to simplify their operation as much 
as possible while providing for the 
maximum return on those investments. 
Three such systems—the electronic 
resource management system, federated 
searching, and discovery layers—repre-
sent the pursuit of these ideals that have 
taken decades to achieve.

Electronic Resource 
Management Systems

The integrated library system (ILS) 
began as a tool to replace information 
that had been previously stored in a 
card catalog. As such, an ILS was built 
for resources that had originated in a 
print environment: acquire, catalog, and 
check out. It was a system that was an 
electronic representation of a process 
that had been in place since libraries 
had existed, and it worked. As long as 
the print-based environment continued 
to thrive, the framework was in place to 
accommodate it effectively.2

Of course, all of this changed in the 

last 25 years with the rise of electronic 
resources. Starting with databases and 
continuing onto electronic journals 
and electronic books, the rules of a 
physical resource applied only on a 
cursory level in terms of acquisition 
and cataloging.3 Many more layers 
of detail came with these resources, 
such as storing licenses, workflow, 
and information regarding the terms of 
those agreements. The traditional ILS 
was unable to address these emerging 
concerns because it was never designed 
for that purpose. As a result, a new type 
of interface was needed to work with 
the growing body of resource.4

The first generation of electronic 
resource management systems (ERMS) 
was built by the leading ILS vendors 
of the period. The early 2000s saw 
the introduction of the systems that 
were marketed for managing elec-
tronic resources but still followed the 
architecture of an ILS. These systems 
were more dynamic in design but still 
rigid as far as flexibility.5 Some of the 
hopes librarians had for these systems 
remained unmet, such as capturing 
the details of license agreements 
and presenting them in a format that 
could be retrieved quickly and easily. 
Libraries also had to make the deci-
sion about what to capture in an early 
ERMS, because some systems had a 
“some, but not all” approach that could 
leave out critical details.6

Today, an ERMS has been able to 
come closer to those original needs 
through the efforts of both libraries and 
providers. ILS vendors have refined 
earlier attempts by bringing many of 
these features into the next generation 
of integrated systems that accommo-
date a variety of resources regardless of 
format. The open source movement has 
led to the creation of ERMS that offer 

a variety of features built specifically 
with librarians in mind. These ERMS 
are able to access the broad range of 
possibilities, such as the retrieval of 
interlibrary loan restrictions with the 
ease of a simple search. Conceivably 
the definition of the ILS and ERMS 
could blur more as the integration of 
these resource types merge further 
over time. The creation of a search-
able, library-specific knowledgebase of 
databases is a similar tool that also took 
several decades to realize.

Federated Searching
The ability to search multiple data-

bases at the same time using the same 
search terms has been a difficult one to 
realize. Systems such as DIALOG have 
long been established for librarians to 
use, but the method to bring a similar 
system to library users has been much 
more challenging.7 DIALOG uses a 
controlled vocabulary and Boolean 
operators that are familiar to those who 
work in libraries, but these terms can 
make that database almost inacces-
sible to anyone unfamiliar with how 
they are supposed to work.8 The barrier 
of natural language used in searching 
terminology has long been one of the 
most difficult to overcome in order to 
establish common underpinnings of 
different databases. Principles such as 
learnability, efficiency, memorability, 
errors, and satisfaction are elements 
that go into the design of a successful 
product with its users.9

Another problem with simultaneous 
searching was the presence of disparate 
searching terms. Although Boolean 
operators are common to many data-
bases, some used search terms that 
were designed for the exclusive use of 
particular product. The effect of this 
design created databases that were 

(continued from page 1)
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proprietary in nature; they served to 
create distinct products, but they did 
not help to build bridges between data-
bases from different providers.10

Thankfully, developments have 
emerged that have reduced many 
of these problems. One of the most 
notable has been the Z39.50 stan-
dard developed by NISO.11 For the 
first time, distinct databases could be 
searched using mapping techniques 
that created relationships to specific 
data. Natural language was gradu-
ally expanded and improved, creating 
access to many databases and making 
them more user friendly to patrons who 
were unfamiliar with the libraries.

One of the most important devel-
opments for federated searching, 
however, has led to the creation of one 
of the latest systems for libraries. In 
fact, it has moved beyond the bound-
aries of federated searching to create  
an entirely new user experience.

The Transition
While the ILS has served as the 

backbone for libraries for several 
years, it did have several shortcomings. 
Designed to present print resources to 
users, an ILS could not easily display 
unique attributes for resources that 
did not fit that particular format.12 In 
addition, the MARC standard for cata-
loged records was not fully exploited 
by an ILS, meaning that information 
contained in those records remained 
invisible to many users. But the most 
notable challenge to an ILS is that the 
ever-growing volume of databases 
and electronic resources could not be 
retrieved in a manner with which users 
could successfully interact. 

Libraries have repeatedly addressed 
this problem. Add-ons to a library 
website have allowed third party 

companies the opportunity to supply 
software that makes those resources 
more visible in their own right. 
Expanding on the principles of a feder-
ated search, linking information about 
resources, such as electronic journals, 
can be stored within a MARC record 
and then retrieved by an aggregating 
program.13 

Although this addressed the imme-
diate needs of exposing these electronic 
resource records, they still stood 
apart from the main ILS. Moreover, 
other library resources, particularly 
local resources, were often stored in 
locations that kept them outside of a 
library’s central catalog. Something 
else would be needed to bring these 
resources together in a format that 
could be easily retrievable as well as 
accessible in a search interface that 
would be comfortable to many users. 

Discovery Layers
The arrival of Google as a major 

player on the Internet introduced 
its users to a new tool to search the 
Internet. Unlike the other search engines 
at the time of its debut, the homepage 
of Google’s search engine was a stark 
white page with the company’s logo, 
two buttons, and a single search box.14  
It was the single search box that 
captured the attention of its users: one 
interface that used natural language 
in order to retrieve results. It was no 
surprise that “Googlization” captured 
the attention for many Internet users, as 
they quickly received results that had 
relevance to their original request.15 

As the phrase “Google it” entered 
the culture, libraries were confronted 
with the desire to respond to users who 
were familiar with the single search 
box.16 This tied into the old objective 
of libraries to bring their respective 

resources together in a similar form. 
Seeing that a private company had been 
able to make the concept work success-
fully, libraries and their allies worked to 
recreate that type of service in with their 
own set of resources.17 How to solve this 
particular challenge while maintaining 
the integrity of the ILS became very 
important to making this a new reality.

The answer soon emerged with the 
introduction of discovery layers. These 
layers were designed to rest “on top” 
of the interface for the ILS and use a 
knowledge base of stored records from 
the online catalog and similar discovery 
tools into a single interface, realizing 
the objective of a single search box.18 
These discovery layers also included 
the capability for faceted searching by 
format, date, and related format types 
that could bring resources forward in 
a manner that database searches had 
enjoyed for some time. 

In all, these tools have brought the 
idea of a catchall tool for all library 
resources even closer. However, 
upcoming developments could bring 
that even closer to reality.

Things to Come
New library technologies are  

about to bring a new level of capabili-
ties to library systems. As both older 
and legacy systems age beyond their 
effectiveness, the next generation of 
systems must be capable of assuming 
the compatibility of those systems 
while preparing for what is next on  
the horizon.

Some of the features of these new 
systems should include:

•  RDA capability.19 The successor to 
the Anglo-American cataloguing 
rules, RDA will serve as the founda-
tion for new library catalogs. RDA 

(continued on page 10)
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also will link library resources 
like never before, displaying the 
differing facets and formats associ-
ated with a particular title.

