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Volume 10, Issue 2 Fall/Winter  2021-2022



SLIS Director's Report  

By Stacy L. Creel, Ph.D., Associate Professor and Interim Director 

 

 

Welcome to the Fall/Winter issue of SLIS 

Connecting. Since Dr. Welsh’s retirement in August 

of 2021, it has been a busy and exciting fall and start 

of the spring semesters with the return to in-person 

activities on campus and continued growth and 

productivity in SLIS. Two new full-time faculty 

joined us at the start of the fall semester—Dr. Sarah 

Mangrum (current faculty spotlight) and Dr. Laura 

Hunt Clark (faculty spotlight in vol. 10, issue 1). Both 

bring enthusiasm along with practical library and 

teaching experience into the SLIS corps of instruction.  

In addition to teaching classes, faculty have been busy 

researching, presenting, and continuing their growth 

in numerous areas. Dr. Clark Hunt and Dr. Steele 

joined Dr. Mangrum and Ms. Marshall in their pursuit 

of ACUE credentialing. During this three-semester 

commitment these faculty receive intense training on 

quality instruction using evidence-based, equity 

practices to increase learning and engagement. 

Faculty have presented at multiple virtual conferences 

and meetings including the Mississippi Library 

Association’s Annual Conference 2021. Details can 

be found in the Congratulations article of this issue. 

New faculty were not the only new addition, the 

curriculum saw some new additions, too.  

A new class was officially added to the books—LIS 

559: Library Public Relations and Marketing. This 

new class focuses on print and social media/virtual 

marketing. Examples of student projects can be found 

in the Winter 2021 issue of Mississippi Libraries: 

http://www.misslib.org/resources/Documents/MLarch

ive/ML2021Winter.pdf. In taking the advice that is 

being given to students, SLIS has stepped up its 

virtual presence—be sure to check out our more active 

(https://www.facebook.com/SouthernMissSLIS) 

Facebook page and our new TikTok & Instagram 

accounts @southernmissslis. A special shout-out goes 

to GA Dottie Higgs for all her social media work. 

 

Both Graduate Certificates saw an increase in their 

electives and changes to the required classes. Details 

are available on the SLIS webpage.  

A star-studded Virtual 2022 Fay B. Kaigler Children’s 

Book Festival takes place on April 6-8, 2022 with  

 Brian Selznick (medallion winner) 

 Jen Bryant  

 Nic Stone and Angie Thomas 

 Lesa Cline-Ransome  and James Ransome  

 Raúl the Third  

 Eric L. Tribunella  

 Donna Washington  

There will be a reduced registration rate of $100 and 

up to 5.3 CEUs will be offered to Mississippi 

educators. Registered virtual participants will have 

access to live sessions and recordings.  Visit the 

website at www.usm.edu/childrens-book-festival.         

http://www.misslib.org/resources/Documents/MLarchive/ML2021Winter.pdf
http://www.misslib.org/resources/Documents/MLarchive/ML2021Winter.pdf
https://www.facebook.com/SouthernMissSLIS
http://www.usm.edu/childrens-book-festival


Spotlight—Faculty: 

 

Dr. Sarah Mangrum joined the School of Library 

and Information Science faculty at The University of 

Southern Mississippi (USM) as an Assistant Teaching 

Professor in Fall 2021, after serving as an Adjunct 

since 2019. She received her Doctor of Education in 

Higher Education Administration in 2019 and Master 

of Library and Information Science in 2011 from 

Southern Miss. Prior to that, she earned a Bachelor’s 

in Communications from Southeastern Louisiana 

University in 2005. Dr. Mangrum teaches two 

literature courses, the research course, the academic 

libraries course, and more.  

Dr. Mangrum began working for University Libraries 

at Southern Miss in the fall of 2008. During her tenure 

at Cook Library she served in various roles in Access 

Services including Access Services and Assessment 

Librarian at Cook Library after completing her MLIS. 

She served as the Vice-President, President, and 

Immediate Past President of the Mississippi Library 

Association from 2017-2019. Currently, Dr. Mangrum 

serves as the Southeastern Library Association 

Councilor for the Mississippi Library Association and 

sits on steering committee for the Fay B. Kaigler 

Children’s Book Festival.  

Dr. Mangrum’s doctoral capstone studied library 

physical space usage and administrator perceptions of 

usage in academic libraries and was published in the 

Journal of Access Services in April 2020. She also has 

a book chapter in Persistence through Peril: Episodes 

of College Life and Academic Endurance in the Civil 

War South that was published by the University Press 

of Mississippi in September 2021.  

