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Do you find that a crisis can 
bring things into sharp focus 
but that later things get 

fuzzier again? You will be reading this 
more than a year after the COVID-19 
pandemic started in the United States, 
but I began writing it at exactly the 
six-month mark, in mid-September 

2020. This is a record of action from 
March 2020 to April 2021 in collection 
management and technical services, 
which form a united unit called 
Resource Services at my institution’s 
main library. Throughout, there were 
two focal points: first and foremost, the 
welfare of the university community 
(meaning students and employees) 
and secondarily, the budget. It is 
worth mentioning that we kicked off a 
complex system migration project in 
January 2020, merging main, law, and 
medical libraries into one institutional 
instance of Alma from three separate 
Voyager databases. All employees were 
asked to work from home beginning 
in mid-March 2020, and adjustments 
were made as the pandemic stretched 
on (and on). 
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Until I read the article 
“Conscientious 
Cataloging,” it never 

occurred to me that the catalog 
could be anything but constructed 
conscientiously.1 No one could 
call catalogers and what they do 
as less than conscientious—if 
anything, catalogers are allegedly 
ultra-conscientious. Criticisms of 
catalogers and cataloging include 
that they are overly attentive to 
detail, too conscientious for their 
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Librarians are all too familiar 
with digital content disap-
pearing. We have learned that 

e-content disappear from e-book and 
e-journal packages that the library has 
acquired. We do not like it, but we 
know the reasons. First, for the most 
part, the aggregator does not own 
the content it provides. The aggre-
gator licenses the content from the 
publisher (or author) and the library, 
in turn, leases it from the aggregator. 
The publisher, usually the copyright 
owner, can revoke the license, thereby 
requiring the aggregator to remove the 
title from the package. Second, librar-
ians know that the grant of a license 
is, in fact, a lease to use the content 
under the conditions specified in the 
license. The license can be revoked if 
conditions are not met. Most librar-
ians understand the issues—we have 
been dealing with them for years and 
also been trying to explain them to our 
users, who do not understand why, for 
example, an e-book they could access 
yesterday is not available today. 

The impetus for this editorial is 
that leasing and licensing versus 
ownership has reached the attention 
of the public, as seen in a putative 
class action suit brought by David 
Andino (“individually and on behalf 
of all other similarly situated”) against 
Apple, Inc. on August 13, 2020. At 
issue is Apple iTtunes Store’s use 
of the terms “purchase” and “buy.”1 

Andino alleges that Apple reserves 
the right to terminate access to 
what consumers believe they have 
purchased and has done so frequently. 
The suit claims that Apple is in viola-
tion of California’s Consumers Legal 
Remedies Act, California’s False 
Advertising Law, and California’s 
Unfair Competition Law.

Here is the context. 

 Apple’s iTune application allows 
consumers to “Rent” or “Buy” 
movies, television shows, music, 
and other content. If the consumer 
desires to “Rent” a movie, Apple 
advertises that for a fee of around 
$5.99, the consumer will have 
access to the movie for 30 days 
and then for 48 hours after the 
consumer first starts to watch 
it. For a higher fee of around 
$19.99, Apples offers consumers 
the option to “Buy” the content. 
When a consumer opts to “Buy” 
the content, it appears in their 
“Purchased” folder.2
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Apple filed a motion to dismiss 
the case, contending that no reason-
able consumer would believe that that 
purchased content would remain on the 
iTunes platform indefinitely. United 
States District Justice John A. Mendez 
rejected the motion to dismiss, making 
clear he does not accept Apple’s view 
of consumer expectations in the digital 
marketplace. Mendez writes that “in 
common usage, the term ‘buy’ means 
to acquire possession over something. 
It seems plausible, at least at the 
motion to dismiss stage, that reasonable 
consumers would expect their access 
couldn’t be revoked.”3 

Apple argues that Andino and other 
consumers have not been “injured”  
by its actions. Justice Mendez  
responded, 

 Apple argues that Plaintiff’s alleged 
injury—which it describes as the 
possibility that the purchased 
content may one day disappear—is 
not concrete but rather speculative. 
. . . [T]he injury Plaintiff alleges 
is not, as Apple contends, that he 
may someday lose access to his 
purchased content. Rather, the injury 
is that at the time of purchase, he 
paid either too much for the product 
or spent money he would not have 
but for the misrepresentation. This 
economic injury is concrete and 
actual, not speculative as Apple 
contends, satisfying the injury in 
fact requirement of Article III.”4 

Under Mendez’s ruling, the lawsuit 
loses its unjust enrichment claim, but 
Mendez leaves open the possibility of 
injunctive relief that could force Apple 
to change the way it sells content. 

This situation is not unlike that 
which libraries encounter when 
licensing e-content from an aggregator, 
which is basically what Apple iTunes 
is. Librarians know that aggregators do 
not have full control of the content they 
offer libraries. The public has not paid 
much attention until the issue becomes 
personal. An iTunes customer puts it 
clearly:

 Apple has no control. They remove 
that content from their servers and 
you lose access to it. That is very 
disturbing, since movie licenses 
change hands all the time. . . . [T]his 
is a serious flaw in the iTunes in the 
cloud service . . . [and] just adds 
more insecurity and uncertainty for 
consumers.5

The Andino v. Apple, Inc. suit is, 
according to Jason Hellerman, “a 
landmark case in our time.”6 I think 
watching how this plays out in the 
courts will be extremely interesting.
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Reality Check
COVID-19 Changes in Collection Management and 
Technical Services: A Contemporary Account

Defining what, and thereby 
who, might qualify as essential was 
discussed at a last in-person senior 
leadership meeting just days prior to 
beginning work from home. Essen-
tial employees would be permitted to 
come to campus. My questions and 
thoughts came from contingency plan-
ning created after the H1N1 (swine flu) 
outbreak at the Wake Forest Univer-
sity in 2009. With over 80 students 
afflicted, it had been enough then to 
make national television news. Our 
plan has been periodically refreshed 
and the continuity portion was particu-
larly useful.1 The considerations and 
responses to these questions changed 
over time and are described in my 
narrative.

•  Will faculty and other employees 
be able to come to the building for 
transactional purposes?

•  Is there an expectation that we 
make new print materials available 
(for transaction or to be scanned) 
or do we ask patrons to try to find 
e-resources that will work?

•  Will there be deliveries to the 
building of United States Postal 
Service mail and UPS? Is campus 
mail closing down? We might need 
to alert vendors that payments will 
be delayed if paper is the only way 
the bill comes.

•  What will the plan be with student 
workers? If we do not have them 
and there are expectations with 
supplying print resources, then 
we might need more fulltime 
employees onsite.

•  On the other hand, from a 
perspective of print being non-
essential because we have so many 

e-resources, our focus would be to 
keep up with e-resource acquisi-
tions, which can be done remotely. 
Perhaps we would have no one on 
site in the library.

•  What about employees with no 
computer at home?

The Reactionary Stage
All Library employees went home 

with their office computers, whether 
desktop or laptop, and other needed 
equipment, even chairs. Fortunately, 
everyone had internet access at home. 
March is normally a month of heavy 
ordering, but on March 16 Resource 
Services had to restrict print orders to 
absolute necessities. Employees unable 
to do their usual activities could work 
on metadata projects for the Library 
and/or review the self-guided online 
training for Alma. We thought then 
that we would be returning to work in 
two weeks, which seems ludicrous in 
hindsight.

In an intense sprint, several of us 
focused on finding online resources 
to replace all physical items. Students 
had gone on spring break expecting to 
return and were separated from their 
textbooks. Faculty relying on physical 
items on course reserve needed alterna-
tives. The whole teaching and learning 
enterprise became entirely dependent 
on electronic resources. When a few 
employees in public services returned 
to work in the building as essential, 
we bought some print textbooks from 
the University’s bookstore for legal 
scanning of limited portions. When 
publishers began e-mail blasts about 
temporarily making books online 
available for free, we began a running 
Google Doc of publishers and details 

to help library liaisons field the faculty 
inquiries. We scrambled to keep the list 
updated as more publishers followed 
suit, asking librarians to check it 
multiple times a day. Eventually text-
book purveyors came up to speed and 
librarians could steer faculty directly 
to their online sites, such as RedShelf 
and VitalSource. This also enabled the 
University bookstore to help more. 
Additionally, HathiTrust and the 
Internet Archive aided with emergency 
access to digitized books not openly 
available. 

By March 23, 2020, we changed 
to zero orders for physical materials. 
The U.S. Postal Service and UPS were 
directed to a central site on campus 
for deliveries to be stockpiled. Our 
demand-driven acquisitions program 
for e-books became the primary 
method for obtaining new monographs. 
We provided some streaming films but 
had to recommend that students rent in 
certain circumstances.2 At the Univer-
sity’s request, we tracked expenditures 
that were being made specifically 
because of COVID. We learned to use 
both Zoom and Google Meet. 

On March 27, 2020, the governor 
of North Carolina issued his first “Stay 
at Home” order. We were in an envi-
ronment where there were shortages 
of toilet paper, rubbing alcohol, hand 
sanitizer, bleach, and other paper and 
cleaning products. Employees struggled 
between helping their kids with school 
at home online and working. 

The Dive into Austerity 
Before the end of March 2020, 

purchases across the University were 
limited to support instruction, not 
faculty research. We told vendors to 

(continued from page 1)
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stop purchasing for our print approval 
plans and communicated uncertainty 
that we would be able to restart in the 
new fiscal year. We had shipments held 
until May and then pressed hard to 
process payments before the end of the 
fiscal year in June. All binding of peri-
odicals was deferred. 