•  Flexible interfaces. As the defini-
tion of an ILS continues to evolve, 
the capabilities of these tools also 
must change. For example, the ILS 
must be able to produce reports not 
only on a “canned” basis but also 
in a manner more easily tailored 
to the needs of a respective user. 
If this is realized, then more of the 
systems on which libraries have 
depended, such as spreadsheets, 
could be rendered redundant.

•  More integration. Discovery layers 
became a way to combine the 
operation of an ILS and a library’s 
online resources into a single inter-
face. However, their creation was a 
response to the limitations of an ILS 
as it was designed. The next genera-
tion of library catalogs will come 
with those capabilities at the point 
of activation, but they would have 
to be able to adapt to the needs of 
future librarians as well as users.

No one can completely anticipate 
the needs of future library users, but the 
lessons of past systems have demon-
strated that the key is expandability and 
interoperability. Libraries have been 
able to adapt to rapid changes over the 
last few decades and this will become 
even more important as the years ahead.

Conclusion
The quest by libraries to have a 

single key tool that performs a variety 
of functions has been a goal for several 
decades. After several steps to develop 
ERMS, federated searching, and 
discovery layers, these tools have been 
refined to better serve the needs of their 

users while improving the user experi-
ence for both groups. These tools have 
needed time, talent, and trials to realize 
fully.

Unlike the Doctor’s sonic screw-
driver, these tools cannot rely 
completely on the writer’s pen to bring 
them into existence. Instead, they have 
to be adaptable to the needs of current 
users while anticipating the needs 
of the future, expandable to account 
for the growing and changing nature 
of library resources, and flexible to 
respond to the changing requests. By 
focusing on these attributes, libraries 
will have a tool that can become an 
asset to their future needs and not a 
liability—and bring a sense of wonder 
to users by making discovery and 
access seamless and easy. Just like 
using a screwdriver.
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“Biblioclasm” and “libri-
cide” are not terms that 
are found in three of the 

four dictionaries either in my house 
or in The ALA Glossary of Library & 
Information Science, 4th ed., published 
in 2013.1 Libraries have been a target in 
many centuries and for many reasons—
mostly as part of a struggle for the 
mental control of a particular popula-
tion. In the distant past the reason for 
the targeted destruction of libraries was 
the wish of political and religious rulers 
to control a population’s thoughts and 
hence their loyalties. Most librarians 
are aware of the destruction of the 
Royal Library in Alexandria, but some 
may not know that its final destruction 
was carried out under the orders of the 
Coptic Pope and Bishop of Alexandria 
Theophilus in 391 CE, who wished to 
eliminate all texts that did not conform 
to his version of Christianity. 

One would think that our—presum-
ably enlightened—modern times have 
escaped acts of biblioclasm. Unfortu-
nately, there has been little information 
available (in North America at least) 
about some instances of biblioclasm.  
In the Sri Lankan civil war in 1981,  
a Sinhalese mob burned the Jaffa 
Public Library, one of the biggest 
libraries in Asia containing more than 
97,000 books and manuscripts—an 
act of ethnic biblioclasm. The recent 
destruction of the Palmyra UNESCO 
site shows us clearly what ISIS would 
do if their members encountered a 
library holding any materials that 
disagreed with their narrow religious 
beliefs.

The Challenge to  
Canadian Libraries

I have been involved in fighting 
back a challenge to three Canadian 
libraries: the Library and Archives 
Canada (LAC), the Toronto Public 
Library (TPL) and the University 
of Toronto Faculty of Information 
library. In all cases, the reason for the 
proposed severe downsizing of these 
organizations was the desire of politi-
cians and university administrators 
to save money. The federal govern-
ment in Ottawa closed many federal 
government departmental libraries and 
forbade library staff to attend library 
conferences. LAC eliminated services, 
such as interlibrary loan, and refused to 
buy a valuable collection of Canadiana 
which was offered to them by an Amer-
ican for a reasonable price. The outcry 
about the LAC changes by librarians, 
scholars, scientists, authors, and others 
across Canada was loud and resulted 
in physical protests even in front of 
the Parliament Buildings. The man 
who had headed this LAC debacle—a 
non-librarian—was replaced by Guy 
Berthiame, an eminent librarian, who  
is now working to repair the damage 
done by this severe cost cutting.

TPL is the largest public library 
in North America with 100 branches. 
The former mayor of Toronto saw 
an opportunity to reduce taxes by 
cutting the number of branches and 
services. This proposal was met with 
an overwhelming uproar not only 
from librarians, scholars, scientists, 
and authors, but also from the citizens 
of Toronto. Seventy-two percent of 

Toronto residents hold a card allowing 
them to use the resources of the library 
and its branches. As a result of the 
vigorous protests, the mayor backed 
down and the new mayor supports the 
library and its services. 

University of Toronto administra-
tors decided to take the marvellous 
collection from the Faculty of Infor-
mation’s library, called Inforum, and 
place it in the main library’s collection. 
The problem with this move was the 
Inforum collection is classified using 
the Dewey Decimal Classification 
while the Library of Congress Clas-
sification is assigned to the university 
library’s collection. (The historic 
reason for this difference is not perti-
nent to this article.) If the Inforum 
collection were moved to the main 
library, it would have to be reclassi-
fied—a long term project, which would 
spread what is now an easily accessed 
collection among the large stacks of the 
main library. The vigorous campaign to 
stop this “sacrilege” was mounted by 
professors, students, and many grad-
uate librarians, such as me, who use 
Inforum for research. This library with 
its splendid staff functioned also as a 
model for students of what a well-run 
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library should be. We won the fight. 
Inforum lives!

The Challenge to Libraries 
in the United States

I am impressed with the number of 
books written recently in defence of 
libraries. I have been sent two of the 
three books mentioned in the list of 
references below for review.

After the Canadian fight described 
above, I was particularly interested 
in Scott Sherman’s book describing 
the fight against the plans formulated 
by the New York Public Library’s 
trustees to sell off branch libraries, gut 
its famous building on Fifth Avenue, 
and send millions of books to an out-
of-state storage facility.2 The trustees 
saw this as an opportunity to derive 
large amounts of money from this 
valuable property in downtown New 
York City. The trustees “insisted 
that the NYPL had to be pruned and 
modernized for the digital age, when 
many public libraries have prioritized 
spaces for community engagement and 
coffee shops over books and book-
shelves.”3 Here also a vigorous protest 
was mounted. “The battle to save the 
NYPL was conducted by a small group 
of writers, professors, independent 
scholars, and historical preservationists, 
who viewed the institution as a sacred 
public trust.”4 Citizen’s groups also 
were involved in the successful protest.

The Challenge to Libraries 
in the Other Parts of the 
World

We in North America are not alone 
in defending libraries and their physical 
book collections. 

Protestors in Wales chained them-
selves for four hours to the bookshelves 

in Rhydyfelin Library to protest the 
closing of the library, the only library 
in the community. The closure meant 
library patrons would have to travel 
to a nearby city to borrow materials, 
“a big inconvenience, but this is a 
deprived area, people aren’t privileged 
to own a car in some cases.”5 As a 
result of the protest, the town council 
decided to reopen the library. 

The news from the United Kingdom 
is not always positive.