Spotlight—Alum: 

Carlos B. Crockett, Reference Library at the 

Terrebonne Parish Main Library in Houma, Louisiana, 

earned his undergraduate degree from the University 

of New Orleans and then his Master’s in Library and 

Information Science at The University of Southern 

Mississippi (2013).  While at Southern Miss, he was a 

recipient of The Warren Tracy Award for 

Professionalism, Scholarship, and Service. In addition 

to his outstanding scholastic record, faculty were 

especially impressed with his drive to reach 

underserved youth populations in Louisiana and his 

service as a mentor. After completing his MLIS, he 

continued his passion for working with youth and 

published on the topic—“Urban Youth and Public 

Libraries” was published by Public Libraries Public 

libraries, Vol.53 (5) in January, 2015. As a public 

reference librarian, he is responsible for helping 

library customers with their information needs and 

wants, instructing them on reputable reference 

sources, teaching computer classes and ESL classes, 

and conducting library programming.  He also writes 

for the library blog on local history and genealogy—

for example: https://mytpl.org/project/a-brief-history-

of-steamboats-in-the-south/. 

Carlos Crockett is a member of the Louisiana Library 

Association and the American Library Association.  

He is married to Liz Utley Crockett and is the father 

of Cherish Crockett and Cierra Crockett, all of 

Houma, Louisiana. 

  

https://mytpl.org/project/a-brief-history-of-steamboats-in-the-south/
https://mytpl.org/project/a-brief-history-of-steamboats-in-the-south/


Spotlight—Program “The Fay B. Kaigler 

Children’s Book Festival 

The dates for the Virtual 2022 Fay B. Kaigler 

Children’s Book Festival are April 6-8, 2022. Our 

Southern Miss Medallion winner is award-winning 

author and illustrator, Brian Selznick, author and 

illustrator of many books for children, including The 

Invention of Hugo Cabret, winner of the 2008 

Caldecott medal and the basis for the Oscar-winning 

movie Hugo, directed by Martin Scorsese. His book 

Wonderstruck was also made into a movie by Todd 

Haynes with a screenplay by Brian.  

Other books include The Marvels, The Doll People 

trilogy by Ann M. Martin and Laura Godwin, The 

Dinosaurs of Waterhouse Hawkins by Barbara Kerley 

(winner of a Caldecott Honor) and Amelia and 

Eleanor Go For a Ride by Pam Munoz Ryan. Brian 

and his husband David Serlin collaborated on a 158 

page beginning reader called Baby Monkey, Private 

Eye.  To celebrate the 20th anniversary of the beloved 

Harry Potter series, Brian created new covers and a 

box for all seven books. His newest book 

Kaleidoscope was published in 2021. 

Additional keynotes include: 

Jen Bryant is an American poet, novelist, and 

children's author. She has won several awards for her 

work, most notably the Robert F. Sibert International 

Book Medal for The Right Word: Roget and His 

Thesaurus, the NCTE Orbis Pictus Award and the 

Charlotte Zolotow Honor Award for A River of 

Words: The Story of William Carlos Williams, and the 

Schneider Family Book Award for Six Dots: A Story 

of Young Louis Braille.  

Lesa Cline-Ransome  and James Ransome are the 

de Grummond Childnen’s Literature Lecturers for 

2022.  Lesa’s debut middle grade novel, Finding 

Langston, was the 2019 winner of the Scott O’Dell 

Award for Historical Fiction and received the Coretta 

Scott King Award Author Honor.  Her newest book, 

Leaving Lymon, is a companion novel to Finding 

Langston.  Lesa’s husband James Ransome was 

named by The Children’s Book Council as one of the 

75 authors and illustrators everyone should know.  

James and Lesa have collaborated on many books 

including Overground Railroad and Before She Was 

Harriet. 

Raúl the Third is an award-winning illustrator, 

author, and artist living in Boston. His work centers 

on the contemporary Mexican-American experience 

and his memories of growing up in El Paso, Texas and 

Ciudad Juarez, Mexico.  Lowriders in Space was 

nominated for a Texas Blue Bonnet award in 2016-

2017 and Raúl was awarded the prestigious Pura 

Belpré Award for Illustration for Lowriders to the 

Center of the Earth.  