In April 2020, we began plan-
ning for trimming the next fiscal year 
budget, hoping to cancel print serials 
in time to reduce the proforma invoice 
in July. We had about 1,000 print 
subscriptions and cancelled nearly 
half. We collected feedback solely 
from librarians because of the time 
constraint, sharing a Google sheet 
containing usage statistics from three 
years earlier (our last periodical issue 
re-shelving study), cost of the title, and 
dates subscribed. We protected titles 
that kept diversity in the collection and 
the newest subscriptions. Some e-jour-
nals assessed as lower use in 2019 were 
also cancelled. 

Of those unable to do their normal 
work, three Resource Services 
employees volunteered for furloughs 
while others went onto reduced sched-
ules from mid-May to late July 2020. 
Live Alma training was conducted 
online and immediately preceded 
furloughs, meaning those three could 
not practice what they learned for 
the next two and a half months. At 
this stage people were complaining 
that they did not feel productive, and 
many struggled with unstable internet 
connectivity. 

Deepening Emotions 
Zoom fatigue was only one mental 

difficulty at work. Beyond the ups and 
downs of every individual’s personal 

situation, there was collective sorrow 
in Resource Services and in public 
services over canceled subscriptions 
and the impact on our researchers. It 
helped that reference and instruction 
librarians expressed support and appre-
ciation for Resource Services’ efforts. 
Discussing furloughs and reduced work 
weeks with employees was tough for 
me when they expressed feeling less 
important than others who continued 
fulltime, even though we all knew that 
was not the case. We expected a return 
to fulltime work, but I foresaw changes 
in responsibilities, anticipating that our 
physical item volume would be forever 
reduced. 

That anticipation made it harder to 
tell vendors I have worked with for 
decades that our business was drop-
ping significantly. For example, our 
cut in print subscriptions was suddenly 
practically halving our business with 
the bindery permanently. (The bindery 
did close some of its locations in other 
parts of the country, but our location 
remains open for business as of April 
2021.) Some smaller vendors like 
Action! Library Media Service went 
out of business in the spring of 2020. 

Planning for the 2020  
Fall Semester

During the summer, we concentrated 
on system migration, allowing faculty 
and staff to pick up library materials, 
and planning for students on campus 
in the fall. University medical profes-
sionals advised us. Safety measures 
included contact-free pickup, seating 
arrangements spaced six feet apart, and 
personal protective equipment avail-
ability. The staff lounge was limited to 
retrieving items from the refrigerator 

and using the microwave. Bathroom 
concerns shifted from aging infra-
structure and adequate gender-neutral 
restrooms to risks with multi-stall 
facilities, toilet plumes, and electric 
hand dryers (which were taken out of 
service). The University created poli-
cies and a required education module 
ensured awareness. Face masks (no 
gaiters or valves) were mandatory 
indoors except when alone in a room. 

A few Resource Services employees 
opted to work staggered hours in the 
building, gained University essen-
tial status, and started catching up 
on receiving. University employees 
brought over boxes and mail once 
a week from the central depot. We 
discussed fomite transmission, quaran-
tines of materials, and related REALM 
Project results.3 Ultimately individuals 
in Resource Services did whatever 
made them comfortable about quar-
antining arriving shipments and using 
provided gloves or not. Public services 
employees decided they did not need us 
to quarantine items before passing them 
on, although quarantines were insti-
tuted post patron use. Quarantine time 
made physical course reserves imprac-
tical, and faculty were informed (which 
reduced our print ordering for fall). We 
also decided not to accept any gifts of 
books. Alma went live July 22, 2020 
and we began that new adventure. As 
furloughs ended in late July, all Univer-
sity employees began a daily routine of 
filling out a symptom screening survey 
(except those who stayed away from 
campus 100 percent). One Resource 
Services copy cataloger went straight 
from furlough into retirement, our first 
of two retirements. 

(continued on page 6)
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Readiness and 
Nervousness for  
the Start of School

With a low volume of physical 
materials and no periodicals binding, 
we hired one student assistant instead 
of 15 for fall semester 2020, to catch 
up on opening and shelving stacks and 
stacks of periodical issues. Discon-
tinuing check-in, a choice with system 
migration and fewer subscriptions, 
made catch-up less daunting. An aware-
ness campaign through blog posts and 
e-mail alerted faculty to the elimination 
of physical course reserves, changed 
hours of operation, and other details, 
and reminded them that we still were 
restricted by the University to spending 
only to support the curriculum, not 
faculty research. 

We were hoping to make it through 
the semester without sending students 
home or financial stringencies, which 
would be worse. Would the return to 
school from so many different places 
spread the virus? Other schools with 
earlier start dates than ours were having 
COVID-19 case count spikes: nearby, 
the University of North Carolina sent 
students home for a virtual semester by 
August 16, only days after their classes 
started. We were on edge as our under-
graduate classes began August 26.

August tension in Winston-Salem 
came from nature too: just days after 
heavy wind and rain from Isaias, North 
Carolina’s most devastating hurricane 
in 2020, our state’s biggest earthquake 
in over 100 years literally shook us on 
August 9. The epicenter was only 70 
miles away. At least toilet paper was 
more readily available.

Fall Semester and 
Intersession Planning  
for Spring 

By the fall, mail and package deliv-
eries came directly to the Library. We 
rearranged tasks based on who was 
going to the building and could work 
with physical materials. For example, 
cataloging faculty learned to do 
receiving in our new system. In early 
November we expanded to “cautiously” 
purchase in support of faculty research. 
A periodicals backlog (that needed 
to be shelved) consisted of 30 stacks, 
each a foot high and still hid some May 
and June issues. In late November, our 
second Resource Services retirement 
took place. This employee was our 
only person going to the building every 
day; she was responsible for student 
assistants, binding, marking, and 
withdrawals. While the timing was ulti-
mately precipitated by the University’s 
rollout of early retirement incen-
tives, she had already been training 
our newest employee as an eventual 
successor and we got special permis-
sion to do one small bindery shipment 
as the final knowledge transmission. 
Succession planning had saved us. 

Our University’s COVID-19 case 
count dashboard revealed ups and 
downs daily. We ended in code orange 
(increased restrictions on gatherings, 
dining together), a one level bump 
up from yellow where we had been 
(COVID-19 cases are present but with 
low case counts). Just before Thanks-
giving, students left as planned, to take 
exams and finish the semester from 
home. We called it a success! 

During intersession we decided 
to hire four student assistants for 
spring 2021. They could do bindery 

preparation even if we could not send 
the materials out. For spring semester, 
we would shift vendor-supplied 
physical processing from the domestic 
approval books to firm ordered books 
(previously completed in-house) since 
the approval plan was on hold and 
student assistants’ time was needed for 
print periodicals. The Library’s assess-
ment committee sent a survey to faculty 
to learn what we might need to tweak 
for spring, but little change was needed. 
Feedback on fall semester services was 
mostly positive. 

Employees were encouraged to use 
paid time off and to have a long rest, 
which the Library enabled by elimi-
nating meetings the week of December 
14. (While the cap on leave carryover 
was eliminated for 2020, it returned for 
2021.) We learned that in lieu of spring 
break, there would be a couple of days 
with lighter class schedules, to give 
some relief without encouraging travel.

Spring Semester
Starting in code orange, with classes 

beginning January 27, 2021, people 
felt hopeful for a complete semester on 
campus despite a post-holiday increase 
in COVID-19 cases locally and nation-
ally. Unfortunately, on February 5 the 
University had to impose even greater 
restrictions on gatherings due to a rapid 
rise in positive tests for COVID-19 
among students. The Library closed to 
students and offered restricted hours of 
access for faculty, but retained existing 
staffing levels, including student 
assistants. The Library reopened on 
February 21 and by March 12, with 
relief, we went down to code yellow. 

In April 2021, one Resource 
Services employee momentously 

(continued from page 5)
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returned to work in the building all 
day every day upon becoming fully 
vaccinated. Vaccination is encour-
aged, not mandatory, for employees. 
Student vaccination is required for 
fall, with religious or medical exemp-
tions possible. We learned that over 60 
percent of the University community 
(students and employees combined) 
had been vaccinated and multiple, 
small in-person graduation ceremonies 
were planned for May 16, 2021. 

Planning the 2021 fiscal year finish 
at the end of June, we focused on 
purchasing even more e-resources but 
used our suspended domestic approval 
plan profile to create one large order 
of print books as general catch-up. An 
underlying goal was to obtain titles 
unavailable as e-books. Librarians 
could order a small number of print 
books in addition to requests that came 
directly from faculty. Binding resumed.

Onward
More significant changes are ahead 

for us. Our current university president 
retires during the summer of 2021, and 
a new one arrives. It seems possible 
for the budget to rebound in the new 
fiscal year, but some permanent reduc-
tion in purchasing physical items is 
probable. Will publishing production 
change? Print approval plan fates are to 
be determined. We will have physical 
course reserves again for summer 
courses, which could create a rush of 
print orders just before fall semester 
starts. The unknown amount affects 
the number of student assistants we 
hire and how we fill the vacancies 
from retirements. We will probably 
hire four students again, fewer than our 
historical 15, and students need jobs. 

Alma is designed to track e-resources 
more thoroughly and needs more 
employee time and attention. Could we 
put students to work on e-resources and 
thus be able to hire more? We will have 
a bit more time to determine needs for 
the fulltime vacant positions.