 Figures from the Chartered Institute 
of Public Finance and Accountancy 
confirm the closure in 2010-11 
of 146 branches, with the number 
increasing to 201 in 2012. Numbers 
of librarians have fallen in line with 
branch closures, decreasing by 8 
percent in the year to March 2012, 
as have visits to libraries across the 
UK, which in 2012 were down 2.4 
percent to 306.6 compared with the 
previous year. Campaign groups 
have blossomed, in pressing support 
of an embattled institution.”6 

Across the Pacific Ocean in 
Newport in the state of Victoria, 
Australia, the local council’s deci-
sion to replace all physical books with 
e-books in a new library faced strong 
opposition, which caused the council 
to change its decision. One councillor 
stated “the proposal for an e-book 
library was dead in the water.”7 

The question in my mind: do library 
trustees and/or politicians in democratic 
societies never use libraries? Do their 
spouses, children, and other relatives 
derive no benefit from the services 
libraries provide? Are they out of touch 
with the electorate? I guess the answer 
in Canada may be “Yes,” because both 
the federal and municipal politicians 

were voted out of office in their most 
recent elections.

In his book, Biblio Tech: Why 
Libraries Matter More in the Age of 
Google, John Palfrey writes,

 In a 2013 survey, 90 percent of 
Americans age sixteen and older 
said that the closing of their local 
public library would have a negative 
impact on their community. Outside 
of home and work, third places in 
many communities are shifting away 
from library spaces and toward 
commercial spaces. ... There is good 
reason to worry that the ability of a 
community’s young people to learn, 
to search for and discover informa-
tion, and to sort credible information 
from less credible information will 
be diminished if the community’s 
library services are reduced.8 

The Challenge to Libraries 
From the Digital World

A yellowed newspaper clipping in 
my files dated April 5, 1982, with the 
headline “Libraries With Computers 
May Become Realm of Rich” discusses 
the cost students must pay to do 
a computer search, which divides 
students into the “information rich” 
and the “information poor.” This seems 
laughable to us today when almost all 
students are part of the wired world.

It is very difficult to predict whether 
computerization will eventually result 
in the death of libraries as we know 
them, that is, buildings holding physical 
resources with human beings who orga-
nize their collections for easy retrieval 
and have human librarians rather than 
robots to help the public with their 
information requests. James Billington, 
former Librarian of Congress, does not 
believe this will happen. 

(continued from page 11)
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 There are many reasons for 
believing that the digital world 
will never fully replace the world 
of books. New technologies tend 
to supplement rather than supplant 
old ones. Movies did not obliterate 
plays; television did not destroy 
radio. Even as the Internet was 
exploding exponentially in the 
last decade, book publishing also 
increased worldwide by 40 percent. 
Online materials are perishable and 
manipulable in ways that are not 
generally understood; and digiti-
zation is still more a vehicle for 
communication than preservation.9

 
Computerization also challenges the 

cataloguing world with some people 
claiming we will not need traditional 
catalogues because computers will do it 
all. Michael Gorman, the editor of the 
second edition of the Anglo-American 
Cataloguing Rules, has written a recent 
article, “RDA: the Coming Cataloguing 
Debacle” in which he decries RDA 
as “the witches’ brew of ignorance, 
neophilia, and the exaltation of theory 
over practice” and a rejection of the 
ISBD standard.10 He goes on to say 

 The Library of Congress is talking 
openly of abandoning important 
elements of its national biblio-
graphic service (including the LC 
List of subject headings) thereby 
letting down both the libraries in this 
country that depend on them and 
their international partners. Many 
LIS schools have all but abandoned 
the teaching of cataloguing. Where 
is the outrage? 11

When this article was posted on the 
RDA electronic discussion list, there 
were many responses both for and 

against his views.
Is RDA the beginning of the end of 

cataloguing as we have known it? I 
have just coined a new term—catalol-
guingclasm.

I highly recommend the article 
“Reinventing the Library” by Alberto 
Manguel in the New York Times.12 
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Some years ago—around the 
mid-20th century or a little 
earlier—libraries did not  

provide patrons with certain genres  
of literature (that is, “literature”  
defined in the broadest sense). 
Expecting to find examples of these 
genres on public library shelves or in 
the library collections of colleges and 
universities was an exercise in failure. 
Such collection development plans as 
existed in those places did not include 
them. Some excluded them explic-
itly and others simply ignored them. 
Librarians usually viewed buying these 
materials as inconsistent with their 
missions. I am talking about what I 
think of as “trash literature”—popular 
mysteries, romances, science fiction, 
etc.—along with comic books, text-
books, paperbacks, and a variety of 
nonprint pop culture offerings. Please 
understand that I love and continually 
read trash literature. Although it has 
negative connotations, I do not mean 
to apply the term “trash” negatively. 
Rather, it is how I identify the opposite 
of “good” literature, “good” defined 
as the kinds of literature librarians 
pride themselves on choosing for their 
collections.

Thinking back on those days, I am 
glad that times have changed. The 
likelihood is that the libraries people 
use today collect all those previously 
excluded genres, regardless of whether 
they are located in our communities 
or in academic institutions. Perhaps 
it is not a bad idea to reflect on these 
changes in our relatively recent past, 
given that our profession is in the midst 

of an era of far-reaching change and an 
uncertain future.

Trash Literature
When I was a youngster, librarians 

serving children and young people 
were horrified at the thought they might 
have Nancy Drew or Hardy Boys books 
on their shelves. They did not deign 
to select the series books that children 
loved, despite their popularity. And it 
was not just in the children’s section 
that mysteries featuring a beloved 
sleuth were considered below the level 
of quality required for selection. Adult 
mysteries featuring disreputable private 
eyes like Mike Hammer, or even good 
guys like Perry Mason, did not make it 
through most library selection commit-
tees. Librarians subscribed to the notion 
that people who wanted to read that 
sort of book should buy it. There was 
never enough money in the materials 
budget to buy everything people might 
want to read; and, if librarians bought 
trivial novels like Erle Stanley Gard-
ner’s The Case of the Negligent Nymph 
in 1950, or Mickey Spillane’s The Big 
Kill in 1951, very little would be left to 
buy Pulitzer Prize-winning novels like 
A. B. Guthrie’s The Way West in 1950, 
or Conrad West’s The Town in 1951.

Science fiction was considered espe-
cially trashy in the 1940s and 1950s. 
My older sister introduced me to the 
novels of A. E. Van Vogt and we both 
loved Slan, which I devoured when I 
was twelve. Slan was much too weird 
for the library selection committees 
of its day, but, now, it is lauded by 
review sites like goodreads.com, which 

says: “Throughout the forties and into 
the fifties, Slan was considered the 
single most important SF novel, the 
one great book that everyone had to 
read.”1 Today, science fiction is not 
only acceptable for libraries to collect, 
library suppliers provide little labels 
depicting an atom to attach to the book 
spines of sci-fi books so browsers can 
find them easily when they are inter-
shelved with other fiction genres.

Back in the day, Harlequin 
romances were also unlikely to reside 
on library shelves. They were consid-
ered pornographic. The term “bodice 
rippers” referred to romances in which 
the heroine was first seduced but later 
became a willing participant in sexual 
adventures. The garish covers art 
directors rendered for romances might 
attract readers, but they did not endear 
examples of the genre to librarians, 
who were happy to bypass them at 
selection time.