Eric L. Tribunella the author of Melancholia and 

Maturation: The Use of Trauma in American 

Children's Literature (2010), co-author of Reading 

Children's Literature: A Critical Introduction (2013 & 

2019) with Carrie Hintz. His articles include 

"Between Boys: Edward Stevenson's Left to 

Themselves (1891) and the Birth of Gay Children's 

Literature," which received the Children's Literature 

Association Article Award in 2014. His essay on 

sexuality in children's and young adult literature was 

published in the Cambridge History of Lesbian and 

Gay Literature (Cambridge UP, 2014). 

Donna Washington is the 2022 Coleen Salley 

Storytelling Award Winner.  Donna is an award-

winning recording artist and has performed at 

thousands of schools, libraries, and storytelling 

festivals throughout the country. She has also been 

featured at numerous storytelling festivals including 

the 2004 National Storytelling Festival, The Illinois 

Storytelling Festival, The Three Rivers Festival, The 

St. Louis Storytelling Festival, The NC StoryFest, The 

Corn Island and Cave Run Festivals in KY, and the 

Broward County Children's & Ocala Storytelling 

Festivals in FL—just to name a few. 

There will be a reduced registration rate of $100 for 

the 2022 Children’s Book Festival, and up to 5.3 

CEUs will still be offered to Mississippi educators. 

Registered virtual participants will have access to live 

sessions and recordings.  All information and updates 

about the Festival will be posted on the website at 

www.usm.edu/childrens-book-festival.    

 

http://www.usm.edu/childrens-book-festival


 

Registration Information 

Registration for the 2022 Virtual Festival is $100 and up to 5.3 CEUs will be offered to Mississippi educators. 

Registered virtual participants will have access to live sessions and recordings.   

At this time we are not able to accept cash registration payments. 

 

Information can be found here: https://www.usm.edu/childrens-book-festival/  

Questions about registration?  Please email our registration coordinator Ashley Marshall.  

https://www.usm.edu/childrens-book-festival/
mailto:ashley.marshall@usm.edu


 

From the GAs 

 

The graduate assistants in SLIS assist in many 

capacities. Including but not limited to outreach, 

office work, recruitment, teaching, research, data 

collection, transcribing, course preparation, and social 

media creation.  

 

 
 

Back row (left to right): Patrick Regan, Phillip 

Snyder, Sarah Williams; front row (left to right): 

Hannah Gantt, Dottie Higgs 

 

“My favorite part of being a GA is working with my 

coworker Dottie on the children’s book festival 

giveaways. I create the themes for the giveaways and 

help Dottie organize the books.” – Hannah Gantt  

  

“My favorite part of being a GA is the opportunity to 

be a Teaching Assistant. I am able to teach 

Information Literacy to undergraduate students 

alongside the course instructor, giving me valuable 

teaching experience.” – Phillip Snyder  

  

“My favorite part of being a GA is using my creativity 

to contribute to social media posts and giveaways. I 

help monitor the social media accounts for both the 

SLIS page and the Fay B. Kaigler Children’s Book 

Festival across Facebook, Instagram, and our newly 

created TikTok. I love working on these projects 

because I know the experience with this technology 

will help me later in my career in librarianship.” – 

Dottie Higgs   
  

“My favorite parts of being a GA include gaining 

some experience for future career opportunities and 

working with the community overall. While I have 

worked in a library before, this job will give me 

greater insight into what to look forward to in the 

future. On top of that, the community adds to this 

experience by making each day enjoyable.” – Patrick 

Regan  

  

“My favorite part of being a GA is being able to 

network and make professional connections. This has 

allowed me to help on some great projects such as 

research, festival set-up, and more” – Sarah L. 

Williams 

 

Congratulations SLIS Students 

 

Russell Brandon (MLIS) is Data Services Librarian - 

Fant Memorial Library - Columbus, MS. 

 

 Myra Breland (MLIS) is 

Cultural Resources Specialist-

Tech, Mississippi Department 

of Archives & History, 

Jackson, MS. 

 

 

Cynthia Matthews (MLIS) is Assistant Director, 

Stones River Regional Library, Murfreesboro, TN. 

 

Grace Neeley (MLIS) is Metadata Intern for Law 

Library of Congress, Remote Internship. 

 

Jennifer Ottinger (MLIS, ASC, YSL) is  

Special Collection Librarian, Texas Woman’s 

University, Denton, TX. 

 

Stephanie “Brianna” Williams (MLIS) is Library 

Manager, Purvis Public Library with the Lamar 

County Library System, Purvis, MS. 

 

 

Congratulations SLIS Alums 

 

Kathy Barco (MLIS, 1997) presented "Literacy 

Doodads – Not just Letter Magnets on the Fridge 

Anymore!" at the 2022 Rocky Mountain Early 

Childhood Conference, Denver, CO. 