I believe the effects of the pandemic 
will be greater on workers than collec-
tions, but both can recover. While 
we have engaged valiantly for over 
a year with flexibility, patience, and 
grace, it is wearing us out. Maintaining 
wellbeing is harder than ever and 
April messaging from the Univer-
sity’s Human Resources prioritized 
it, providing more information and 
services to assist; resiliency is the 
newest watchword. Returning to the 
building gradually over the next few 
months could improve our mentality 
as it increases connectedness, and, 
by fall, perhaps most of us will be 
working in the building instead of 
at home. Simultaneously, I could 
embrace the idea of everyone telecom-
muting a couple of days per week 
permanently, without qualms, if that 
were to be permitted. Meetings could 
remain primarily virtual with scat-
tered employees. Disparate hopes and 
expectations abound, but harmony is 
possible. Different can be good. This 
is an optimal time to make difficult 
but beneficial changes. I support a 
concept often attributed to Sir Winston 
Churchill: never waste a good crisis.
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Dollars and Sense
How Equal Are Subject Headings?

own good, haggling over the least little 
comma or space, all in an effort to 
represent every library resource to the 
public as perfectly as humans possibly 
can. And, if it takes more time and 
effort, and cost than administrators or 
the public would like, that is simply too 
bad, because in the cataloging world, 
un-conscientious cataloging is worse 
than no cataloging at all.

Then I realized that I missed the 
point of the article. It is not that cata-
logers are not careful enough, or 
detailed enough, or even thorough 
enough, but, rather, that I had used the 
wrong meaning of the word “conscien-
tious.” In the article, it meant that in 
order to adhere to their principles, they 
are required to use Library of Congress 
(LC) officially accepted subject 
heading “Illegal aliens” to describe 
persons who lack the necessary legal 
evidence to prove they are citizens 
of the United States of America. The 
word “conscientious” in this sense 
means “principled,” not “thorough and 
careful,” though both are acceptable 
meanings for the word according to 
my dictionary.2 (In my experience, the 
latter definition is used more frequently 
than the former, though both are 
correct.)

Author Ford explains that in order 
to follow their consciences rather than 
established principles, catalogers in 
35 libraries prefer to use the subject 
heading “Undocumented immigrants” 
either in place of “Illegal aliens” or in 
addition to it, thus avoiding the slurs 
and negativity connoted by the words 
“illegal” and “aliens,” and elevating 
the tone of the catalog to one of greater 
inclusion.

The article says: 
 Four years ago, the American 

Library Association (ALA) 
Council passed a resolution [www.
ala.org/aboutala/sites/ala.org.
aboutala/files/content/governance/
council/council_documents/2016_
annual_council_documents/
cd_39_resol_in_suppt_lib_of_
cong_62616_FINAL.pdf] urging 
LC to comply [that is, to change 
the subject heading “illegal aliens” 
to “undocumented immigrants.” 
And, LC agreed—before quickly 
backing down in the face of Repub-
lican opposition in Congress. That 
is where things have stayed ever 
since.3

What does it mean for the future if 
catalogers stop following LC and begin 
to go it alone, thus following their 
consciences rather than their  
principles?

Possible Consequences  
of This Action

Is deciding to use a less politically 
charged subject heading like “Undocu-
mented immigrants” going to upend 
the world of cataloging? Probably 
not. After all, there are thousands of 
libraries in the United States alone, 
and the article claims only 35 of them 
have decided to make the change. But 
do not overlook the power of those 
35. They are libraries that do a lot of 
original cataloging. Many, if not most, 
of the other thousands of libraries do 
very little first-time cataloging and 
simply copy what they see online, put 
there by large scholarly institutions that 
buy and catalog many more resources 
than the average library. Of the 9,214 
U.S. public and 3,827 U.S. academic 
libraries (a count provided by ALA), 
only somewhere between 600 and 700 
belong to the Program for Coopera-
tive Cataloging (PCC), the group led 

by LC that performs the lion’s share of 
original cataloging in the country. So, 
35 of them comprise a slightly larger 
proportion—though still very small 
(1/2 of 1 percent)—of the leadership of 
cataloging. But, perhaps, the American 
Libraries article will prompt others to 
follow suit.

What might ensue? In the opinion 
of the 35 conscientious libraries, the 
best outcome would be for more and 
more libraries to follow their lead, 
eventually increasing the number of 
followers until most of material on this 
subject uses the alternate heading. If 
that were to happen, it might prompt 
ALA’s Council to nudge LC once again 
to change the official subject heading 
or, less of a problem, changes of heart 
of the members of Congress might 
allow LC to make the promised change 
without a fight. A second possibility 
is that the matter will remain a small 
glitch in the stream of subject heading 
assignment in which the increasing 
number of followers is so small that it 
really does not matter what LC does. 
The majority of cataloging on this 
subject will remain accessible under 
the official heading “Illegal aliens,” 
and those who do not wish to use that 
heading will remain a tiny minority 
of libraries. A third possible outcome 
is that the number of followers will 
increase, but not overwhelm the rest, 
reaching the point where it affects so 
much material and so many searchers 
that the continued existence of two 
competing headings requires some kind 
of resolution fought through the leader-
ship of the cataloging world as well 
as the library press. A fourth possible 
outcome is that libraries will opt to use 
both headings, making “Illegal aliens” 
a “See” reference to the more desirable 
“Undocumented immigrants.”

(continued from page 1)
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A Little History
During the 1970s and 1980s, 

Sanford Berman, the longtime head 
cataloger of the Hennepin Public 
Library in Minnesota, and a group 
of similarly minded librarians spear-
headed a movement to change LC’s 
subject headings they deemed inap-
propriate terms for library catalogs 
because they carried meanings that 
denigrated or otherwise demeaned their 
subjects. According to Wikipedia’s 
biography, 

 Berman has been a leading critic 
of biased headings in the Library 
of Congress Subject Headings. His 
1971 publication, Prejudices and 
Antipathies: A Tract on the LC 
Subject Heads Concerning People, 
sparked a movement to correct 
biased subject headings. . . .  He 
asserted that messages and therefore 
subject headings must convey an 
idea in a fashion free from preju-
dice. Berman realized the continued 
use of biased subject headings 
would significantly limit the ability 
of a patron to access materials in 
the collection. Berman also thought 
the use of language in headings 
should be clear and concise, and 
should reflect the current use of 
everyday people rather than only 
scientific or technical terms. . . 
. Berman also openly criticized 
centrally performed cataloging 
and standard cataloging tools that 
supported bias in subject headings. . 
. . Berman thought poor cataloging 
was a serious form of censorship. 
Libraries were supposed to oppose 
censorship and provide the widest 
possible spectrum of cultural, social, 
economic, political, religious, and 
sexual information.4

Eventually, Berman and his cohort 
succeeded in doing several things: 
First, in raising the consciousness of 
librarians to the importance of creating 
subject headings that did not contain 
hurtful or insulting terminology and, 
second, in establishing that it was 
worth spending money to improve 
the impact of the subject catalog on 
searchers, even though deans and direc-
tors hated to spend it that way.

Conclusion
In the years since then, U.S. society 

has become ever more conscious of 
the power of language to help or hurt 
people, and the notion of equality—or, 
at least, neutrality—in the way we treat 
people has attained great importance. 
Users of libraries—particularly in 
school and public libraries, but also in 
academic libraries—have taken greater 
interest in having their educational 
tools not conflict with societal values, 
one of which is that all people are 
created equal, as it says in the Decla-
ration of Independence, and that their 
feelings about how we speak about 
them in assigning subject headings 
matter enough to be considered very 
carefully. Catalogers are in tune with 
that value when they want to get rid of 
“Illegal aliens,” a subject heading that 
is politically incorrect to the people 
to whom it applies, and assign instead 
“Undocumented immigrants,” a term 
that, in my opinion, seems neutral as 
well as accurate.

In the meanwhile, what are libraries 
to do? Is it reasonable to expect that 
they will rise up as they once did when 
Sandy Berman, Joan Marshall, and 
their colleagues managed to convince 
LC to change from negative termi-
nology for non-U.S. peoples to more 
neutral terminology despite all the 

work it entailed and the money that 
cost? I am optimistic that LC will 
reconsider retaining “Illegal aliens” 
solely to please a political stance. Or, 
perhaps, the political stance against 
undocumented immigrants might soften 
in its attitude toward people who want 
to do what a great many of our fore-
bears did: Go to a place where they 
believe they will have a chance for a 
better life than the one they are living 
wherever they are now.
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Inordinate Maps of Knowledge from 
the Bibliographers’ Guild
Illegal Aliens and Other Unwarranted  
Subject Headings
By Gregory Leazer

This is the fourth column in a 
series on the politics of meta-
data. And it is important to keep 

count, because I would think that on 
hearing the there was going to be such 
a column, betting librarians all over the 
world asked “what is the over/under on 
the number of columns until they write 
one on Illegal Aliens and the Library 
of Congress Subject Headings?” The 
American Library Association does 
not meet often in Las Vegas, which 
suggests that librarians do not gamble, 
or that librarians DO gamble and . . . 
ahem . . . it is a problem. The American 
Library Association’s (ALA) predilec-
tion for Chicago and New Orleans 
suggests an abiding librarian love for 
deep dish pizza and beignets, which 
are both more of a problem for me than 
gambling. You might remember that 
ALA conference in Vegas as the one 
with Jeff Bridges. I thought The Dude’s 
remarks on FRBR were pretty provoca-
tive.1 But if librarians are notorious 
gamblers, then I am imagining groans 
and cheers in technical services units 
when you find out I finally get around 
to Illegal Aliens in column #4. Or 
maybe just groans when you think “this 
topic, again???!!!???”

