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Maximizing Metadata

Exploring the EAD-MARC
Relationship

Katherine M. Wisser and Jennifer O’Brien Roper

Encaoded Avchival Deseription (EAD) has provided a new way to approach man-
useript and archival collection representation. A review of previous representa-
tional practices and problems highlights the benefits of using EAD. This new
approach should be considered a partner rather than an adversary in the access-
prroviding process. Technological capabilities now allow for multiple metadata
schemas to be employed in the ereation of the finding aid. Crosswalks allow for
MARC records to be generated from the detailed encoding of an EAD finding
aid, In the process of ereating these crosswalks and detailed encoding. EAD has
generated more changes in traditional processes and procedures than originally
imagined. The North Carolina State University (NCSU) Libraries sought to test
the process of crosswalking EAD to MARC, investigating how this process used
technology as well as changed physical procedures. By ereating a complex and in-
depth EAD template for finding aids. with accompanying related encoding
analogs embedded within the element structure, MARC records were generated
that required minor editing and revision for inclusion in the NCSU Libraries
OPAC. The creation of this bridge between EAD and MARC has stimulated the-
oretical discussions about the role of collaboration, technology, and expertise in
the ongoing struggle to maximize aceess to our collections. While this study is a
only a first attempt at harmessing this potential, a presentation of the tensions,
struggles, and successes provides illumination to some of the larger issues facing
spectal colleetions todary.

he Association of Research Libraries’ spotlight on special collections in

“Building on Strength: Dmelnpm; an ARL Agenda for Special Collections”
lias brought to the forefront many of the challenges and strengths that special
collections have to offer to the research library setting (Association of Research
Libraries 2001). The concern over aceess issues ¢ xpressed in the Action Agenda
highlights the need for a renewed focus with a realistic understanding of the
process and the expenditure ol resources, The agenda has confirmed « long-
standing consensus among curators and archivists that access is a primary goal
in the archival endeavor,

I the past. archivists have largely been left to their own creative devices in
conmunicating the contents ol their colleetions to the public, To facilitate
access, they created card eatalogs, inventories, registers, indexes of various types,
calendars, Kle plans, and the |L|:|:i1|11um nebulous finding aidl.” Print catalogs
miace it possible to advertise beyvond the confines of the repository, but this was
spotty exposure at best. Repositories needed to work steadily to expose potential
researchers to the location, content, and contextual information of collections.

Online catalogs provided one ray of hope for repositories. Repositories could
create collection-level representations of their holdings to entice patrons to their
doors. This served two purposes. First, patrons using an online atalog to
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research a topic would be directed to the special collections
material because of its relevance, when they previously may
not have considered archival or manuseript materials as ger-
mane to their research. Second, with the advent ol the Weh
and the suspension ol geographical and temporal limita-
tions, distant patrons could lind the mannseript or archival
material that they sought. Eleetronic nnion databases aided
in this effort, but patrons needed to know that those data-
hases existed and how to search them.

Catalog records. though, make poor substitutes lor the
traditionally rich deseriptive dociments that archivists cre-
ate to represent their collections. The limitations of MARC.
including field- and record-character limitations in some
integrated library systems and a lack of hierarchical struc-
ture, mask the true intellectual work of arrangement and
deseription done by archivists, MARC was created to make
representations of items, while repositories wanted to
describe collections of items. Soon archivists got the "Web-
bug” and started re-creating their linding aids in hypertext
mark-up language (HTML) to present them to a wider
audience. These representations were (lat. though, and
vielded only nonprecise searching capabilities,

It was nol until 1995 that the seeds for Encoded
Archival Description (EAD) really took rool with an online
finding wid project at Berkeley. At this point the ereation of
a metadata mark-up langnage became a marringe between
archival theorv and information teclnology. EAD  was
intended to 5|_|1'.|phﬁmr*nt—nnt I'l'_’.]'.IILlL'L‘ existing represen-
tational structures. Throughout the evolution of inlorma-
tion technology 111)[‘.llit.‘:lliu_llh. including Gopher sites and
HTML, the relationship between the anline catalog record
and the electronic finding aid was consistent {Encoded
Archival  Description  Working  Group 1999, 6),
Technological iwdvances allowed practitioners to reline that
relationship while developing better representations at the
same thme.