Comic Books and  
Graphic Novels

When we called them comic books 
and paid ten cents apiece for them, few 
readers expected libraries to buy them. 
It did not matter that radio shows and, 
later, television series followed the 
adventures of comic book characters 
like Superman and Wonder Woman, 
and that thousands of us young people 
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thrilled to their exploits. Even beloved 
comic strips like Peanuts and sophisti-
cated cartoons like The Addams Family 
were generally avoided by selection 
librarians. But, today, although the 
simplistic adventures in pictures we 
think of as traditional comic books are 
still around, a far more sophisticated 
genre of pictures-plus-dialog-in-
balloons has been born. We call these 
new, more complex adult stories 
graphic novels and they have shot 
upward in quality and value. Librarians 
pay attention to their art and library 
review media now devote whole issues 
to them.

Even earlier, before words like 
manga, anime, and their cousins 
entered the profession’s vocabulary, 
publishers discovered that gathering a 
set of comic strips or a large number of 
individual cartoons and putting them in 
glossy-paged coffee table books made 
them more appealing to serious book 
buyers, sometimes (gasp!) including 
librarians. Coffee table books, being 
expensive and difficult to lug around, 
typically are not chosen for ordinary 
public and academic library collections; 
but, smaller volumes, such as those in 
the ever-popular Peanuts series, lend 
themselves to regular-sized paperbacks 
that both young people and the young 
at heart all want to read, and libraries 
are happy to oblige.

Textbooks
Textbooks present a particularly 

tricky case for libraries. Students in 
the elementary and middle school 
grades are supposed to receive their 
textbooks as loans from their schools, 
and this is not uncommon at the high 
school level as well. But, starting at 
the undergraduate level and above, 
students are expected to purchase 

their textbooks—at least those that are 
required or strongly recommended for 
a course. Some textbooks are written 
explicitly to provide structure for the 
courses they support and they are 
updated regularly to keep pace with the 
progress of their fields.

The assumption that textbooks 
are provided to students in grades 
1 through 6, and, possibly, beyond, 
through grade 12, means that purchases 
are made on an as needed basis to meet 
student needs. The purchases are likely 
to be handled at the school district 
or even the state or regional level. 
Purchases might be made by designated 
purchasing agents, by library coor-
dinators, or by other administrators, 
depending on the school district and 
whatever state or local laws pertain 
to school materials. Public school 
students at these levels seldom buy 
textbooks, although the scenario might 
be different with private schools. Like 
the collections in school library media 
centers, the books belong to the school, 
which lends them for a semester after 
which the students are expected to 
return them so they can be used again 
and again. In schools that have no 
textbook manager, the books might 
be distributed at the start of the school 
term and collected at the end of the 
term by the school librarian.

School library media centers might 
not need to keep copies of these text-
books on their shelves unless there is 
a reason, for example, if there are not 
enough copies to go around—appar-
ently a common problem in districts 
with tight budgets. According to 
reporter Meredith Broussard, failure to 
provide textbooks is a big problem with 
many causes.2 If copies of the books 
were held in the school library media 
center, it could fill a critical need.

College and university students, on 
the other hand, are supposed to buy 
their books and academic libraries 
traditionally excluded them from their 
collections. The cost of buying every 
textbook on all course lists can easily 
run into many thousands (or tens of 
thousands) of dollars or more each 
semester, and not excluding them can 
cut deeply into materials budgets. But, 
as the costs of textbooks have soared 
along with tuition, room and board, and 
other expenses, for students on limited 
budgets, library copies could be a big 
help, even if it means reading assign-
ments in the library instead of wherever 
a student wants to study.

In recent years, many academic 
libraries have adjusted their no-text-
book policies. Similarly, they are 
opting to offer leisure reading having 
nothing to do with any campus course 
list—another genre they once studi-
ously avoided—and made other 
efforts to change the library’s previ-
ously austere environment into a more 
welcoming gathering place.

Conclusion
Has some of the above been 

written tongue-in-cheek? Certainly. 
But is there a lesson lurking some-
where underneath? Absolutely. It is 
no surprise that academic librarians 
work hard to make their libraries truly 
relevant to campus life. That is more 
important these days than ensuring 
that silence reigns in the building and 
students know they are at the bottom 
of the academic totem pole. Similarly, 
public libraries recognize that taxpayer 
dollars need to buy desired materials 
and services, not the most intellectually 
rigorous materials available whether 
the public wants them or not. School 
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library media centers clearly need 
more support, although where it might 
come from is a perpetual conundrum. 
Are we “dumbing down” as a society? 
I do not think so. I believe we are 
expanding opportunities to engage 
as many people as possible, which 
should not be a bad thing.
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The Libhub initiative focuses the 
community on moving beyond legacy 
limitations and making libraries 
visible again where our users need 
us—the Web.1

In 2012, the Library of Congress 
contracted with Zepheira (a 
consulting company with stan-

dards and data expertise, especially 
with libraries) to define how to 
move library data out into the Web 
via the semantic web.2 The current 
vehicle for sharing library data, the 
MARC record, is not feasible as an 
ongoing method. For the past few 
years, Zepheira has been defining a 
linked data model called BIBFRAME, 
which in intended to replace MARC.3 
When MARC data is converted to 
BIBFRAME and exposed to the Web, 
it is discoverable via web search 
engines and other web discovery 
applications.

In June 2014, Zepheira intro-
duced the Libhub Initiative as a 
testing environment to explore the 
goal of exposing library content on 
the Web and raising the visibility of 
these collections through collabora-
tive semantic linking. The objective 
of Libhub is to publish BIBFRAME 
resources so they become accessible 
on the Web (via semantic architec-
ture), cross link resources that are 
common among libraries, and, through 

cross linking, improve the ability of 
people to discover these resources on 
the open Web. The ultimate goal is 
that users will then be able to click 
on appropriate resources and be taken 
back to the library’s catalog.4

The actual adoption of BIBFRAME 
as the de facto library cataloging stan-
dard instead of MARC is likely some 
years away. Until that time, Libhub 
will enable existing MARC-based 
online public access catalogs to direct 
catalog content metadata to the Web 
for search and discovery.

How Libhub Works
According to Jennifer Liss, several 

pilot initiatives are currently underway 
to convert library catalog data to 
published linked data via the semantic 
web.5 One of those initiatives is the 
Denver Public Library (DPL) Libhub 
Initiative. Led by Zepheira’s Uche 
Ogbuji, the DPL Libhub Initiative 
takes MARC records and creates a 
semantic markup schema for them. 
Figure 1 is an example of a DPL 
catalog Libhub “record” for a book 
on piano history. The data is being 

Dollars and Sense
Forbidden Genres

(continued from page 15)

Making and Managing 
Metadata
BIBFRAME, Libhub, and Linked 
Data Catalogs
By Tom Adamich

Tom Adamich



Technicalities • Volume 36 No. 1 • January/February 2016 

17

published on the Web as 
BIBFRAME and Schema.
org. 

Liss explains that 
one can see the markup 
by hitting CTRL+U. 
Doing so will expose the 
HTML code; see Figure 
2. The “bf” stands for 
the BIBFRAME Lite 
standard, which contains 
references to the fields, 
values, classes, and prop-
erties associated with 
the brief version of the 
BIBFRAME standard; 
four BIBFRAME stan-
dards are available for 
use: Lite, Library, Rela-
tion, and Rare Materials.6  

Many of the fields 
and classes listed for 
BIBFRAME Lite are 
similar to the Dublin Core 
metadata standard, incor-
porating design elements 
more akin to ontologies and 
bear little resemblance to 
MARC standard entries. 
For example, author 
becomes a subclass of the 
“agent” class and includes 
several properties that can be attributed 
to the author (including date, descrip-
tion [resource], related [resource], 
note, etc. Thus, one could theoretically 
find several dates associated with the 
author (in addition to birth date), obtain 
descriptions of other books she/he has 
written, see summary notes for these 
books, etc. Of course, this is dependent 
upon whether the data describing those 
books has received semantic markup in 
other catalogs and is Web-accessible.