 

Kathy Barco (MLIS, 1997) presented "Let’s Play 

Banned Books Week Jeopardy and Charades" at the 

2022 Fay B. Kaigler Children's Book Festival, USM, 

Online. 

 



 

Kathy Barco (MLIS, 1997) presented "Let’s Play 

Banned Books Week Jeopardy and Charades” at the 

2022 Texas Library Association Conference, Fort 

Worth, TX 

 

Molly Brough Antoine (MLIS, 2014) is Library 

Manager, Baptist Health Sciences University, 

Memphis, TN. 

 

Bailey Simone Conn (MLIS, Youth Services 

Certificate, 2021) is Children’s Librarian, Beaumont 

Public Libraries, Beaumont, TX. 

 

Stephanie Griffin (MLIS, 2021), is Branch Manager, 

Scott County Public Library, Gate City, VA. 

 

Josh Henry (MLIS, 2008) is Teacher/Librarian, YK 

Pao School, Shanghai, China. 

 

Nicole Hercules-Provence (MLIS, 2017) is Youth 

Services Librarian, DeKalb County Public Library, 

Atlanta, GA. 

 

Kristen Hillman (MLIS, 2019) is Branch Manager, 

Ridgeland Public Library, Ridgeland, MS. 

 

Laura Hinman (MLIS, 2018) is Library Director, 

Midland University Luther Library, Fremont, NE. 

 

Kathleen Lehigh (MLIS, 2018) is Content Access 

Specialist for Accessible Books & Media, Tennessee 

State Library and Archives, Nashville, TN. 

 

Amanda Lewis (MLIS, 2017) is Administrative 

Coordinator, Louisiana Tech University Department 

of Health Informatics & Information Management, 

Ruston, LA. 

 

Kelly McAllister (MLIS, MA Anthropology, 2004) is 

Associate Dean of Libraries, Appalachian State 

University, Boone, NC. 

 

Kevin McDuffie (MLIS, 2020) is Children’s 

Librarian, Central Branch Library, Baton Rouge, LA. 

 

Veronica Palenski (MLIS Archival Certificate, 2020) 

is Adult Services Librarian, Floyd County Library, 

New Albany, IN. 

 

James Stephen Parks (MLIS, 2013), State Librarian 

for Mississippi & USM Adjunct Professor, appointed 

to GPO Task Force on a Digital Federal Depository 

Library Program, Washington, D.C. 

 

Leah Rials (MLIS, 2014) is Librarian, Sacred Heart 

Catholic School, Hattiesburg, MS. 

 

D. W. Saur (MLIS, ASC, 2014) published Dark Days 

(1646630491) and Just Friends (B09MR95TKF). 

Saur’s books have also received the following 

nominations and awards: 2021 Readers’ Favorite 

Book Awards: Dark Days-Honorable Mention; 2021 

American Fiction Awards: Dark Days-Finalist; 2021 

Feathered Quill Book Awards: Dark Days-Finalist; 

2020 Royal Dragonfly Book Award: Dark Days; 2020 

Purple Dragonfly Book Award: Metal Like Me-

honorable mention; and 2020 Story Monsters 

Approved Award: Metal Like Me. 

 

Emma Semrau (MLIS, 2021) is Information Services 

Librarian, Library of Hattiesburg, Petal, and Forrest 

County, Hattiesburg, MS. 

 

James Skinner (MLIS, 2021) is Research Services 

Fellow, USM Gulf Coast Library, Long Beach, MS. 

Research Services fellowships are grant-funded 

positions generously supported by the Jimmy A. 

Payne Foundation and provide opportunities for recent 

graduates of the Southern Miss MLIS program to 

supplement their academic knowledge with real-world 

experience. 

 

Heather Smith (MLIS, 2021) is Library Director 

Barksdale Air Force Base, Bossier City, Louisiana   

 

Angela Chambliss Stewart (MLIS, 2017) is Director, 

Jackson-George Regional Library System, 

Pascagoula, MS. 

 

Miranda Vaughn (MLIS, Archival Certificate, 2020) 

is Photography Archivist, Mississippi Department of 

Archives & History, Jackson, MS. 

 

 Chuping (Meg) Wang (MLIS, 

2020) is Electronic Resources 

Cataloger, Mississippi State 

University Libraries, Starkville, 

MS. 

 

 

 

 



 

Tonja Whitaker (BS, 2016) is the Media Specialist 

K-12, Manatee Elementary School, Bradenton, FL. 