North Carolina State University (NCSUJ watched
these developments with interest and decided to commit
fully to EAD in 2001, In its implementation, the NCSU
Libraries sought to define commonalities existing hetween
metadata representations. to shape a workflow that would
tuke Tull advantage of expertise, and to enhance productiv-
itv. With collection level MARC records aflirmed as the
local policy, stalf felt it would be desirable to create a con-
sistent crosswalk from EAD to MARC (Woodlev 2000: St.
Pierre and LaPlant 1998 In other words., an EAD tem-
plate needed to be constructed in such a way that the infor-
mation entered wonld be consistent with the requirements
of & MARC record format. That process should include
both the mapping of descriptive elements and the appro-
priate use of standards for content.

This paper focuses on twa aspects of this project. Tt
includes both the process we undertook and a discussion of
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lessons learned from that process. A detailed deseription of
the methods used includes the collaboration of standards,
the formation ol a template. both the outpat to and input
from the cataloger. and the examination of that data lor
effectiveness. The discussion section offers insight into the
commonulities between 111‘*:-:vr1|‘1li\-1*. metadita schemata and
the methods of creating them, and the wavs in which peo-
ple from varving perspectives on a project can oller basic
knowledge that will enhance each others understanding of
their own objectives. Coordinating two gateways ol access
to collections provides an arena for catalogers and archivists
to learn from each other while streamlining eventual
processes o the benefit of each metadata schema,

Process

To achieve both aims, members ol the NCSU Libraries
Cataloging and Special Collections departments reviewed
the collection-level information included in an EAD docn-
ment in conjunction with stundurds for archival cataloging.
These mcluded Archives. Personal Papers. and Manuseripis
(Hensen 1989 to understand the dt'!«'c'ripth-'{* structure ol
mannseript cataloging standards and the MARC21 structure
for manuseript and archives 1o find the commonalities
between an EAD docnment and a cataloging record.

Based on these reviews, the :.!Epuﬁ:nufnlr-. constructed
the template nsing the relatedencoding attribute for the
carchdeses element and strategicallv placing encodingana-
log attributes thronghout the <archdeses seetion of the
FAD instance. Figure 1 provides a snapshot ol the
<archdeses section of an EAD finding aid using these
attributes.

The values Tor the encodinganalog vepresent the corre-
sponding MARC field for the data within that element.
Table 1 presents @ summary ol the mapping hetween
MARC fields (encodinganalog values) and elements from
FAD. A complete table representation of USMARC to
EAD erosswalking is available in the Encoded Arehival
Description Application Guidelines, Version 1.0 (Encoded
Archival Deseription Waorking Group 1999, 240-42).

The formulation of the template was by Tar the most
labor-intensive step ol the erosswalk process. Onee a stan-
dard template had been established. stalt used NoteTah Pro's
r_'Tip |i[‘||‘;11'},* L'ilpill‘li]iljt'h toy cloak the c_fnt'rt}{lin}j of attributes.
For instance. the technical support team member ereated
seripts to apply the approprate source and encodimganatog
attributes and values automatically for the <controlaccess>
section of the finding aid, The encoder selects which kind ol
index term is being entered (ie. Iwrs-'.una-t] name, corporae
name, subject. geographical place, or genre form). and the
seript places the appropriate attribute values in the element.
For stable MARC fields. such as the 5xx fields. the clip pro-
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grammming scripts are struighttorward. For dvnamic ones.
such as the Ixx and 6xx fields, the pmu’nunnunﬁru HOFE COI-
plex, and the elips pose questions that provide the parameter
lor the element. The detailed programming thronghout this
process was achieved throngh the waork of the information
Ie-uhnnluj_,"‘»' specinlist within the departient, and he remains
available for necessany adjustments to the elips and template
as the EAD implementation coondinator and special collec-
tions cataloger work on fine-tuning the process.

Cenerally: chiring 1he pProcessing ol collections and
encoding ol finding aids, the crosswalk is invisible to the
Processors lollow the template and are nol
required to liave a Tl knowledege of the correlation
between FEAD and MARC. This allows the special eollec-
Lons processing stall to concentrate on the task of arrang-

archivist

ing and describing rather than trving to negotiate  two
metadata langnages.

Onee an EAD instance has been L':mlpln'lm] and I];ll':it-‘-:l
against the EAD document tvpe definition, the instance is
FLL l|i|‘r.njjj|1 an Extensible ."il_*.h'h.'ln't-t
Tranformations (NSLT) that produces a txt file that serves as
the basis lor the ereation ol the catalog record. That txt file
includes the MARC! fields and the corresponding textual
information. bt does not include any EAD tags, The txt file
is an excerpt from the EAD instance for the information that
both EAD and cataloging metadata structures share.