This type of cooperative markup 
(akin to cooperative cataloging, which 
is seen in OCLC’s WorldCat and has 

become the basis for cost-effective 
cataloging world-wide) is currently 
being tested by the BIBFRAME initia-
tive via several demonstration datasets. 
Participants in this project include 
Princeton University Library, the 
Library of Congress C Catalog, and the 
British Library.7

The Libhub Initiative has recruited 
national, academic, public, and special 
libraries as well as corporate part-
ners including Innovative Interfaces 
and SirsiDynix to continue testing 
BIBFRAME and library linked data.8 
The intent of these Libhub-led efforts 

is to enable widespread adop-
tion of semantic web and 
linked data in libraries in the 
near future. This adoption will 
enable both Libhub and related 
BIBFRAME initiatives to grow 
and develop rapidly. 

The Denver Public 
Library Test Site

The Denver Public Library 
is one of these test sites. I asked 
Rachel Fewell, Denver Public 
Library Collection Services 
Manager, to comment on their 
Libhub instance in several 
areas.9 Her responses to my 
questions follow.

Tom Adamich (TA): What is 
the history and reasoning for the 
Denver Public Library’s partici-
pation? 

Rachel Fewell (RF): As the 
first early adopter public library 
in the Libhub Initiative, we 
wanted to get on board as early as 
possible to help shape the process 
and conversation around linking 
library data. City Librarian 
Michelle Jeske believes in an 

innovative organization. She wants us 
to experiment to provide leadership in 
the library community to participate 
in this linked data initiative. I’m the 
project manager for Denver Public 
Library’s participation in the Libhub 
Initiative. 

TA: What is the scope of your project?

RF: For the past year, we have 
participated in training through the 
Libhub Initiative, provided by our part-
ners at Zepheira. We have participated 

Figure 1 Libhub Catalog Record 

Source:  Libhub: Denver Public Library, “Giraffes, black dragons, and other pianos, a 
technological history from Cristofori to the modern concert grand, Edwin M. Good,” http://
labs.libhub.org/denverpl/portal/Giraffes,%20black%20dragons,%20and%20other
%20piano/-1WR5Iz_/ (accessed Nov. 9, 2015).

Title Giraffes, black dragons, and other pianos

titleRemainder A technological history from Cristofori to the modern concert grand

titleStatement Edwin M. Good. --

creator Good, Edwin M., Edwin Marshall, 1928-

subject Piano > History

language eng

catalogingSource DLC

deweyNumber 786.2/1/09 $2 19

illustrations illustrations

index Index present

lcCallNumber ML652

literaryFrom Non fiction

natureOfContent bibliography

Figure 2 Mark-up from Libhub Record in Figure 1 

<a class=“navbar-brand” 
      href=“/denverpl/”><i 
    class=“fa fa-lg bf-fa-Libhub fa-fw”></ i> Libhub : Denver Public Library< / a> 
       </div> 

    </ div> 

</ nav> 

    <div class=“messages”> 
    </ div> 

    <div class=“content”> 

<div vocab=http://schema.org/ prefix=“bf: http://bibgra.me/vocab/lite/ 1h: http://libhub.org/
vocab/” 
     resource=“/denverpl/portal/Giraffes-black-dragons-and-other-pianos-a/-1WR5Iz_/” 
     typeOf=“

(continued on page 18)
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in meetings and work groups, and 
we hosted a meeting for the 12 early 
adopter libraries. It has been exciting 
to be able to give input to Zepheira 
developers to make changes to the 
process of transforming MARC records 
to BIBFRAME and help to eventually 
create a workflow for other libraries.

Initially, we experimented with one 
record for Molly Brown’s papers in our 
Western History collection. After that, 
we published all two million of our 
bibliographic records. That translated 
into around eight million BIBFRAME 
resources.

TA: What data do you have on the 
results of the project?

RF: I have been tracking activity 
from Libhub with Google Analytics. 
Since our data was published at the end 
of April 2015, we have had more than 
35,000 hits to our catalog. I am also 
tracking the most popular searches. 
Most of the popular titles are uniquely 
held materials in our Western History 
collection. This has been fascinating to 
follow and try to understand why that is 
happening and what we can do to help 
these customers. 

TA: What feedback have you had 
from users?

RF: We have not heard much, 
but one customer who found our 
BIBFRAME resources did reach out to 
our chat reference service. He thought 
he was close to what he wanted, but 
could not figure out how to get to our 
catalog. While not the best user experi-
ence, he at least found our data and 
reached out. It was a great lesson for 
me to understand how the front line 

staff at the library were affected, what 
else I needed to tell them, and how 
to help them help users when they 
encounter this data.

Future Trends
The Denver Public Library experi-

ence illustrates the great potential in 
exposing library catalog records via 
Libhub using the linked data structures 
and environment of the Web. However, 
as Fewell’s reflections indicate, work 
remains to determine how the data can 
truly help enhance current and future 
library collection services.

Future library catalog linked data 
initiatives also may include related 
open access repository materials (for 
which metadata are being added to the 
library catalog for additional discov-
erability), as well as access to other 
digital assets and library services. 
We might be launching a new era of 
discoverability for library collections.

While no one can question that great 
value in configuring and exposing 
cataloging and library catalogs, library 
personnel and researches will need 
to experiment and analyze the initia-
tives underway to determine how to 
maximize what they can enable and 
how discovery of library resources can 
be enhanced on the Web. If library 
technical services professional do 
not take this approach with library 
catalog linked data initiatives, we may 
be inadvertently creating a bridge to 
nowhere—a great structural foundation 
and workflow but no measurable output 
or outcome.
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Dempsey, Lorcan, and Kenneth J. 
Varnum. The Network Reshapes 
the Library: Lorcan Dempsey on 
Libraries, Services, and Networks. 
Chicago: ALA Editions, 2014. 295 
pp. ISBN 978-0-8389-1233-1 $57.00.

The Network Reshapes the Library: 
Lorcan Dempsey on Libraries, 
Services, and Networks offers a collec-
tion of pieces from the renowned blog 
of Lorcan Dempsey, Vice President, 
OCLC Research and Chief Strate-
gist. Masterfully edited by Kenneth J. 
Varnum, Web Systems Manager at the 
University of Michigan Library, this 
book distills Dempsey’s prolific writings 
into a cohesive and coherent 295 pages. 

In his preface at the beginning of 
this book, Dempsey reflects on his 
blogging practice since the early 2000s 
saying, “I think it is fair to say that 
more of my thinking has gone into the 
blog...than into ‘the literature’” (ix) 
thus immediately capturing the value 
of this project, which seeks to distill 
more than 1,800 blog posts into a 
single volume. It is difficult to measure 
Dempsey’s impact in the library world, 
and thus the significance of a blog 
in which he asserts most of his real 
“thinking” has been done; Rick Lugg 
says it well in a comment reproduced 
in the book, “Lorcan is a one-man envi-
ronmental scan. He sees patterns, coins 
terms, parses distinctions, turns glim-
mers into useful concepts” (209).