I do not want to rehash the basics 
too much here as most of this audience 
knows the issue already. Illegal aliens 
is the authorized term for the concept 
in the Library of Congress Subject 

Headings (LCSH). Many people and 
organizations, including immigra-
tion rights agencies, journalists, and 
linguists have argued against the term, 
saying “illegal” should not be used to 
describe a person as it is dehumanizing 
and stigmatizing—preferred terms are 
“undocumented immigrant” and other 
variations. To be clear, the Associated 
Press is not so sure about “undocu-
mented” either because of its lack of 
precision. Many librarians objected to 
the term, then some Dartmouth students 
jumped into the fray. Librarian opinion 
did not matter much until the millen-
nials got involved. Then Congress. 
Suddenly a contested term in American 
culture wars involved subject headings. 
You knew this was not going to be a 
principled argument.

But principles matter. I learned 
from my mom when I was four years 
old. “Name-calling is wrong.” People 
do not like to be called names. And 
taunting is also wrong. So it seems 
pretty easy to me, though what was 
really at stake for me at the time was 
the possibility for dessert at dinner.

A slightly more sophisticated 
concept associated with the issue is the 
distinction made between endonyms 
and exonyms, that is, a self-designated 
name for a group of people (or a place, 
language, etc.) versus a name imposed 
from without. Berman used many such 
examples in his critique of LCSH, 

because they are such rich ground 
for displaying colonizer hubris and 
disdain.2 And of course it is an opportu-
nity to either skewer someone for being 
insensitive or uninformed, or for being 
politically correct. Names for people 
is a semiotic opportunity to show your 
cultural politics.

So, what are we supposed to do 
with our subject headings? Preferring 
endonyms seems like a good principle. 
We could call this endonym warrant. 
What could go wrong with it? The 
possibility that a group calls itself by 
a name that is generally offensive, a 
group has a secret name for itself, a 
group has more than one name for 
itself, a group that changes its name 
over time, or a group that is known to 
itself by one name and to another by a 
different name are all possible issues, 
probably resolvable in practice and 
would generally avoid using names 
that the members of a group would find 
objectionable. Libraries are or should 
be inclusive places. As should all of our 
public institutions. The post office does 
not sell stamps with offensive depic-
tions of people, or should not.

Gregory Leazer



Technicalities • Volume 41 No. 4 • July/August 2021 

11

But what if a group is known to its 
members by more than one name? That 
regularly occurs because of in-group 
variation and the simple fact that names 
change over time in different contexts. 
We are right back where we started.

Literary Warrant and  
User Warrant

Another good principle to consider 
is, of course, our old friend “literary 
warrant” which most of us know is 
to use the name that most commonly 
appears in print. It does provide a 
relatively easy means for catalogers 
to determine the name of something 
or some group, presumably because 
they are working in a place surrounded 
by books. If writers and readers are 
enculturated in the same ways, then 
they will generally share terminology. 
Of course that does not always happen, 
which is how we got into this mess in 
the first place. Literary warrant is the 
basis for the construction of LCSH, 
and it leads to all sorts of problems 
like old language being used. And why 
should writers be given the authority 
to decide? In fact, one of the major 
concerns about the politics of knowl-
edge is that perhaps the world of print 
has not effectively represented the 
full range of human knowledge, and 
favored certain perspectives and treat-
ments over others. If such is the case, 
then print will return the same biases 
by which is constructed. And this poses 
a real conundrum for libraries and 
others who serve up knowledge in its 
print-based forms.

Another principle is to use the full 
legal form of a name. This pertains 
mostly to individuals, and us old-timers 

remember when this was the standard 
approach for establishing personal 
names under earlier editions of the 
Anglo-American Cataloging Rules. I 
often think of this as a restricted sense 
of literary warrant, except that we 
restrict ourselves to legal documents to 
establish the name rather than sources 
written by the person. As it pertains to 
“Illegal aliens,” Nowrasteh indicates 
that “illegal” is used as a preceding 
adjective approximately half the time 
in Title 8 of the US Code, for example, 
in the phrase “illegal alien” or “illegal 
immigrant.”3 The remaining portion is 
evenly split between “unauthorized” or 
“undocumented.” Nowrasteh seeks to 
justify the use of “illegal” and finds its 
use in the legal code to do so—they are 
called “Illegal aliens” because that is 
what they are called in the written law. 
What supporters of literary warrant and 
Nowrasteh (as an implicit supporter of 
literary legal warrant) fail to consider 
is that the writers of literature are not 
naive uninterested promulgators of 
words. In fact, they are quite the oppo-
site. When Nowrasteh cites United 
States law and court opinion, he cites 
politicians and judges who themselves 
have explicit political agendas and 
who, in some cases, were explicitly 
creating both a legal basis for racial or 
religious discrimination and pejorative 
language to describe the people subject 
to those laws.

Indicating that “Illegal alien” is 
the correct legal term does not make 
you less political, it merely obscures 
the political motivations of those that 
created that category and terminology 
in the first place. It is an example of 
the dangers of the policy of literary 

warrant. What appears to be a fair 
policy of using the terminology that 
is most prevalent in source materials 
becomes explicitly unfair if the source 
language is discriminatory itself, or 
becomes associated with discrimina-
tory positions in subsequent usage. 
(Querying on the term “illegal alien” 
in Google is a quick lesson on whether 
that term has become associated 
with racist political positions, and 
also indicates what is at stake in the 
Googlization of web searching.) Such 
problems are why Julian Castro (D-TX) 
sponsored H.R.3776, the “Correcting 
Hurtful and Alienating Names in 
Government Expression (CHANGE) 
Act.” And that is an example of the 
way being political is not necessarily 
wrong. In this case it is ameliorative; 
to take on the act of changing our legal 
systems, our social sorting generally, or 
what we call such persons, whether in 
everyday language or in our controlled 
vocabularies. The amelioration aims to 
restore what was taken, or to provide 
what is needed, by understanding the 
needs of undocumented immigrants 
and providing tailored information 
services. Assuring reading programs in 
child detention centers would be a good 
start. Naturalization services in public 
libraries is another good move.

But the policy of literary warrant 
carries within itself a way of being 
political that is consistent with this 
column—that controlled vocabularies 
and the catalog are a site of social 
contestation. Literary warrant begins 
with the assumption that there is more 
than one way to refer to a concept, 
“illegal alien” or “undocumented 

(continued on page 12)
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immigrant,” etc. Unless those terms 
are randomly distributed across the 
population—and they almost never 
are—the premise of literary warrant is 
to start engaging in politics. Selecting 
one term or phrase above its alterna-
tives is to engage in politics, and 
entails supporting one linguistic 
community over another. Adopting the 
most commonly used term is itself a 
political decision, whether the phrase 
is offensive or not. It disenfranchises 
linguistic minorities, which, when we 
do as bad of a job of integrating subject 
authorities into software as we have 
done, that disenfranchisement becomes 
a real burden, and is us neglecting our 
professional responsibilities of equal 
access to information. And if the termi-
nology is offensive or discriminatory, 
as Sanford Berman and others have 
frequently indicated, we have abdicated 
our professional responsibilities of 
respect for users.

And while user warrant may be a 
good alternative to literary warrant, 
you can see that it runs the same risks 
of pejorative language use, the neces-
sity of political adjudication, and the 
possible necessity of amelioration 
in order to avoid something offen-
sive. User warrant, of course, is just 
the policy of selecting users’ search 
terminology to represent concepts. 
And all the same problems pertain 
there—different communities use the 
different words, and, if anything, there 
is less likelihood of moderating edito-
rial review to tamp down offensive 
language. Google’s autocomplete 
feature is basically a tool based on 
user warrant, and we are all familiar 
with the risks when you enter “why 
are [name a group] so . . . ?” Basing 

indexing language on user search terms 
seems like it would be a good idea 
for matching user search terms, but in 
the Internet Age, such a proposition is 
risky.

Beyond Warrant
If our various concepts of warrant 

are not delivering the results we want, 
then what other solutions do we have? 
Perhaps we need a reconceptualization. 
Why select one term amongst a set of 
synonyms? That is a policy developed 
in the context of a specific technology: 
the paper-based machine cabinet of 
catalog cards.4 There, replicating a 
series of bibliographic records under 
each of a series of synonyms would be 
highly inefficient. It does not get rid 
of offensive terms like Illegal aliens 
but there is no reason why we would 
have to choose amongst synonyms. If 
we replaced concept names with an 
arbitrary concept identifier, we could 
maintain a subject naming system 
separate from a bibliographic file 
whose job it is to support users in iden-
tifying concepts instead of authorized 
names of concepts. Once a concept 
or series of concepts is identified, the 
system would provide the concept 
identifier(s) and automatically search 
it in the bibliographic file, in a simple 
linked data environment. We have been 
begging for a similar solution for name 
authority data and for work identifiers 
since the 1990s. Siegfried and Bern-
stein reported on the Getty “synoname” 
project in 1991.5

Such an environment would not 
just separate out the concept naming 
component of the catalog, it would 
actually separate out the entire concep-
tual modelling apparatus, of which 
naming is just one component. I know 

there are people and scholars with 
a particular interest in plurals, word 
forms, morphological variants, alterna-
tive spellings, etc., I think it is one of 
the less interesting aspects of concep-
tual model systems, amongst which I 
include the Encyclopedia Britannica 
and Wikipedia. What if, instead of 
browsing LCSH, users could browse 
Wikipedia to develop their search 
queries?

Or something like the Encyclo-
pedia Britannica and Wikipedia. In 
both systems, the designated concept 
is Illegal immigration, so they both 
use the word that people find offen-
sive. But this time in a way that is 
said of a phenomenon, rather than of 
a person, and that at least is consistent 
with the style guide of the Associated 
Press amongst others. Searching either 
“Illegal alien” or “Undocumented 
immigrant” in Wikipedia will return the 
entry on Illegal immigration, whose 
first section is dedicated to the termino-
logical controversy.