 

Megan Jane Eure Wilson (MLIS, 2020) is Outreach 

Librarian, Library of Hattiesburg, Petal, and Forrest 

County, Hattiesburg, MS. 

 

Student Presentations/Publications 

 

Rori Holford (MLIS & ASC) presented “Memory 

and Disruption of the Race Discrimination System in 

African American Cemeteries” at the 2021 UA-USM 

Archival Studies Research Forum sponsored by the 

University of Alabama and University of Southern 

Mississippi Archival Studies Programs, Online.  

 

Robette Zepeda McLellan & Jennifer Elaine Steele 

(January, 2022) Working Together: A Bibliometric 

Study of Secondary School Education, Special 

Collections, and Archives, Journal of Archival 

Organization, Taylor & Francis. 

DOI: 10.1080/15332748.2021.1992206 

 

SLIS Faculty Publications 

 

Dr. Laura K. Clark Hunt, Dr. Kennon Deal, Scott 

Pierce, Dr. Andrew McIntosh, Dr. Janet L. Koposko 

& Dr. Vanessa Lane, e-Textbook (2021) Research as 

Inquiry: A Discipline Specific Approach to 

Information Literacy. Hattiesburg: USM Aquila. 

https://aquila.usm.edu/textbooks/4  

Stacy Creel. (2021). SLIS Notes (4th ed., vol. 84, pp. 

68-70). Mississippi Library Association. 

http://www.misslib.org/resources/Documents/MLarch

ive/ML2021Winter.pdf 

Stacy Creel & Teresa Welsh (2021). Soft Skills in 

Library Job Advertisements and LIS Curriculum. 

Mississippi Libraries, 84(3), 34-41. 

http://www.misslib.org/publications 

 

Robette Zepeda McLellan & Jennifer Elaine Steele 

(January, 2022) Working Together: A Bibliometric 

Study of Secondary School Education, Special 

Collections, and Archives, Journal of Archival 

Organization, Taylor & Francis. 

DOI: 10.1080/15332748.2021.1992206 

 

 

 

 

SLIS Faculty Presentations 

 

Dr. Xinyu Mills (October 14, 2021) “The expansion 

of digital services in Mississippi public libraries” 

Mississippi Library Association Annual Conference. 

Online. 

Dr. Stacy Creel at (October 14, 2021). "Are You 

Ready for the Job Market?," Mississippi Library 

Association Annual Conference, Online.  

Dr. Stacy Creel as Invited Panelist for Open Access 

Week, "The Local View: Promoting Open Access at 

The University of Southern Mississippi," Southern 

Miss Libraries, Online. (October 19, 2021). 

The University of Southern Mississippi, Faculty 

Research Day—November 12, 2021 

 

 
(Top Left) Dr. Tony Lewis: “Human Interest Amid 

Tragedy: Content Analysis of Disaster News 

Photographs from Digital Archives.” 

 

(Top Right) Dr. Jeff Hirschy: “The Power of Public 

Memory: Lynching Memorials and the 

Deconstruction and Reconstruction of Public Memory 

in Duluth, Minnesota and Chattanooga, Tennessee.” 

 

(Bottom Left) Dr. Jennifer Steele: “Supporting 

Online Courses: The Impact of COVID 19 on 

Academic Librarians and Online Education.” 

 

(Bottom Right) Dr. Laura Clark Hunt: “Discipline 

Specific Information Literacy.”  

https://aquila.usm.edu/textbooks/4


Poster Presentation 

By Sarah Williams and Dr. Stacy Creel 

Research posters and poster sessions are common 

occurrences in both virtual and physical academic and 

professional conferences. Posters provide the 

opportunity to communicate ideas and research in a 

succinct, attractive visual format (Gopal et. al, 2017). 

Academic posters may be used to share preliminary 

results, find research collaborators, present 

information at conferences, and as method to bring 

new researchers into the world of professional 

presentations (Durkin, 2011). In Philadelphia in 1982, 

poster sessions became a part of the American Library 

Association’s Annual Conference as “an effective 

forum for the exchange of information and a means to 

communicate ideas, research, and programs” (ALA, 

2021). Even as face-to-face conferences shut down in 

the light of the COVID-19 Pandemic, the poster 

sessions carried on with calls for virtual participation 

in digital sessions.  

Digital poster sessions can include live presentations 

or asynchronous interactions and still allow 

participants to interact, vote, and engage with 

presenters without the geographic limitations 

previously experienced by in-person conference. The 

Association of College and Research Libraries’ 

(ACRL) Distance and Online Learning Virtual Poster 

Session is a great example of allowing engagement 

without the scheduling of a live presentation. Posters 

are available for a week for comments and questions 

by viewers/attendees and responses by poster creators 

(ACRL, 2022).   