Indeed, the structure of this book 
wisely leverages Dempsey’s aptitude 
for parsing themes, coining terms, 
and unpacking trends. Dempsey and 
Varnum have achieved a great feat of 
selection with this volume, arranging 
a huge amount of material into nine 
thematic chapters. The order of the 
chapters reflects a shift in Dempsey’s 

interests over time, “from service and 
technology matters to organizations and 
the institutional forms through which 
they get work done. In particular, the 
system-wide organization of libraries 
and other services in a network envi-
ronment” (x). For example, the book 
begins with the chapters, “Networked 
Resources” and “Network Organiza-
tion” and concludes with “Publishing 
and Communication” and “Libraries.” 
The final section, “Lorcan’s Picks” 
is a catchall for entries that “did not 
fit neatly into one of the other topical 
categories but which [Dempsey] felt 
would be strong additions to this 
collection” (225). Included here is the 
first ever post to the blog (a mere three 
sentences), as well as posts addressing 
Irish public libraries, Starbucks, 
amplified conferences, and even the 
reemergence of the Pan Am flight bag 
as a fashion statement. 

Posts were included in the book 
based on their professional impact 
or marked prescience. Each entry is 
reproduced as published; none have 
been updated to replace dated content. 
Dempsey’s writing is characteristically 
thoughtful and easy to read and the 
organization of the selections within 
each chapter is logically chronological, 
in some cases distilling Dempsey’s 
gradually evolving grasp or opinion of 
a topic to unfold over mere pages. The 
selections are intended to capture the 
general mix of the blog and, though 
his blogging has slowed recently, more 
than a decade’s worth of material is 
represented here.

The book’s index allows the reader 
to locate specific topics and includes 
many of Dempsey’s coined terms, such 
as “Amazoogle,” “Discovery happens 
elsewhere,” “inside-out resources,” and 
“web scale.” 

The layout and presentation of the 
posts strikes an interesting mix of 
mimicking the experience of the blog 
and a self-awareness of the blog’s 
legacy and influence. For example, 
each blog post is dated and appears 
with its original title and URL, but 
many posts bear “tags” identifying 
them as “Noteworthy” or an example 
of “Coinage” (in which a term was 
coined that took off in the library 
community). Another example is 
the inclusion of celebratory “Reader 
Comments” sprinkled throughout the 
posts in which followers of the blog 
discuss its value and Lorcan’s strengths 
as a writer and professional figure. The 
comments are formatted to resemble 
comments on a blog, complete with the 
shadowy avatars of anonyms despite 
also including the names and titles of 
the commentators. Meanwhile, links 
in the text have been converted into 
footnotes. These presentation choices 
do not distract from the content nor do 
they seem out of place in their attempt 
to communicate the impact of both 
Dempsey and his writings, but there 
is always something gimmicky about 
print mimicking other media. 

This book will have great appeal 
among followers of Dempsey’s blog 
who will certainly delight in seeing 
thematically related posts presented 
in quick succession. It offers an 
opportunity to thoughtfully review 
disciplinary conversations, due espe-
cially to Dempsey’s dutiful citations 
and references. For readers unfamiliar 
with the blog, the thematic organization 
of the book is a particular value-add; 
those who pick up the book with a 
topical interest will easily be able 
to find relevant posts. Promotional 
material appropriately identifies the 
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intended audience as “library planners, 
administrators, and those interested in 
technology.”

The thematic chronological orga-
nization, while appropriate in several 
ways, means that the transition from 
the end of one chapter to the beginning 
of the next will send the reader back 
in time, potentially by a decade. This 
will inevitably be disconcerting to a 
reader who sits down to read the book 
cover-to-cover, but it seems unlikely 
that this is how the book would be read 
and, overall, the thematic organization 
seems to be a strength. 

Dempsey’s uniquely extrapolative 
approach to discussing topical issues 
means that even out-of-date posts have 
an enduring relevance. Similarly, his 
ability to fix themes into memorable 
and intuitive terminology makes this 
compendium thought-provoking even 
when the technology under discussion 
has obsolesced. This collection takes a 
step towards structuring how the library 
world understands Dempsey’s legacy 
of influence and his numerous contri-
butions to the field.

Hannah Marie Marshall, Meta-
data Librarian for Image Collections, 
Cornell University. 

Duncan, Cheryl J., and Erika Day 
Peterson. Creating a Streaming Video 
Collection for Your Library. Lanham, 
MD: Rowman & Littlefield, 2014. 
xi, 121 pp. ISBN 978-0-8108-9318-4 
(softcover) $35.00.

Creating a Streaming Video Collec-
tion for Your Library was written 
by the director of Acquisitions & 
Cataloging and the director of Media 
Resources at James Madison University 

(JMU). It is intended as an introduc-
tion to managing streaming video. It is 
not exactly a how-to guide and does not 
attempt to give detailed instructions for 
building a streaming video collection. 
The book’s goal is to guide librarians 
just getting started with streaming video 
by describing the issues that will need to 
be considered, problems that are likely 
to arise, and questions the librarians 
should try to answer before proceeding.

The book frequently describes how 
a particular issue was addressed at the 
JMU Libraries. This is not surprising; 
the authors state in the Introduction 
that their impetus for writing the book 
was encouragement from colleagues to 
share their expertise, learned through 
building the JMU Libraries’ well-estab-
lished streaming video collection. A 
related weakness, however, is that the 
book relies on the authors’ knowledge, 
and the book has no cited references. 
The lack of citations was especially 
noticeable in Chapter 3, “Nonlicensed 
Content,” where the authors make 
references to the “countless debates” 
(14) surrounding use of streaming 
video in libraries, without citing any 
specific sources or court cases. The 
book does include a “Further Reading” 
section, which is a selected and anno-
tated bibliography of sources for more 
in-depth study of certain topics.

The book has ten chapters, ranging 
in length from two and a half to 12 
pages. They are organized according to 
what the authors identify as the “five 
main components” (xi) of the streaming 
video life cycle. The first component, 
acquisition, is covered in the first three 
chapters (“Selection,” “Licensing,” 
and “Nonlicensed Content”). Chap-
ters 4 through 6 (“Access,” “The 
Media Server,” and “Metadata”) 
correspond to the second life cycle 
component, access. The remaining 
life cycle components are covered in 

one chapter apiece: “Administration,” 
“Support,” and “Evaluation.” A final 
chapter briefly discusses the future of 
streaming video.

Although the book describes both 
vendor-hosted and locally-hosted 
streaming video, the emphasis is on 
locally-hosted content. For instance, 
nothing is said about managing vendor-
provided MARC records for the library 
catalog. The seven and a half page 
chapter on “Licensing” devotes only 
half a page to vendor-hosted content; 
the rest is about requesting the rights 
to stream individual, locally-hosted 
videos. The two longest chapters of the 
book are the ones dealing with setting 
up a media server and with creating 
metadata. A reader looking to host 
streaming video at their own institution 
will likely find the book’s guidance to 
be helpful.

Chapter 1, “Selection,” includes a 
good list of considerations for deciding 
whether to pursue streaming format for 
a given video, as well as a good discus-
sion of the difficulties surrounding 
streaming rights for major motion 
pictures. On the other hand, it omits 
several important considerations for 
selecting vendor-hosted video pack-
ages, such as unit cost, availability of 
usage statistics, whether the content 
gets changed or updated or is static, 
and availability and quality of vendor-
provided MARC records.