The politics of naming is just one 
aspect of a general nomenclature 
problem involving not only concepts 
but also personal names. For all of 
Berman’s and Olson’s insights, the 
nomenclature problem is just one 
aspect of politics and bias in our 
systems. Even if Wikipedia got it 
perfect, eliminating the problem of 
bias in naming would not solve all our 
problems in trying to build a just and 
inclusive system for accessing knowl-
edge. I will have more to say about 
conceptual models in future columns.
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Naïve Questions and 
Tenuous Connections
Print or Electronic? When Given 
a Choice, Choose Both
By Kevin Merriman

In June 2020, fairly early in the 
pandemic (not that he could know 
that at the time), Cox, speculating 

on the future of academic libraries, 
observed the inaccessibility of print to 
be unexpectedly acceptable and that 
“overnight, most libraries eliminated 
access due to concerns of virus spread. 
Strangely, requests for these mate-
rials were minimal.”1 And, truly, users 
coming to terms with the disruption 
were focused on other issues than the 
print collection and, perhaps because 
of the shock, the inaccessibility of print 
materials was taken in stride. Also early 
in the pandemic, Schonfeld predicted 
the longer-term impact over time would 
in turn emphasize digital access, saying 

 And when the disruptions are over, 
and library buildings reopen, emer-
gency access through HathiTrust 
will come to an end. I suspect that 
when this happens, many academics 
will find that, happy though they 
are to return to the stacks, they will 
miss having access to those digitized 
books.2 

My juxtaposition of these early 
pandemic observations is to highlight 
what I believe is a false parallelism of 
formats, that—while circumstance and 
preference may give print or electronic 
access favor—they are not neces-
sarily interchangeable, each is now a 

viable option with their own devotees. 
However, as the print collections are 
starting to open up, a growing trend 
in purchase requests I receive from 
users does not demonstrate a prefer-
ence for one so much as a preference 
for both. Since the purchase request 
form requires a single format radio 
button selection, the comments now 
include text along the lines of “it would 
be great to have both the print and the 
electronic” and “a print copy would be 
a welcome addition to the collection 
although an electronic version is freely 
available.”

A year has passed after the initial 
cultural shock of closing libraries and 
requiring most of academia to remain at 
home. People continue to forge ahead; 
the disruption is now a chronic condi-
tion. People adapted to working with 
available tools, print resources were 
returned in the form of digitization by 
request, print materials were shipped to 
the researcher at home, and curbside or 
other no contact pickup schemes were 

Kevin Merriman
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offered. This is happening even more 
so for primary resources at libraries 
with significant unique collections. 
However, the sudden increase in online 
resources has not yet been fully rolled 
back so students and researchers are 
working in an intellectual environment 
that is richer than ever before and, 
having been knocked out of whatever 
intellectual rut they may have been 
in, they are sharpening their tools to 
mine and manipulate content across 
all media, print and digital, including, 
at my library, an unexpected rise in 
requests for streaming video as course 
reserve requests. 

Those of us in education, research, 
and libraries suffer a perpetual chal-
lenge to find balance and to reconcile 
the tension between being responsive 
and proactive and between allocating 
resources for immediate needs while 
laying infrastructure for future needs. 
We are acknowledging that advances 
in technology are less likely to fully 
replace earlier technologies than 
to expand the variety of options. 
Print and electronic resources have 
different strengths and are not direct 
competitors, nor are they one-to-
one replacements for each other. A 
simplistic conceptualization of a shift 
from print to electronic would be to 
scan existing print items and move 
to digital publication for current and 
future works. This hypothetical case 
presumes that the transmission of 
human knowledge in print is merely 
that images and written language are 
able to transcend time and space. These 
features remain in electronic publishing 
while adding the benefits of immediate 
access across great distance, audio and 
motion video, multiple simultaneous 
access, and declining overhead costs. 

Surely, that is progress. 
However, as strategists and leaders 

reflect on insights offered by the past 
year, we are reminded—and I say 
“reminded” because we knew this but 
tend to minimize the inconvenient 
truth—we are reminded that reality is 
far more complex than this hypothetical 
print-to-electronic “evolutionary” 
model. We know that different formats 
have different merits, researchers 
have different mental modeling pref-
erences, and students have different 
learning styles. The temporary inability 
to access print materials in physical 
spaces forced a move to virtual 
learning but humanity is not universally 
prepared for this shift to be complete 
and permanent. We were shoved into 
the deep end of the digital pool and, 
despite becoming comfortable swim-
ming there, users have come back with 
observations to the effect of “what I 
now think would be most helpful is 
both a copy in print and an electronic 
copy.”

To backpedal a bit, this is not the 
case for all disciplines we serve and, 
in fact, aside from an archival format, 
paper-based publishing would actu-
ally slow down progress in many 
sciences that are now moving faster 
than ever thanks to digital publishing, 
open preprints, and crowd-sourced 
peer review. If the move from analog 
to digital is evolutionary, journals and 
short-format research publications are 
further along than monographs. Aside 
from titles where the physicality of the 
medium is truly essential, libraries are 
not being asked to duplicate format for 
these items and, generally, electronic is 
the preferred format. 

As a personal observation, certainly 
not scientific or statistically significant, 
requests for duplication are coming 

up more in the areas of supplemental 
course readings, long format publica-
tions, and textbooks. People want to 
read a print monograph, but then want 
to use the electronic version for ease of 
citation when writing up their research. 
Researcher, professors, and students are 
all suffering from screen fatigue and 
need to vary their media. The archetype 
of the bespectacled academic continues 
in our information age because the 
work of an intellectual still tends to 
focus on reading and writing, once 
on paper and now on a screen. More-
over, different formats afford different 
options for interaction and manipula-
tion so what might otherwise be seen 
as duplication also may be considered 
broader accessibility.

Digital Content  
Is Not Electric Ink 

Another consideration in the explo-
ration of print and electronic academic 
publishing, beyond user preference and 
fundamental functional differences, is 
the remarkably different perspective 
each format is treated by law. Profes-
sors regularly draw on the copyright of 
print by putting print copies of readings 
on reserve with academic libraries, 
both supplementary readings and 
print copies of the required textbooks. 
Motivations vary but are ultimately 
tied to making it easier and cheaper for 
students who would otherwise have 
to source the content themselves (for 
which they might beg, borrow, buy, or 
steal). In this model, students read, take 
notes, or copy a portion of the work for 
teaching, scholarship, or research, and 
they return the item for the next student.

Conversely, electronic reserves are 
subject to a wide variety of licensing 
models, including very restrictive 
scenarios under which libraries are 
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charged per user and access is limited 
to the duration of a course. In other 
words, a print item can be purchased 
once and shared repeatedly while an 
electronic version can be invoiced 
each time it is accessed. Recent and 
contemporary work will not be in the 
public domain for decades and the 
copyright holder, who is unlikely to 
be the creator, will be paid. Again, the 
burden for sourcing electronic content 
for course support could be shifted to 
the individual students to buy or steal 
access, but there is no borrow in digital 
media. If the user is not covered by 
permitted access, what would be thought 
of as borrowing is actually stealing and 
such providers are considered pirates. 
Few licenses for digital content permit 
sharing (such as access for collabora-
tors outside the defined user group) 
because, by being in the license and 
despite the language in the license 
possibly suggesting otherwise, it is 
actually a purchased permission, not a 
loan. Many believe this is problematic 
for libraries because “market domi-
nance by a small band of publishers 
and distributors have led to outra-
geously high costs for digital resources, 
which libraries are forced to license 
rather than own like they would print 
resources.3 

The phrasing of borrowing a 
digital copy of a library e-book (using 
vernacular paralleling the language 
of print books) is semantically impre-
cise. Although a personal device may 
have a digital copy of the item that 
is erased or rendered unusable after 
the agreed upon temporary access 
terms are expired, the library almost 
never owns the copy being lent. For an 
overwhelming percentage of e-books 
lent by the library, the library has 
licensed the permission to do so and 

the publisher owns the content. The 
problem of language and permissions 
is so endemic to the paradigm shift 
from print to electronic that the Depart-
ment of Commerce’s Internet Policy 
Task Force published a whitepaper 
on remixes, first sale, and statutory 
damages, and hosted a public meeting 
at which the task force noted that 
“when consumers download copies 
of works (such as eBooks, music, and 
motion pictures), they do not appear 
to have a clear understanding of what 
they can legally do with those copies.”4 
True sharing of digital content happens 
when the owner of the content permits 
access gratis and having a digital copy 
is not ownership. 

Although one might think the author 
would own a work, many publishers 
are owners and, to their credit, in late 
spring 2020, when stay-at-home poli-
cies were being enacted across the 
world, many publishers did open access 
to content in response to the turmoil 
and disruption of business as usual. 
This was an unusual act of legitimate 
sharing of digital content, and high-
lights a significant limitation to the 
library in the shift to digital licensing 
over print copy ownership. Libraries 
leverage copyright for the greater good 
through interlibrary loan. An institu-
tion owning a copy of a print book can 
share it with another library’s registered 
user without predefining who their own 
users are, let alone trying to predefine 
unaffiliated users. This maximizes the 
investment and spreads the cost for 
diversity of content across multiple 
institutions and helps all users. It is 
directly tied to issues of accessibility 
because a user can access content their 
local library does not have and possibly 
could not afford. Digital licensed 
content almost never has infrastructure 

or language for this and if it does, it 
certainly comes with a price tag. 

Hanging in the Balance
The pandemic has engendered 

multiple studies in contrasts: to parallel 
publishers opening up access to content 
for which they hold copyright, we also 
saw an example of what may have been 
illegitimate sharing of digital content in 
response to the pandemic.