Baker & Philips’ (2021) article about conference 

research posters aims to display information and tips 

for successful poster presentations that both novices 

and the experienced presenter can use. Not only do the 

authors discuss elements of an appealing poster, they 

also explain the reasoning behind why their tips work. 

Drawing on publication from other researchers, the 

authors present informed advice that assists readers 

with their own projects. 

The article begins by briefly explaining conferences 

and what to look for when deciding which one to 

attend. By knowing this information, first time 

presenters have the ability to find the best even to 

share their research.  

Baker & Philips (2021) then explain the science 

behind poster layouts. Describing standards that 

presenters follow, the authors also provide resources 

that can help and inspire designs. In conjunction with 

layout advice, presentation of information and 

visualizations have ideal standards, such as the 

number of dots per inch for an image or font size.  

Baker & Philips (2021) end their article by explaining 

how poster sessions are being handled in our current 

society in the aftermath of COVID-19. Poster sessions 

are being held online during the pandemic. The 

authors describe the different types of online poster 

sessions, which includes synchronous and 

asynchronous sessions along with others. 

Creating Resources 

Canva (https://www.canva.com/) Pricing depends on 

how many people you wish to have access to the 

program. Besides the Free version, the very basic plan 

is $119/year for 1-5 people. *Canva is the go-to for 

many with a large variety of free backgrounds and its 

easy to use interface, it is SLIS’ top choice. 

Lucidpress (https://www.lucidpress.com/pages/) 

Prices for subscription range from Free (only allowed 

3 documents), $10 (for an individual), and $12/person 

(for a team license).  

Adobe Spark (https://www.adobe.com/) Prices are 

Free (very basic features plus 2GB), $99/year, and 

$239/year for team access. All plans include 

watermark ability. 

Mind the Graph 

(https://mindthegraph.com/app/poster-maker) Browser 

access and organizes the information into a format 

that the user picks. Unknown prices, but looks free-

ish? Can only sign up after the first project is finished. 

DesignCap (https://www.designcap.com/) There is a 

Free version with limited features. Other pricing is 

$4.99/month for more features and $5.99/month for 2 

extra on top of that (upload fonts and more image 

uploads/saving capability). 

Readings 

Barker, E., & Phillips, V. (2021). Creating conference 

posters: Structure, form and content. Journal of 

Perioperative Practice, 31 (7 & 8), 296–299. 

https://www.canva.com/
https://www.lucidpress.com/pages/
https://www.adobe.com/
https://nam12.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fmindthegraph.com%2Fapp%2Fposter-maker&data=04%7C01%7CStacy.Creel%40usm.edu%7C5fd522bea6f149ae3c1b08d9f24ba6a6%7C7f3da4be2722432ebfa764080d1eb1dc%7C0%7C0%7C637807229005632381%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000&sdata=W2XFwMC1nhtdunY5uhJVfd5iETKxHhIr%2B2YtxbNEYDE%3D&reserved=0
https://www.designcap.com/


Block, S.M. (1996). Do's and don't's of poster 

presentation. Biophysical Journal, 71(6), 3527-9. 

Kiefer, K., Palmquist, M., Barnes, L., Levine, M., & 

Zimmerman, D. (1999). Poster sessions. Colorado 

State University. 

https://writing.colostate.edu/guides/guide.cfm?guideid

=78 

Connor, C. W. (1988). The poster session a guide for 

preparation. Dept. of the Interior, U.S. Geological 

Survey. https://www.aapg.org/events  

Cranor, L. (1996). Research posters 101. Crossroads 

3(2), 13-16. 
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In an effort to encourage students at the School of 

Library & Information Science to be active 

participants in these types of events, students may 

participate in an optional student symposium, but 

they are required to create research posters in their 

capstone LIS 695. The following selection comes 

from Fall 2021: 

 

Content Analyis of the St. Tammany Parish Public 

Library’s Graphic Novel Collection by Emily 

Stephan 

 

Ransomware: A Bibliometric Study by Allyce Sears 

 

Analysis of Free Browser-based Accessibility Tools 

WCAG 2.1 Evaluation of Mississippi Gulf Coast 

Public Library Websites by Jessica Dawn Brown 

 

Public Libraries and the Digital Divide by Edina 

Osmanovic 

 

Common Ground: How the First Amendment and 

Intellectual Freedom Provide Room for Diverse 

Voices by Heather Smith 

 