Chapters 4-6 provide an overview of 
what is needed to set up and manage a 
locally-hosted streaming video collec-
tion. Chapter 5, “The Media Server,” 
is perhaps the strongest chapter in 
the book. It covers the technological 
requirements for hosting streamed 
content, and names several server and 
software options. The next chapter, 
“Metadata,” goes into too much detail 
for an overview (for example, it lists 
out all the data elements of the Dublin 
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Core and MODS metadata schemas), 
but not enough detail to provide 
practical help for actually creating 
metadata.

The “Administration” chapter is 
primarily about using an electronic 
resource management (ERM) system as 
an administrative tool, rather than about 
the tasks of administering a streaming 
video collection. Readers may be able to 
figure out what the tasks are by reading 
between the lines, though that might 
depend on their level of familiarity 
with e-resource management.

After the main body of the book are 
six appendices, followed by the Further 
Reading section and an Index. The 
appendices include 

•  a helpful Frequently Asked  
Questions section,

•  a sample license for streaming 
video,

•  suggested questions (but without 
answers) to include in a streaming-
video FAQ document for library 
patrons,

•  recommendations for what admin-
istrative information to record and 
track (e.g. in an ERM system),

•  a useful troubleshooting checklist, 
and

•  an annotated list of vendors who 
license streaming video products.

The Further Reading is organized 
at first by content type: e.g., websites, 
presentations, journal articles, libraries’ 
online help pages. It then has three 
topic-based sections: metadata, proto-
cols & standards, and electronic 
resource management. Throughout the 
book, the Further Reading is referred to 
by topic—for example, fair use & the 
TEACH Act, accessibility, vendors of 
encoding software, and media server 
options. Because the Further Reading is 
mostly organized by content type, the 
reader must scan through the sections 
to look for readings on particular 

topics. In fact, I was unable to find any 
entries covering the TEACH Act (as 
promised on page 14) or encoding soft-
ware vendors (32).

Where the book performs very well 
is in the frequent lists of considerations 
intended to guide the reader through 
making decisions. There is at least one 
such list (in paragraph form) in nearly 
every chapter. The authors have done a 
good job of raising the right questions. 
For the library or librarian looking for 
direction in starting a locally-hosted 
streaming video collection, these ques-
tions will help organize the librarian’s 
thoughts and bring attention to the  
right issues.

C. Derrik Hiatt, Electronic 
Resources Librarian, Wake Forest 
University.

Hart, Amy. RDA Made Simple: A 
Practical Guide to the New Cataloging 
Rules. Santa Barbara, CA: Libraries 
Unlimited, 2014. ix, 176 pp. ISBN 
978-1-61069-485-8 (softcover) $45.00; 
978-1-61069-486-5 (e-book; call for 
pricing).

The Library of Congress (LC) 
implemented RDA: Resource Descrip-
tion & Access on March 31, 2013.1 

While some libraries chose to imple-
ment RDA at that time, many others 
did not, and there was no imperative 
from on high that they do so. Because 
RDA represents, in many ways, such 
a radical departure from the previous 
cataloging code (AACR2), it was 
viewed with trepidation and/or skepti-
cism by many libraries.2 For small 
libraries especially, the prospect of 
implementing a new set of cataloging 
rules seemed daunting.

Now, two years later, some of the 

dust surrounding RDA has settled; parts 
of it have been rewritten in a  more 
intelligible style. Best practices have 
emerged and are being documented. A 
substantial corpus of RDA records now 
exists in OCLC WorldCat and more 
are added every day. RDA records are 
appearing in the catalogs of libraries 
that have not yet implemented RDA 
for their own original cataloging, 
because RDA copy is being imported 
from outside sources, including vendor 
records. For those libraries that have 
been waiting to implement RDA and 
have decided that now is the time, the 
publication of Amy Hart’s book, RDA 
Made Simple: A Practical Guide to the 
New Cataloging Rules, is fortuitous.

The author, a technical services/
systems librarian with more than 20 
years of experience, is also the author 
of The RDA Primer: A Guide for the 
Occasional Cataloger (Linworth, 
2010). Her down-to-earth, crystal-clear 
writing style will be a breath of fresh 
air to those who find the sometimes 
tortured prose of RDA difficult to 
follow.

RDA Made Simple is intended for 
catalogers who are generalists and 
may catalog a wide variety of mate-
rials in various formats. It assumes 
no prior knowledge of RDA or the 
conceptual models underlying it (Func-
tional Requirements for Bibliographic 
Records (FRBR) and Functional 
Requirements for Authority Data 
(FRAD)), but it does assume familiarity 
with AACR2 and the MARC 21 Format 
for Bibliographic Data.3 Similarities 
and differences between AACR2 and 
RDA are frequently used as a frame of 
reference to help readers build upon 
their existing knowledge.

The book is divided into three 
parts: “Preparing for RDA,” “RDA 
into MARC,” and “Special Topics and 
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Examples.” Part 1 covers the history of 
RDA and includes a review of FRBR 
and FRAD. Other chapters in Part 
1 are devoted to training issues and 
important questions that need to be 
addressed prior to RDA implementation 
(e.g., what will the library’s integrated 
library system or discovery layer do 
with new MARC fields such as the 336 
(Content type), 337(Media type), and 
338 (carrier type)?). Part 1 concludes 
with chapters on the structure of RDA 
and how to navigate it.

Part 2 examines the text of RDA 
section by section, modeling a work-
flow that shows how RDA data 
elements are recorded in MARC. Care 
is taken to indicate which data elements 
are core, and which RDA instructions 
have been clarified by policy state-
ments from LC and/or the Program  
for Cooperative Cataloging. New 
MARC fields and instances where  
RDA practice differs from AACR2  
are highlighted.

Part 3 details the impact of RDA 
on MARC, outlining new fields and 
subfields that were created for RDA, 
with reference to the related RDA 
instructions. Separate chapters address 
the new MARC 264 (Production, 
publication, distribution, manufac-
ture, and copyright notice) field; the 
Content, Media, and Carrier data 
elements in the 33x fields; the impor-
tant distinction made in RDA between 
collaborations and compilations; and 
note fields in RDA. The last 25 pages 
in Part 3 are devoted to real-world 
RDA cataloging examples (MARC 
fields included) drawn from of a wide 
variety of materials, thoroughly anno-
tated with references to the applicable 
RDA instructions. Catalogers should 
find these examples particularly useful, 
considering the opacity of the examples 
provided within the text of RDA. The 

examples in RDA are intentionally not 
expressed in terms of any particular 
content designation standard, so the 
inclusion of MARC fields in Hart’s 
examples makes them much easier 
for catalogers who work in MARC to 
understand.

RDA Made Simple is an excellent 
starting point for those planning for the 
implementation of RDA at their library. 
RDA trainers may find the author’s 
practical approach useful as well, 
with the caveat that RDA is a moving 
target and revisions are made to it on 
a regular basis. Catalogers with some 
previous exposure to RDA may find 
this a useful tool for review. The book 
mentions authority records only tangen-
tially; catalogers whose duties include 
the creation of Program for Cooperative 
Cataloging Name Authority Coop-
erative Program (NACO) compliant 
contributions to the National Authority 
File will require more in-depth training 
materials.4 

At 140 pages, plus 25 pages of 
examples, RDA Made Simple is 
approachable rather than intimidating. 
A helpful device employed by the 
author throughout the book is the use 
of charts to summarize complex infor-
mation and present it in an easily used 
format. The book includes a bibliog-
raphy and an index, and is available in 
paperback and electronic form.
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Ward, Suzanne M. Rightsizing 
the Academic Library Collection. 
Chicago: ALA Editions, 2015. xiii, 
148 pp. ISBN 978-0-8389-1298-0 
(softcover) $60.00; (electronic) 
$48.00. 