 The National Emergency Library 
was a temporary collection of books 
that supported emergency remote 
teaching, research activities, inde-
pendent scholarship, and intellectual 
stimulation while universities, 
schools, training centers, and 
libraries were closed due to COVID-
19. The National Emergency Library 
launched on March 24, 2020, and 
closed on June 16, 2020.5

Ostensibly, this effort was initiated 
by the Internet Archive in response 
to academic libraries’ queries about 
access to the digitized content therein 
to support research and teaching that 
would otherwise be supported by 
print materials in their own dispa-
rate college and university libraries’ 
print collections. There was initially 
a fair bit of public support for this 
bold and innovative effort. Academic 
libraries embraced this resource as they 
embraced the temporary access granted 
by many publishers for it was another 
lifeline in a storm. 

However, in that the content offered 
had not been licensed for this purpose, 
not everyone endorsed the action. One 
of the more significant critics, The 
Authors Guild, posted on their website 
on March 27, 2020, “We are shocked 

(continued on page 16)
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that the Internet Archive would use the 
COVID-19 epidemic as an excuse to 
push copyright law further out to the 
edges, and in doing so, harm authors, 
many of whom are already struggling.”6 
Further, and more significantly, “On 
June 1, Whitehead’s publisher, Penguin 
Random House, together with fellow 
megapublishers Hachette, HarperCol-
lins, and Wiley, filed a lawsuit against 
the Internet Archive alleging ‘mass 
copyright infringement.’”7 The Internet 
Archive closed the National Emergency 
Library on June 16, 2020, “citing the 
lawsuit and calling for the publishers 
to stand down. But the plaintiffs are 
continuing to press their claims, and are 
now seeking to close the whole Open 
Library permanently.”8 

The gap between a purchase (as in 
the transfer of a good or service) versus 
licensing digital content is contentious. 
Even what is known as controlled 
digital lending (wherein a print copy is 
held intact but unavailable and a digital 
scanned surrogate of the same print 
item is shared) is an affront to those 
who offer seemingly similar services 
without any first sale benefits, which 
copyright affords the print edition. In 
other words, “what’s really at stake in 
this lawsuit is the idea of ownership 
itself—what it means not only for a 
library but for anyone to own a book.”9

Somewhat ironically, the same 
publishers who sued the Open Library 
are on the defensive side of a class 
action lawsuit wherein they are named 
as co-conspirators to Amazon: 

 The lawsuit also alleges Amazon 
violated antitrust and consumer-
protection laws through the 
agreements with the publishers 
known as the ‘Big Five,’ made up of 

Hachette, HarperCollins, Macmillan, 
Penguin-Random House, and Simon 
& Schuster.10 

While this lawsuit focuses on the 
trade book market (not academic 
or reference sales), the text of the 
complaint calls out that “EBook prices 
have been the continuous subject of 
antitrust investigations in the United 
States and Europe since 2011.”11 The 
complaint further outlines the mergers 
and acquisitions history of the five 
publishing houses, which provides an 
interesting contrast to the May 4, 2020 
decision of McGraw-Hill and Cengage 
(academic publishers) to abandon their 
plans to merge.12 The Association of 
Public and Land-Grant Universities 
asserted in their letter to Department 
of Justice Antitrust Division that this 
merger if approved, “would diminish 
competition in a market already facing 
insufficient competition.”13

When Elephants Fight, It 
Is the Grass That Suffers

As pandemic-dictated remote 
teaching and learning continued over 
time, the rights offered by print colla-
tions remained inaccessible, and 
publishers felt their social obligation 
to share had expired, so they reinstated 
the paywalls to their content. Libraries 
started spending (what I presume to 
be) unprecedented amounts of money 
on electronic material to support 
the online research, teaching, and 
learning environments enforced by 
the pandemic. Many libraries suffered 
materials budget cuts in direct response 
to university financing being disrupted 
by the pandemic. The shift away from 
print was even more dramatic. 

Because libraries and publishers 
operate in the same ecosystems of 

knowledge production and distribu-
tion, one might think publishers also 
are experiencing significant revenue 
decline, but this is not the case. Jim 
Milliot reported,

 Unit sales of print book rose 19.5% 
in the week ended January 30, 
2021, over the comparable week in 
2020 at outlets that report to NPD 
BookScan. The increase marks the 
third consecutive week unit sales 
increased by at least 19% compared 
to 2020. For the month of January, 
print unit sales were 21.3% higher 
than January 2020.14 

These numbers reflect multiple markets 
including brick and mortar bookstores, 
online book retail, municipal libraries, 
and academic libraries. One might 
reasonably (and erroneously) assume 
that all these markets are currently 
suffering. Studies are ongoing to 
determine why book sales continue 
to be high with explanations ranging 
from people being forced to stay home 
need something to read to the shift of 
education online and the necessity for 
academic libraries to repurchase print 
content in electronic format in order 
to expand their online offerings and 
respond to increased need to support 
the online learning environment.

Because of higher education’s 
efforts to pivot in response to the 
pandemic, the investment in online 
materials was significant. An article 
in Publishing Research Quarterly 
reported, 

 Higher education publishers, in  
the midst of a long sectoral  
decline, enjoyed a good year,  
based on the emergency demand 
for digital educational content for 
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students of all ages. Academic 
publishers, living in a world where 
budgets are adjusted by the year,  
not by the month, escaped 2020 
mostly unscathed, yet with much 
cause for apprehension about their 
customers’ budgets in the year 
ahead.15

While many colleges and universi-
ties were experiencing budget cuts, the 
impact of those cuts on the publishing 
market has thus been negligible and 
we will have to wait to see if there is a 
delayed affect as market adjustments 
ripple through higher education. Many 
academic institutions have a fiscal year 
that is different from the calendar year 
so the 2020 postings of the commercial 
ventures are not aligned with cuts that 
may kick in starting July 2021.

That being said, ongoing tensions 
have been pushed into the spotlight in 
several intersecting realms of business 
and society. With publishers on both 
sides of lawsuits, they are painted as 
opportunistic and monopolistic while 
trying to present themselves as victims 
of intellectual piracy. Higher education 
will have to reinforce the added value 
of the on-campus experience while 
defending the legitimacy of online 
education. The strengths of open  
access are undeniable as the global 
scientific response to the pandemic 
accelerated in ways previously 
unimaginable because of the open-
ness of data and applied research. 
Many individuals and organizations 
are embracing the concept of building 
back better, not only in the traditional 
sense of risk reduction in response to 
a disaster but also simply in taking 
this forced reimagining of policies, 
philosophies, and processes to leapfrog 
in what would have otherwise been 

gradual evolution and development of 
company, community, and self. 

However, Andrew Albanese asks, 

 If the library e-book market simply 
returns to its pre-pandemic state-in 
which publishers unilaterally raise 
prices and change terms without 
negotiation or even consulta-
tion—and digital demand remains 
dramatically higher, as is expected, 
how will libraries manage? The 
uneasy feeling shared by many 
librarians is that the pandemic 
may have necessarily changed the 
course of the digital library market 
during this annus horribilis, but the 
underlying issues and dysfunction 
in the market have still not been 
addressed.16 

There is a fragile effort afoot to 
move to broader open access to human 
knowledge, and different models 
of open access are being tested in 
academic and research publishing. 
We are in a strategically significant 
moment in human history. There is 
great opportunity here and the stakes 
are high because of the number of 
people affected. The conversations are 
happening in several countries around 
the world in the courts and in the 
congresses. There is clear evidence that 
current systems of trade and academic 
publishing are broken, and this is a 
unique opportunity to reimagine a 
digital publishing landscape that truly 
facilitates progress, rewards content 
creators rather than content hoarders, 
and promotes cultural and scientific 
advancement fairly and universally. 
If I have learned anything from this 
past year, I know that humanity is 
capable of bold change for greater good 
when we are properly motivated, and 

I can only hope that the lesson sticks 
because “back to normal” should not 
be the goal. As Maya Angelou said, 
“Do the best you can until you know 
better. Then when you know better, do 
better.”17
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Continuities
Catching up with RDA: New Language for 
Serials Catalogers?
By Ben Abrahamse

Now no longer a “beta product,” 
the time has come, for many 
of us, finally to come to grips 

with the new version of RDA: Resource 
Description and Access.1 This version 
is not presented as a new “edition” of 
the rules, in the way the second edition 
of the Anglo-American Cataloging 
Rules (AACR2) was released as 
a successor to Anglo-American 
Cataloging Rules (AACR).2 However, 
the differences between the “original” 
RDA Toolkit and the new so-called “3R 
version” are substantial.3 Chief among 
these is the fact that this current version 
is explicitly based on the 2017 IFLA 
Library Reference Model (LRM), which 
RDA describes as a “high-level concep-
tual reference model developed within 
an enhanced entity-relationship model-
ling framework.”4 The key term here is 
“entity-relationship”; as I shall discuss 
below, analyzing the bibliographic 
universe as a set of “entities” connected 
by discrete “relationships,” which can 
be described and made accessible to 
users, is fundamental to this version of 
RDA and, presumably, to its applica-
tion.

There is a lot that could be said 
about entities and relationships in RDA 
but here I want to focus on one entity 
that is of particular interest to many 
readers of this column: the “serial 
work.” The now “original” version 
RDA certainly placed a lot of emphasis 
on the concept of the “Work” as a way 
of organizing bibliographical access; 
but it did not, it must be said, have a lot 

to say about serial works. For the most 
part, it preserved the rules and practices 
with regard to serials (or continuing 
resources) as they had existed under 
AACR2, replacing some terms with 
RDA vocabulary. The current RDA, to 
its credit, I think, takes much more seri-
ously the fact that serials are different 
from monographs, and thus a “serial 
work” requires different conceptual 
scaffolding than does a monographic 
“work.” So with that in mind, what is 
the definition of the “serial work” that 
comes out of RDA?