Content Analysis of Community Cookbooks from 

Hinds County, Mississippi for the Development of 

Collection Specific Metadata Requirements by 

Lauren Clark Hill 

 

Ugly Ducklings: Investigating Poverty Stereotypes 

in Two Picture Books by Rachel Long 

 

Censorship in Libraries: A Retrospective Study of 

Banned and Challenged Books by Jessica Aucoin 

 

LGBTQ+ Picture Books: A Collection Assessment 

of Lonesome Pine by Stephanie Griffin 

results 
Finding LGBTQ+ Archives in the South 

Pathways to Discovery for Online Finding Aids at 

Research Institutions by Ash Parker 
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SUMMARY
This study examined the St. Tammany Parish Public
Library's graphic novel collection. The study analyzed the
collection's content in terms of age demographic, genre,
physical versus digital formats, and year of publication. The
importance of this study lies in the need for libraries to do
their best to offer both staples of graphic novels as well as
a diversity of content in terms of audience and type, as well
as to promote visual literacy through graphic novel
materials.

METHODOLOGY
The researcher procured a list of the St. Tammany Parish Public
Library’s graphic novel collection from the library’s online catalog.
Following this was a content analysis of the collection. Each work
was classified by audience demographic, genre, physical/electronic
format, and year of publication. The data collected was then
examined to answer the study’s research questions.

To determine how much of the collection was made up of graphic
novels, all works categorized under subject headings as “Graphic
novels,” “Comics (Graphic works),” and “Comic books, strips, etc.”
were included since these were the three most common
designators of graphic novel content.

DISCUSSION
There is no universal graphic novel banner.
The classifications were numerous and
inconsistent in detail. This could potentially
make seeking out particular types of graphic
novels confusing.

The majority of the graphic novels are aimed
at juvenile readers. Works for adults were far
fewer than those under juvenile or young
adult banners, suggesting that those in
charge of collection development did not
think graphic novels for adult audiences
have as large a potential readership.

Most of the items in the graphic novel
collection are physical rather than electronic.
This suggests that acquisition of digital
graphic novels has not been a major priority
for the collection development team.

DEFINITIONS
Graphic novel: A standalone story told in sequential art
(McCloud, 1994).
Sequential art: The term Scott McCould used to describe
graphic storytelling in general, regardless of whether the
material in question was a newspaper strip or a multi-volume
graphic novel epic (McCloud, 1994).
Visual literacy: The ability to interpret and evaluate images,
specifically the ideas they communicate (Hoover, 2011).
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CONTENT ANALYSIS
OF THE ST. TAMMANY
PARISH PUBLIC
LIBRARY'S GRAPHIC
NOVEL COLLECTION

EMILY STEPHAN
emily.stephan@usm.edu

Most of the graphic novel holdings were
published in the last twenty years. These
statistics reflect the prevalence of juvenile
and young adult-oriented materials in the
graphic novel collection.

CONTENT ANALYSIS STATISTICS

CONCLUSION
Overall, the graphic novel collection is 
impressive in size and scope. However, the 
classification system could use fine-tuning. A 
greater variety of adult materials would also
be welcome. These changes would make the
graphic novel collection more well-rounded.
They would also make it easier for users to
find the sort of graphic novel materials they
enjoy.



 
 

RESEARCH QUESTIONS
 

R1. Has scholarly literature around ransomware increased over the last 10 years (2010-2020)?
R2. Which journals have published the most literature on this topic between 2010 and 2020? 
R3. Which authors have published the most literature on this topic between 2010 and 2020? 

 
 

 
 

CONCLUSION

If Pundsack (2018) is correct in their statement that ransomware attacks on libraries are not a matter if, but when, then
the lack of published data regarding ransomware from library-focused journals is noteworthy. It would be interesting to
see if searching for "malware" on LIS databases would produce more results than ransomware did. Regardless, libraries
must increase their awareness of this threat to ensure that they are able to safely and securely provide access to their
services and respond to imminent cyber threats. 

 

129 results were retrieved, but the data were limited to 99 full-text, peer-reviewed, English-language articles on
ransomware after duplicates were deleted.
60 percent of the retrieved articles were published in the last 3 years.  
Less than one third of the data’s journals and authors represented the core publishing results, so Bradford’s Law and
Lotka’s Law were supported within these results.
Library-specific databases produced few results related to ransomware. 