The mapping ol the template al NCSU {ocused solelv on

Language  lor

the collection-level information in the finding aid, Becanse
NCSU has few il any catalog records Tor its special collec-
tions malerals o |1n|it*}' cdecision o represent those materials
at collection-level Gt the outset) was miade. The case of -
PN collection-level inlonmation also cune inta |‘I'Ii1._"r'. [ o
maore .'-:tlI]}liHIir;ltml cmsmmlkirlg. series-level or tem-level
cataloging can be done. This wonld require a separate XSLT
program that turgeted specilic areas of the EAD instance. As
well.item-level deseriptions are not common lor collections.
particularly at NCSU. In a crosswalk from iten-level {!t*.'-ll.‘l‘ill*
tion from a linding wid, the cataloger wounld he provided with
less inlormation Tor the i - physical deseription inlor-
mation) and would be required to revisit the item itsell.
Archival description at NCSU is necessarilv “top heavy,” and
therelore the collection-level description was considered

item (e,

most suitable for our seeess needs.

The cataloging process beging once the st file has
heen created. The txt document contains the MARC field
tags followed by the relevant information Tor that field.
Thus, the njority ol the work his been done and is o=
vided tor the catuloger to copy and paste into the appropri-
ate fields in the MARC record. It is not necessary for the
cataloger to spend time searching for the appropriate
MARC fields i which to put inlormation. Furthermore,
the information provided is complete in terms of deserip-
tive wecnracy of the collection. inelnding subject analysis.
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“archidese level callection™ lmgmaterial="enp” relatedencoding="MARU ™=
<thid 1d="d_summany ">
head-s Descnmive Summenry <Ml -
Crepoaitory
<etrprmme encod ingenalog= "7 10"=Noith Carolma State University. Libranes <subanen-Special
Collectons Depr < subares— cirpriatig >
</ ropogitey
<ozt [ehel="C fealivy "=
« persnmme eopodinganaleg=" 00" Hpoke, A Wavne=/perinmmne
Corr et i
<umittithe label="Titbe™ encodinganalogs "2457 Jhe A Wavhe Broake O ollection, <wiitlate
Tvpe="mglusive™= | B4R - | BR&< unitdato==Somititle-
wnnedid labe| ="Call Mumber" encodmpunalop="090% =ML 268 1t
<plividese label="Extem™
extent encodinganalog="300"+3 archival hosves. ~Yextent=extenit=3.T5 linear feet/extont>
Pl e

Figure 1. Excerpt from an EAD Document
e e e r—— e e e ——N
e ———

Table 1. MARC FHelds and EAD Elements

MARC Field EAD elemen

I xx “onEmation=| <persnames, <corpname>. <famname>|

245 <archdese —did=unittitle=

Lt —archdese =did = repository ~=corpname=> North
Caroling State University, Library, Special
Collections Dept.

(V) ~archdec=did>=unitid=>

00 <physdesc<exient=>

32 1%a <ahstract =

306 <admininfor—acecessrestrict=

530 <admininfosaltiormavml=>

541 ~admininto<agqunto=

S “admiminto=—custodhist=

324 “admminfo=—=prefercite=

SO0 <adrmimnfo = userestnet =

A43%a <bioghist=

351 “scapecantent < orgamzation =

XX “controlaceess =< list=<item=|<subject>, <persname=,

LeoTpiame= . < fampames or <geogname |

h3s “physdese = genreform:>
s e e ——

This is not to say that the cataloger ean simply copy and
paste from the txt file to the MARC record, create holdings.
and be done, ﬂ'\“hmlgh the bulk of the work iy he com-
pleted. the devil is in the details, and it is the details to which
the cataloger must pay close attention. First, while the .txt
tile does contain MARC field tags as well as most of the sub-
field tags. it does not provide ixed felds or indicator tags
and Lacks some sublields. Sinee the fixed fields and uuhm—
lors are eritical for user searching and aceurate search limi-
lution, the mtuhxger must consider the content of the record
and acenrately supply the missing data. This illustrates the
need for an experienced cataloger to convert the txt lile to
the MARC record. as these important details might be eas-
iy neglected or omitted by someone less familiar with
MARC and its tunctionality. Figure 2 and figure 3 demon-
strate the transition from the txt lile to the MARC record.