 Serial work: a successive work that 
is planned to be realized by multiple 
distinct aggregating expressions 
over an indeterminate timespan.5

I think this definition is going to 
require a little unpacking, so let us take 
a deeper dive into the RDA Toolkit. 
(N.B., in this column I shall simply 
avoid discussing the new RDA Toolkit 
as a website, instead of a traditional 
text, and how and whether that works 
in practice; that is perhaps a discussion 
for another day.)

Of Entities and Nomen 
(but Not Res)

The IFLA LRM Model, upon 
which the new RDA is based, breaks 
the universe of discourse down into 
individual entities called res (things), 
which can be identified and understood 
through their relationship to other res 
in the universe. This term is not used in 
the new RDA; rather, the basic building 
block of the model is called the “RDA 

entity.” Every object “in the universe 
of human discourse that is a focus of 
users of RDA metadata in a system 
for resource discovery” is an RDA 
entity.6 These entities are placed into 
categories, which are then subdivided 
into more specific categories, so that 
every conceivable “object of human 
discourse” can be located in its appro-
priate branch on a great taxonomic tree. 
Perhaps a good analogy for RDA enti-
ties is Legos, the plastic construction 
toys. Every bit of the Lego universe is 
made up of individual blocks; but the 
blocks themselves can be categorized 
into ever more specific types of Legos: 
from a 4x2 stud brick to a Batman 
mini-figure head; in the end, they all 
hang together to create a larger struc-
ture.

Things get somewhat trickier when 
we start thinking about how these enti-
ties are named. In an entity-relationship 
model, names are recorded through 
entities and relationships, which sounds 
obvious but can feel, in application, 
somewhat counterintuitive. Take, 
for example, the idea of a title. Most 
of us, I imagine, think of a title as a 
characteristic, or property, of a work: 
a journal “has as its title,” a particular 
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phrase such as “Journal of biology.” 
Working in the MARC format tends to 
reinforce this perception: we record a 
value (“Journal of biology”) in a field 
(245 $a). But in RDA, a journal’s title 
is expressed as a relationship between 
the Work (the journal) and a nomen 
or name entity such a “Title proper.” 
The value of the string—“Journal of 
biology,” in this instance—does not 
“live” with the work but is rather asso-
ciated with it as the “nomen string” 
of the related nomen entity.7 While 
perhaps initially confusing, this feature 
is such a fundamental part of RDA’s 
model that it is worth taking the time to 
consider, particularly in the context of 
serials, where titles play a significant 
role in determining the presence of a 
new work.

Boundaries and Plans
Speaking of determining the pres-

ence of a new work, the new RDA 
appears much more aware than its 
predecessor of the persistent question: 
how does one determine what a new 
work is? RDA introduces the concept 
of an “entity boundary,” which—as 
the phrase suggests—is simply what 
criteria enable us to determine when 
a detected variation in the appear-
ance or characteristics of an instance 
of an entity are significant enough 
to consider it a new entity in its own 
right. This is, I think, a potentially very 
useful concept, and in a sense a great 
deal of cataloging work consists intel-
lectually of “setting the boundaries” 
of various elements (works, authors, 
concepts) in the bibliographic universe 
through metadata. For monographic 
works, the question of boundaries 
usually takes the form of comparing 
differences between instances of the 

same or similar works: is a translation 
of a work a new work? (RDA says, for 
the most part, no.) How about a filmed 
adaptation of a novel? (RDA: unequivo-
cally, yes.) It is important to note here 
that RDA goes out of its way to assert 
that boundaries among entities are not 
inherent to the entity being described; 
rather they are “the set of criteria that 
is applied by an agent who creates 
metadata to determine if a description 
of a new RDA entity is required.”8 
This helps RDA avoid a fairly sticky 
metaphysical morass regarding what 
differences are “real” (and what does 
“real” even mean?), and what are 
merely assumed by an individual. It 
also recognizes that different cultural 
communities and even different meta-
data institutions, may make completely 
legitimate and yet very different deci-
sions about the boundaries among 
entities.

For catalogers of serials, bound-
aries are typically not so much sought 
between works, as within them. 
Because serials (as we shall discuss 
further in a moment) come out over a 
period of time, the way in which they 
are released can have an effect on its 
boundaries. For this, RDA introduces 
the concept of an “extension plan,” 
which is a determination whether 
and how a given work is intended to 
be issued over time.9 For non-static 
resources (i.e., resources that are issued 

over time) RDA arranges “extension 
plans” accord to two axes: integrating 
/ successive (I/S), and determinate / 
indeterminate (D/I). The “integrating / 
successive” axis refers to whether new 
content, when introduced, is simply 
added to the existing aggregation or 
incorporated into the content that 
already exists. A successive resource 
is like a train: you can keep adding 
cars to the end but it does not change 
what has already been coupled to the 
locomotive; an integrating resource, by 
contrast, is like a freight truck, whose 
contents may be added to or subtracted 
from in order to make everything fit in 
the payload. The “determinate / inde-
terminate” axis refers to whether the 
resource is intended to be released in an 
open-ended, and theoretically infinite 
fashion, or whether it has a predeter-
mined end. 

RDA asserts that changes in the 
extension plan—for example, from 
“successive” to “integrating”—repre-
sent a boundary that requires a new 
work entity. See table 1 for examples.

The Chronic
Serial works are characterized by 

the fact that they are issued over time. 
This makes them, in the new RDA 
paradigm, “diachronic works.” Other 
than term res (which, we have seen, 
does not get used in RDA), it seems 
to me that nothing has raised the 

Continuities
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Table 1. Types of Extension Plans 

I/S D/I Examples
Integra7ng Determinate A website or wiki for a conference (e.g., a closed 7mespan)

Integra7on Indeterminate A website or wiki that is perpetually updated

Successive Determinate A mul7volume monograph

Successive Indeterminate Most periodicals, book series, etc.
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eyebrows of serialists more than this 
adjective. However it is a perfectly 
good, if unusual and somewhat recent 
English word meaning: “of, relating 
to, or dealing with phenomena ... as 
they occur or change over a period of 
time.”10 It is perhaps significant that the 
word chosen is “diachronic” and not 
simply “chronic,” which also means 
recurring over a period of time. Beside 
the mostly negative connotation of 
the latter term, it seems to me that the 
prefix “dia,” which typically means 
“across” (diameter) or “throughout” (a 
diagnosis--a complete understanding of 
what ails someone), captures the way 
in which certain works, such as serials, 
come into existence across time, rather 
than all at once. This feature defines 
not just the physical or organizational 
nature of a work but also its content. 
Perhaps it is useful to think of the 
opposite of diachronic works, not as 
static but as “synchronic works,” such 
as monographs, which are intended 
to represent a complete resource at 
a single moment in time. (The term 
“synchronic” is not used in RDA, nor 
am I arguing it should be.)

Being diachronic, serial works 
behave fundamentally differently from 
static works with respect to the inherent 
relationships that arise between works 
and their embodiment in expressions 
and manifestations. Because of their 
changing nature, the typical “WEMI” 
(work, expression, manifestation, 
and item) relationship of hierarchical 
inheritance of values, whereby each 
work is expressed in many expres-
sions, each expression made manifest 
in many manifestations is not reli-
able. Instead, the new RDA argues, “a 
diachronic work is realized by one and 
only one expression and embodied by 
one and only one manifestation”; in 

other words, when change occurs on 
the “expressional” or “manifestational” 
level, it will result in a new work; RDA 
calls this phenomenon, “WEM lock.”11

New Language for  
Serials Catalogers?

To recap what our dive into the new 
RDA Toolkit has taught about serial 
works: a serial work is (a) diachronic, 
that is it is intended to be “realized” 
over a period of time; (b) successive 
(or “aggregating”) in nature, which 
means it grows by continually adding 
new parts (issues) to the existing work; 
and finally, (c) indeterminate, meaning 
there is no predetermined end to the 
plan of continually adding new parts 
over time. This conforms to how serials 
catalogers have viewed serial works 
for some time, though it does so using 
language that is perhaps unfamiliar.

The question this new paradigm 
raises in my mind is whether and to 
what extent this new terminology for 
discussing and describing serial works 
will be, or needs to be, incorporated 
into the working vocabulary of serials 
catalogers themselves. For the most, 
it seems to me, catalogers continue to 
work in systems that do not represent 
all data as discrete entities connected 
to each other through relationships. 
Rather we continue to assign values, 
such as names and titles, to fields or 
elements. I have trouble imagining 
it will be easy to replace existing 
vocabulary with the words RDA has 
introduced, even when the concepts 
are identical or very similar. Will there 
come a point where a serials cata-
loger asks not, “Should I create a new 
record?” but “Have I encountered a 
boundary condition that would lead me 
to see this as a new diachronic work?” 
To me, it seems unlikely to happen any 

time soon.
This, however, does not necessarily 

mean the new RDA and, in particular, 
the new and considerably more 
nuanced understanding of serials that 
it presents, is irrelevant. It reflects a 
much more precise and nuanced under-
standing of continuing resources than 
we have previously seen in cataloging 
instructions. RDA has always been very 
“work-centric,” but the original defini-
tion of work as a “distinct artistic or 
intellectual creation” never fit very well 
with the way serials behave. The new 
RDA seems closer to the mark, even 
if it is somewhat more complex. The 
task of combining this high-level view 
of serials as “successive diachronic 
works” with existing practices for 
describing and managing such works 
is something serials catalogers will be 
attending to for some time to come.
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n  The Directory of Open Access 
Books (DOAB) Foundation and 
OAPEN Foundation are partnering 
with LYRASIS to establish a pathway 
for U.S. institutions to support the 
continuing development of open 
infrastructure services for open access 
(OA) books. The DOAB is a direc-
tory of 42,000+ peer-reviewed OA 
books from around 500 publishers 
worldwide. The OAPEN Library is 
a hosting platform home to 16,000+ 
peer-reviewed OA books from over 
300 publishers.