Weeding, pruning, deselection, 
rightsizing—whatever we call the 
process of removing items from a 
library’s collection—can be a thorny 
task. Suzanne M. Ward, head of collec-
tion management at Purdue University 
Libraries, tries to make the process 
more manageable and approachable by 
walking her reader through the history, 
application, and future of rightsizing.

Ward goes beyond the general topic 
and concerns involved with deselec-
tion, and provides the reader with a 
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tool that can truly be used to improve 
a library’s collection. After giving a 
general background of rightsizing in 
Chapter 1, a very brief Chapter 2 looks 
at “Traditional Deselection Solutions” 
by focusing on traditional criteria for 
weeding and for storing the items 
that were removed from the primary 
stacks but not truly removed from the 
library’s collection. Chapter 3 presents 
more updated approaches to trimming a 
collection. The bulk of the book comes 
in Chapter 4, both in terms of it being 
the longest chapter, but also because it 
goes beyond background information 
and the hypothetical topics to consider 
when faced with a weeding project. 
Here, Ward dives into very specific 
recommendations and steps the reader 
could take. This is the chapter that 
may be least useful to the reader who 
is casually interested in the history 
and theoretical topics involved with 
pruning a collection, but it would be 
most useful to a reader who is faced 
with an imminent need to right size 
their library’s collection. Chapter 5 is 
another slim chapter that discusses  
the future of managing collections  
and provides a brief conclusion for  
the book.

As a weeding proponent myself, I 
particularly enjoyed the first chapter of 
the book, which gave a background of 
weeding philosophy, weeding studies, 
and stakeholders that feel connected to 
their library’s collection. My favorite 
quote used by Ward is from Frederick 
Wezeman, founding director of the 
University of Iowa School of Library 
Science. In 1958, Wezeman wrote, 
“The cheapest, most effective, but least 
often used piece of library equipment is 
the wastebasket.”1 

This book is timely; while many 
libraries may have already embarked 
on the tasks Ward writes about, many 
libraries have not or, at least, not in as 

complete a manner as Ward encour-
ages. Also, since rightsizing tasks 
take substantial time, both in prepara-
tion and in implementation, this book 
will stay relevant. In the ideal world, 
libraries everywhere would heed the 
need to always be deselecting as part 
of the collection management routine; 
if that ideal world should happen, then 
the need for this book would fade. 

One topic on which I would like to 
have seen more coverage is weeding 
in the electronic environment. While 
access to the e-versions of mate-
rials is often used as a consideration 
for weeding physical materials, a 
crowded e-collection can be equally 
frustrating for patrons to use. Ward 
does touch on this fact in Chapter 5, 
writing, “Just because the collections 
are intangible does not mean that they 
should continue to grow indefinitely 
without occasional review” (132). For 
libraries that have already done large 
print weeding or will be doing so in 
the future, the topic of e-weeding will 
be the next important task for them to 
complete.

Ward’s book would be most useful 
to two distinct groups of readers: 
students currently pursuing their MLS 
degree and library directors or collec-
tion managers who have not yet tackled 
a rightsizing project or who otherwise 
feel uncomfortable with the process. 
For the MLS student, the book provides 
a great introduction to the topic of 
collection management from the dese-
lection side, a topic which sometimes 
suffers from too little coverage in many 
masters programs. Ward provides 
justifications for rightsizing, which she 
sums up best in her introduction “with 
the purpose of improving their users’ 
interactions with both the library in 
general and the collection in particular, 
both now and in the future” (xiii). 
For the collection manager or other 

individual who might have to lead  
a rightsizing project, Ward offers  
background on the topic, which 
provides the reader with reassurance 
that they are doing something good for 
their collection and for their patrons. 
Also, as mentioned above, Chapter 4, 
“Project Management,” gives a project 
manager very detailed tips and steps 
on how to lead a successful weeding 
project. Some of what Ward suggests, 
particularly in this chapter, may seem 
over prescriptive, such as the outline 
for evaluating the libraries’ journal 
titles in relation to JSTOR (91 – 100). 
This specificity, however, may provide 
a novice rightsizing project manager 
with the guidance to confidently 
approach the weeding that must be 
done.

Ward’s writing style is easy to read 
and she provides a robust list of refer-
ences on the major topic of collection 
management, including the subtopic of 
weeding practices but also extending 
to collection use, collaboration, space 
concerns, stakeholder relations, and 
the psychology and ethics of removing 
items from a library’s collection. It 
also may give the reader confidence 
to know that Ward herself has written 
extensively about topics such as 
resources sharing, demand-driven 
acquisitions, and, of course, deselec-
tion. She writes with the voice of 
someone who has been through the 
thorny task of rightsizing a time or  
two before.
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People
n  William (Bill) J. Rozek, who has 
held financial leadership positions for 
several organizations in a variety of 
fields including electronic publishing 
and education, has been named OCLC 
Chief Financial Officer. 

Of Professional Interest
n  The U.S. Senate has passed a bill 
to put a 10-year term on the position of 
Librarian of Congress. If passed by 
the House and signed by the president, 
the bill will strip the job of the life-
time tenure it has carried since 1802. 
The bill limits the length of an initial 
appointment but does not represent 
a total term limit: a given Librarian 
of Congress can continue to be reap-
pointed every ten years.

Publishers and Vendors
n  One Equity Partners (OEP) 
purchased 3M Library Systems North 
American business and entered into 
agreements to purchase the assets of 
3M’s remaining global Library Systems 

business. Going forward, Bibliotheca 
will combine with the former 3M Library 
Systems business and will transition it 
to a single Bibliotheca brand. The com-
pleted sale transfers 3M’s former North 
America Library business, including the 
security (electromagnetic tape), produc-
tivity (RFID and automated materials 
handling, e.g, automated check in/out)) 
and Cloud  Library (e-books) solutions. 

n  ProQuest is acquiring Ex Libris 
Group and will form a distinct  
business unit called Ex Libris, a 
ProQuest Company. This unit will  
be led by Shem-Tov and supported by 
the Ex Libris management team along 
with ProQuest Workflow Solutions 
management. ProQuest and Ex Libris 
will continue to support the existing 
suite of products and will enhance 
each company’s offerings, including 
Alma, Aleph, bX, Intota, Primo, 
Rosetta, SFX, SIPX, Summon, 360 
Link, Voyager, and the newly launched 
Leganto reading list solution and 
campusM mobile campus solution.

n  AIP Publishing announced it is one 
of the first STM publishers to begin 
making federally funded research 
articles it publishes in its journals 
publicly available through CHORUS 
(Clearing House for the Open Research 
of the United States). AIP Publishing 
will make more than 900 government 
funded articles freely available to the 
public via CHORUS, helping the U.S. 
government expand access to research 
funded by the American public.

n  Palgrave Macmillan and Springer 
have decided to align their eBook 
collections, collating all Palgrave 
Connect eBooks on SpringerLink 
and adding thousands more to the 
Springer Book Archives, as a result of 
the recent combination of Macmillan 
Science and Education and Springer 
Science+Business Media to create 
Springer Nature. Starting with the 2016 
collections, all titles that would have 
been available on Palgrave Connect 
will be integrated into the Springer 
eBook collections. 

News From the Field