The second area of detail that the cataloger needs to
verily is the acenracy of the access point forms, This applies
;:imlh to subject access and to personal and corporate



74 Wisser and O'Brien Roper

G40 Sy MREL Sc upom 32 NHL

090 Lw fWd Fai

[ ik ¥a Apooke, & Wavne

148 fa The A Wavne Arooke Collocrion, 40 1948 - (VRS Sh [mdnsseript)
(08 b T oadwlival beeves, b0 T3 Lrigin foor)

151 %a The pipers sredivided o el seriss wilt a bibliography appended  The
Corresgniidence series conzrats of letters from twes peciads of A Wayre Broake's invilvenierit
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Figure 2, Excerpt from the txt Document
e e —
_— = — e e
Type: p Bib I ¢ Enc |: [ Dese: a Ctry: neu Lang: eng Mod: Sree: d

Form: Dat tp: 1 Dates: 1948 1986 Control:

040; :a NRC e appm $¢ NRC %

090, a MC 268 §

049, ;a NRCC $x JOR §

100; 1:a Brooke, A, Wayne §

245; 14:a The A. Wayne Brooke Collection, $F 1948-1986 §h [manuseript| $

300; a3 ST archival boxes $a (3.75 $1 linear ft.) §

351, :a Organized into seven series: Comrespondence, [950-1986. Wnimgs,
1952-1984. Research notes. Selective Sequence Electronic
Caleulator. History of computing. Organizations, 1950-1987
Miscellaneous. Walk East on Beacon ; $b Chielly chronological
arrangement. §

Figure 3. Excerpt from the MARC Record

name access. Depending upon the anthority acnmen ol the
EAD creator. names may appear in invalid or aoutdated
forms. und the catuloger must cateh these anomalies to
ensure proper collocation in the nltdlu" The LtltalnL‘H IS
also responsible for notifving the EAD coordimator when
authority errors are encountered. Most of the anthority
errors identilied at the NCSU Libraries during this process

were the result ol a one-time inaceuracy in the inputting ol

information into the stvle sheet, which was then used by
varions creators. Thus, recognition ol ;inr]mritj.-'
errors by the cataloger can dramaticallv improve the qual-
ity of future .txt files.
Aside from occasionally editing biographical or histori-
cal notes when the system is anible to accept the informa-
tion due to its |¢-'n;1fl|:, the catuloger does not ereate and/or
alter the information provided in the .tst file. Rather, it is
more important that the cataloger he attinned to what infor-
mation is not provided and appropriately fill in those gaps.
This process allows the person maost familiar with the

timnely

source materials. the processor/EAD encaoder, to provide
the best descriptions and analysis possible, and the person
most familiar with the MARC standard, the cataloger, to
create the optimal access tool for the librarv’s catalog,
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The connection between the MARC record and the
EAD instance is complete when the holdings record is cre-
ated, including an 856 field pointing to the EAD-encoded
linding aid. Just as EAD is not considered o sufficient
replacement for MARC. the MARC record should serve as
a gateway for the patron to retrieve lurther information
about a collection. Direct access to the information-ricly
fmding aid is one way to help patrons assess the suitability
ol u resource for an information need.

Discussion

Encoded Archival Description was ereated with the strie-
ture of the materials in mind. The goal of EAD is to
describe the archival collection ElL’L'IIF.‘lh’-’h‘ and I.‘H|11|}|l"‘tt'|\-'
in accordance with archival theory and practice while tak-
Archives
and manuseript collections provide different challenges
from secondary sources in terms ol complexity and volume.
Archivists add intellectual value to their collections by rep-

me full advantage ol tL‘LIIlHJlI}FTlL.ll innovations.

resenting them in coherent levels of deseription to commu-
nicate the relationship between the materials. Records do
not exist in isolation rom one another. T||-.‘*"qr are ereated ]n,
individuals or institutions: they are sources ol communica-
tion—conversations hetween agents; they are the human
record and dare necessarily as complex as Lmans, In order
toy make the records ol an individual or an institution acces-
sible for researchers, archival theory addresses the inherent
nutire of the material and provides parameters lor arrange-
ment and deseription that illustrate that natore,

The MARC record, on the other hand, was ereated to
automite  catuloging done according to existing and
aceepted standurds of bibliographic deseription. The infor-
mation provided is intentionally: straightforward and ani-
form in appearance. The value of the MARC record is nat
intrinsically in any one record. hut rather in the compilation
of many MARC records into one database. It is through the
power of the catalog that users are uble to discover and
identity materials on their topic from among thonsands of
other library holdings.