n  The Canadian Journal of Infor-
mation and Library Science (CJILS) 
is shifting to a diamond open access 
model. Under this new format there is 
no charge to read, download, or other-
wise use the content within the CJILS. 
Papers are published under a Creative 
Commons Attribution-Non-Commer-
cial-NoDerivatives 4.0 International 
License (CC BY-NC-ND 4.0) that 
allows non-commercial use with no 
derivatives with an acknowledge-
ment of the work’s authorship. Papers 
submitted to CJILS are subject to a 
double-blind reviewing process and 
there are no author processing fees.

n  In June 2020, the National Insti-
tutes of Health (NIH) launched the 
first phase of a pilot project designed 
to test the viability of making 
preprints resulting from NIH-funded 
research searchable in PubMed 
Central (PMC), a widely-used digital 
archive of full-text articles and, by 
extension, discoverable in PubMed, 
a database containing more than 
30 million citations and abstracts 
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of biomedical literature. Ten months 
into the NIH Preprint Pilot, more 
than 2,100 preprints reporting NIH-
supported research on COVID-19 are 
now discoverable in PubMed Central 
(PMC) and PubMed. Through early 
April 2021, these records were viewed 
more than 1 million times in each of 
these databases (1.4 million in PMC; 
1 million in PubMed). Of the preprints 
included in the pilot, ~60 percent 
are currently discoverable only as a 
preprint version, having not yet been 
linked to a published article. All articles 
are clearly identified as preprints. 
Preprints may be selected or excluded 
in searches by using the preprint filter.

n  The University of Maryland 
(UMD) Libraries has become the 
institutional home of SocArXiv, 
an interdisciplinary, open access 
repository of social and behavioral 
sciences scholarship. Founded in 
2016, SocArXiv is a digital reposi-
tory of research papers that is free for 
authors and readers alike. SocArXiv 
is governed by a volunteer steering 
committee of scholars and library 
community leaders, with University of 
Maryland sociology professor Philip N. 
Cohen as the founding director. As of 
April 2021, the repository held almost 
8,000 papers in all fields of social and 
behavioral sciences, arts and humani-
ties, education, and law. Since the 
COVID-19 pandemic began, the pace 
of new papers posting at SocArXiv has 
increased, and there are now more than 
500 papers related to the pandemic.

n  The Association of College and 
Research Libraries has published 
Leading Together: Academic Library 
Consortia and Advocacy by Irene M.H. 
Herold, a detailed look at the current 
work of library consortia and how 

library and consortia staff can develop 
and execute advocacy plans. It is avail-
able in softcover and as an e-book 
from the American Library Association 
(ISBN 978-0-8389-3887-4).

n  The Association of Research 
Libraries (ARL), the Coalition for 
Networked Information (CNI), and 
EDUCAUSE released Mapping the 
Current Landscape of Research Library 
Engagement with Emerging Technolo-
gies in Research and Learning: Final 
Report, www.arl.org/wp-content/
uploads/2021/04/2021.04.09-emerging-
technologies-final-report.pdf. Part 
of the ARL, CNI, and EDUCAUSE 
joint initiative to advance research 
libraries’ impact in a world shaped by 
emerging technologies, this report by 
Sarah Lippincott identifies strategic 
opportunities for research libraries 
to adopt and engage with emerging 
technologies, with a roughly five-year 
time horizon. Conducted before the 
COVID-19 pandemic, this study is a 
resource for research libraries as they 
identify strategic opportunities to adopt 
and engage with emerging technolo-
gies. The final publication includes a 
concluding section on the implications 
of COVID-19, as well as a glossary of 
terms related to the context and use of 
emerging technologies in libraries.

n  The American Library Asso-
ciation (ALA) released its State of 
America’s Libraries Special Report: 
COVID-19, a snapshot of the library 
communities’ resilience, determina-
tion, and innovation in unprecedented 
circumstances. This year’s report 
focuses on the impact of the novel 
coronavirus on all types of libraries 
during the previous calendar year. 
Additional report findings show that 
attempts to remove library materials 

continued during the pandemic, despite 
many libraries and schools closing or 
moving their activities and services 
online. The ALA’s Office for Intel-
lectual Freedom (OIF) tracks attempts 
to ban or restrict access to books 
across the United States and to inform 
the public about censorship efforts 
in libraries and schools. In 2020, 
more than 273 books were affected 
by censorship attempts. Demands to 
remove books addressing racism and 
racial justice or those that shared the 
stories of Black, Indigenous, or people 
of color grew in number. At the same 
time, books addressing themes and 
issues of concern for LGBTQIA+ 
people continued to dominate the list.

n  Retail booksellers have filed a 
class-action lawsuit against Amazon, 
Hachette, HarperCollins, Macmillan, 
Penguin Random House, and Simon & 
Schuster, alleging a price-fixing scheme 
to intentionally constrain the bookselling 
market and inflate the wholesale price 
of print books. The lawsuit was filed in 
the U.S. District Court for the Southern 
District of New York and states that 
Amazon colluded with the Big Five 
publishers to restrain competition in the 
sale of print trade books. 

Publishers and Vendors
n  HarperCollins, one of the five 
largest publishing companies in the 
United States, has agreed to buy 
Houghton Mifflin Harcourt Books 
and Media, the trade publishing divi-
sion of Houghton Mifflin Harcourt, for 
$349 million. By acquiring Houghton 
Mifflin, HarperCollins, which is owned 
by Rupert Murdoch’s News Corp, will 
be better able to compete as publishing 
has come to be dominated by the 
biggest players. The book business has 

(continued on page 24)



Technicalities
A Publication of Media Periodicals Division
The Kansas City Gardener, Inc.
P.O. Box 8725 
Prairie Village, KS 66208

Technicalities • Volume 41 No. 4 • July/August 2021∞ Printed on acid-free paper

Editor: Peggy Johnson
Publisher: Media Periodicals Division

The Kansas City Gardener, Inc.
© 2021 Media Periodicals unless otherwise indicated.

Technicalities™ (ISSN 0272–0884) is published 
bimonthly by Media Periodicals Division, The Kansas City 
Gardener, Inc. All correspondence concerning editorial 

matters should be addressed to: Peggy Johnson,  
756 Laurel Ave., St. Paul, Minn. 55104–7107 or via 

e-mail: m-john@umn.edu. 

Indexed by Library Literature and LISA: Library and 
Information Science Abstracts. Full text available via 
EBSCOhost Library & Information Science Source. 
Copies of articles available on 16mm microf ilm,  

35mm microf ilm and 105mm microf iche through  
University Microf ilms, Inc., 300 North Zeeb Rd.,  

Ann Arbor, Mich. 48106.

Subscription Information: Six issues per year. One year, 
$131; two years, $232. Foreign subscribers $148, one 
year; $273, two years. Most back issues still available at 

$25 per copy. 

Order from: Media Periodicals Division,  
The Kansas City Gardener, Inc., P.O. Box 8725,  

Prairie Village, KS 66208. 
(913) 648-4728; e-mail: mediaperiodicals@kcgmag.com

www.technicalitieskc.com

TechnicalitiesTM

News From the Field

been transformed by consolidation in 
the past decade, with the merger of 
Penguin and Random House in 2013, 
News Corp’s purchase of the romance 
publisher Harlequin, and Hachette 
Book Group’s acquisition of Perseus 
Books. Last fall, ViacomCBS agreed 
to sell Simon & Schuster to Penguin 
Random House for more than $2 
billion, in a deal that has drawn scru-
tiny from antitrust regulators and has 
raised concerns among booksellers, 
authors, and agents.

n  In February 2021, Duke Univer-
sity Press (Duke UP) announced the 
Scholarly Publishing Collective (the 
Collective), a collaboration with several 
nonprofit scholarly journal publishers 
and societies to provide journal services 
including subscription management, 
fulfillment, hosting, and institutional 
marketing and sales. The Collective will 

host journals and fulfill digital access on 
behalf of Michigan State University 
Press, Penn State University Press, 
the Society of Biblical Literature, and 
the University of Illinois Press. Elec-
tronic content for publications under this 
partnership will migrate from JSTOR 
to the Collective’s platform. This new 
platform, to be launched in 2022, will 
be managed by Duke UP and powered 
by Silverchair. Beginning in 2021, the 
Collective will provide subscription 
management and fulfillment services, 
in partnership with Longleaf Services, 
to Cornell University Press, Texas 
Tech University Press, and the 
University of North Carolina Press. 
The Collective online content platform 
will launch in 2022.

n  Clarivate announced a defini-
tive agreement to acquire ProQuest 
from Cambridge Information Group, 
a family-owned investment firm, and 

other partners including Atairos, for 
$5.3 billion, including refinancing 
of ProQuest debt. The consideration 
for the acquisition is approximately 
$4.0 billion in cash and $1.3 billion 
of equity. The transaction, which is 
subject to customary closing condi-
tions, including regulatory approvals, 
is expected to close during the third 
quarter of 2021.

n  The Digital Public Library of 
America (DPLA) has signed an agree-
ment with Amazon Publishing to 
make more than 10,000 e-books and 
audiobooks available to United States 
Libraries and their patrons. Titles can 
be licensed beginning in the summer 
2021 through the DPLA Exchange 
(https://exchange.dp.la) via four 
lending models. See https://dp.la/news/
dpla-signs-agreement-with-amazon-
publishing-to-make-their-ebooks-avail-
able-to-u-s-libraries for details.
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