A primary difference between the EAD and MARC
standards 1§ the conceptual level at which each wetadaty
langnage exists. Archival description encompasses several
dilferent t-unm:-ptlml levels, whereas a bibliographic
desceription (rep resented by a MARC record) exists on one
level. The parallel hetween the twa, which allows for the
crosswalk application deseribed above, is the collection-
level deseription. The archival work done at the subeompo-
nent level informs that collection-level LI{‘SL"FiI]Hi'H'L which
in turn informs the hibliographic description.

Because BAD and MARC standards are addressing dil-
ferent goals, they are not interchangeable. While both are
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metadata schemata designed to create a surrogate for a vari-
ety of material, they do that task quite differentlv. The EAD
inding aid ereates a surrogate that is the equivalent ol a
maodel replica of the materials. The user can see the mate-
rial as a whole. as well as get an in-depth glimpse into the
strocture and complexity of the material. Alternately, the

MARC record provides the equivalent of a photograph of

the material. The user can see the material as a whole, as
well as a glimpse of the description, but the MARC record
is Hatter and less complex than the EAD surrogate, With
archival material, the power and value of the MARC record
lies in its thilil'}' [0 |'Jl't_l"n.'i{|t‘ i .~:l'n_'m|ipitmw connection
between users and materials via the catalog. The advantuages
of MARC cataloging include a more mature, robust stan-

dard and practitioners who understand the importance of

the details necessary to lully exploit the MARC standard,
Both metadata standards have strengths and weaknesses.
but acting in concert, the combination of structures [H'(‘ﬂ-‘i[]ﬂ.“r
fuller access to special collections materials and & more com-
prehensive and intelligent depiction ol the collections.

In order to henefit from the intimate knowledge a
processor gains when arranging and deseribing a collection,
a work pattern was established that allows information to
Tow trom one level to another. To achieve this Now, archival
processors work with the EAD implementution coordinator
to assure that collection-level information mput into the
EAD document conforms with the MARC requireinents
output to the .t file, The EAD coordinator and the cata-
loger balance the collection description, colluborating to
serve the goals ol each metadata structure,

In conjunction with this process of documents inform-
ing each other. the crosswalk process has given the practi-
tioners a chance to learn from each other. In areas such as
authority and controlled vocabularies. the cataloging
processes have informed the EAD encoding and the imple-
mentation ol consistency across departmental finding aids,
In ¢reating MARC records for collections, the encoding has

helped catalogers better understand the structure of

archival t]est'rip’riun and the nature of manuscript and
archival materials.

The issue of anthority is an excellent example of how
this process reguires mteraction between the standards and
the practitioners. not just simple translation of encoding
standards, In NCSUs implementation, the departiments
encountered problems with the mapping ol the <reposi-
tory> tag to the 710 lield for the NCSU Libruries” Special
Collections Department name. While the form used in
EAD was part of the template. the catulogers consistently
had to change it to the authoritative form of name to ensure
consistent collocation in the Lraltulng. After several instances
of discovering that the .xt file had vielded a nonuuthority
form, the cataloger approached the EAD coordinator to
discuss the issue, Through this consultation process, the
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cataloger Tearned that the EAD process is not driven by
uniformity. The EAD coordinator was able to discern how
illiin.}x‘hm’[ the anthoritative torm was to the L'atu!uging
record and worked to integrate some ol the MARC-driven
uniformity into the EAD template.

O ::‘nn{r:--phud scale, the issue of au.lthnﬁty control
provided even maore opportunity to exchange expertise.
Archival description does not require authoritative forms,
but it can benelit from their use. Users should not have to
use mulliple variations in terminology to search lor the
same coneept (person, place, subject, ete.), and authorita-
tive [orms can strengthen links between disparate collec-
tions. In particular, the use of the Library of Congress
Name Authority File has taught both the EAD coordinator
and the cataloger something about each other’s task,
Manuscript materials are collected from a variety ol institu-
tions und persons, not all of whom have recognized author-
itative forms, Recognizing the need for an anthoritative
form ol name and prm'itling information to create the
authority record allow each person to “trade places™ with
the other and appreciate the expertise that each brings,

In addition. the source ol authority forms became an
important issue. From an administrative standpoint, the
EAD coordinator needs to supply the source of the con-
trolled x-frwalhulﬂr_x-' and to communicate that source to the
cataloger in order to assure that vocabularies were being
used consistently. The addition ol a source attribute (or
<pontroluccesss. where multiple vocabularies were used,
provided this framework.

The cataloging procedure just deseribed is in an early
pliase of development. With full knowledge that it is possi-
ble for the process to be more fully automated, this initial
procedure served as a pilot to determine if the implemen-
tation would succeed. In an upgraded iteration of this
process, the MARC record will be directly imported into
the integrated library system. This should further expedite
the mechanical process and allow the cataloger to locus
nore intensively on the cataloging details.

Conclusion

When the MARC standard was introduced, it was in itsell an
novative idea. Two decades belore the Internet explosion,
the concept ol digitizing information previously only avail-
able in print was revolutionary. By the time Encoded
Archival Description was created. digitization of information
was the norm, not the exception. The il‘]lI‘JIEl‘E'IEI’ItElﬂL‘I‘Il ol
[SADD) is not as sin'tl':lt‘-' s {:!IIL'UdI;“EHILI—g[]. thnugh. Metadata
standards do not exist i isolation, and practitioners benefit
trom an investigation of these standards’ commonalities.

[ a world of cut-und-puaste and application toggling,
both physical and mental processes have changed. The
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collaborative process has become increasingly important
in terms of maximizing expertise and workflow and creat-
ing a congruence of standards and objectives. When the
NCSU Libraries sought to implement EAD, it was seen as
an opportunity for cooperation and partnership between

two types of metadata (EAD and MARC) and two types ol

library professionals (archivists and catalogers).

Some may view this workflow as eliminating the cata-
loger from the process of defining the content ol the
record. This is true to a certain extent, but this process aims
to prevent the duplication ol effort. Since the collection lias
already been described for one tvpe of discovery tool, the
cataloger is able to nse this information and concentrate on
refining the resultant MARC record. At the same time, the
information generated during the processing and encoding
of a collection provides detailed collection representation
and ample information from which a catalog record can be
created. Other information is standardized and does not
need the attention ol either the EAD coordinator or the
cataloger beyond its established format. A collaborative
approach allows both EAD and MARC implementations to
learn from each other, to develop along the same deserip-
tive lines, and to create coherent representations of the
department’s holdings. Each effort allows the representa-
tion process to flow seamlessly between two standards and
to enhance service to the user by building a more sophisti-
cated gateway to the collections.

Future research on this project should include examin-
ing the effectiveness in real terms ol multiple access points
to collections. Does patron interest in our collections

increase? Is that interest 4 direct result of the creation ol

multiple metadata representations of special collections
materials within NCSU Libraries® Throughout the ereation
ol this process, both the cataloger and metadata coordina-
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tor worked under that assnmption that increased access
would inerease usage. Does that uHslllnptinn bear lrme?
Reflection on the effectiveness of increased metadata rep-
resentation is one of the next great frontiers in informution
science research.

Works Cited

Association of Research Libraries, 2001, Buoilding on strength:
Developing an ARL agenda for special collections. Tn A piro-
posed action agenda for special collections. Accessed Ang. 6.
2002, www.arl.org/special/action hitml.

Encoded Archival Deseription Working Group of the Society of
American Archivists, 1998, Eneoded archival ffr.'.ﬂ'r'rf’uﬁuu
application gufn’r.'ﬁur'.\', version 1.0 Chicago: Sociely ol
American Archivists, G,

FEncoded Archival Deseription Working Group ol the Society ol
American Archivists. 1995, Encoded archival deseription tag
library, version 1.0 Chicago: Society ol American
Archivists.

[Hensen, Steven Lo 1988, Archives, personal papers. and manu-
seripts: A cataloging manual for archival repositories, histori-
cal societics, and manuseript hraries. Chicago: Society of
American Archivists.

St. Pierre, Marguret, and William P LaPlant, v 1995, Issues in
crosswalking content metadata standards. Bethesda, Md.
National Tntormation Standards Oreanization, Aceessed Feh,
20, 2003, www.niso.org/press/whitepapers/ersswalk html

Waoodley, Mary, 2000, Crosswalks: The path to universal aceess?”
I Tntroduetion o metadata: Patlovays to digital information,
Murtha Baca el Tos Angeles: Getty Tnstitute. Aceessed
Feb, 200 2003, www.getty.edu/research/finstitnte/standards/

intrometadita2 articles/won u“t*l'-.'fi:u|r':-,.||t1|11

ﬂ

ABETES: oo monmams s smeiman o

Archival Produets . ... .. ...
Library T{“Ehll[}lﬂgif‘ﬁ ...............

v e s e s CONBTEL 43, 58

................. . 1
............................ COVEr 3