 
 

DISCUSSION
 

 

 
 

RESEARCH SUMMARY

The purpose of this research is to track publication data and the potential rise in ransomware literature located in
scholarly journals over the last decade (2010-2020). Ransomware is one of the fastest growing malware threats to cyber
security and should be studied and monitored in order to mitigate the threat (Alwan, 2019; Slayton, 2018; Veresha, 2018).
This threat is especially relevant to Library and Information Science (LIS) professionals whose duties and patrons are
permanently entangled in increasingly digitized spaces and platforms (Rubin & Rubin, 2020). The intent of this study was
to gather and analyze data of published scholarly literature regarding ransomware in order to share this knowledge with
LIS professionals for their own use and education. 

 
 

RESULTS
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knowledge of WCAG, web languages, and disabilities,
code manipulation in content management system,
Axe Accessibility - only tool available on all browsers.

manual evaluations include all criteria,
evaluations include persons afflicted with impairments.

Barriers included:

 Future research recommendations:

CONCLUSION

Jessica Dawn Brown
Jessica.D.Brown@usm.edu

Analysis of Free Browser-based Accessibility Tools
WCAG 2.1 Evaluation of Mississippi Gulf Coast Public Library Websites

Five MS Gulf Coast public library website homepages 
Three compliance levels
Four free browser-based accessibility tools
Three web browsers
Manual evaluations of reported accessibility errors

METHODOLOGY
Compare free browser-based accessibility tools and
determine the WCAG 2.1 compliance levels of MS Gulf
Coast public library websites per homepage analysis.

OBJECTIVE

INTRODUCTION

perceivable (discernable by human sense),
operable (usable by human or machine),
understandable (intelligible),
robust (variable and sustainable).

The World Wide Web Consortium (W3C) explained web accessibility as the awareness of
disabilities within the design and development of all areas of the Web to remove information
barriers. W3C developed the Web Content Accessibility Guidelines (WCAG) to support
continuity in accessible designs and conformance to mandated disability regulations.
WCAG ranks compliance on three levels (A, AA, and AAA) within four areas: 

RESULTS

R1: What WCAG 2.1 compliance areas did free
browser-based accessibility tools test? 
perceivable, operable, understandable, and robust

U.S. Access Board. (2001). Web-based Intranet and
Internet Information and Applications (1194.22).
https://www.access-board.gov/ict/guide/web.html

World Wide Web Consortium. (2021). Introduction to web
accessibility.
https://www.w3.org/WAI/fundamentals/accessibility-intro/

FURTHER READING

R2-5: What WCAG 2.1 compliance level(s) did public library websites
meet in the Mississippi Gulf Coast region per...

 • ARC Toolkit?                                      • Lighthouse?           
• Accessibility Insights for the Web?     • Axe Accessibility? 

 
All five libraries failed to meet the minimum level A requirements per all

four tools in each tested browser.

R6: Did the free browser-based accessibility tools provide
a consistent evaluation of WCAG2.1 standards? 

Tool-reported Errors in All Browsers

Tool-reported Errors per Browsers

WCAG Category Percentage Reported by Tools





R1. What is IF's place in the history of
the United States and how does it
support diverse perspectives?  
R2. How has the American concept of
IF evolved since the First
Amendment's establishment?   
R3. What are some documented
examples of the varied ideologies
that have been expressed by
members of the LIS professional
community in the last twenty years?  
R4. How does the first amendment
(the foundation of IF) allow
adherence to such fundamentally
different ideological viewpoints?  

Common Ground 
How the First Amendment and Intellectual Freedom 
Provide Room for Diverse Voices 

Shortly after the United States of America

was formed, Congress ratified the First

Amendment which safeguarded American

citizens' freedoms of expression ("Bill of

Rights: A transcription," 2021). In the 20th

century, the spirit of this amendment was

captured in the term intellectual freedom (IF),

which became the guiding focal point in the

Library and Information Science (LIS)

community's mission (ALA, 2019). Although

stark differences of opinion have divided LIS

colleagues, United States history has

demonstrated that First Amendment rights

(a.k.a. IF) can have the power to unite even

those most staunchly opposed—they may

not have the same political beliefs but they

can agree on the importance of the First

Amendment and IF.

Summary
This study examined the legal history and

evolution of the First Amendment and the LIS

core value of IF in the United States of America

and explained how both conservative and

liberal ideations are supported by this common

national foundation.

Objective

 Documentary analysis of court cases,

historical events, personal interviews, and

autobiographical content was used to

examine the evolution of the First Amendment

and IF and to discuss how IF (via the First

Amendment) supports diverse views.

Methodology

Research Questions

Explained IF’s connection to the First

Amendment and its role in United States

history.

Used legal court case summaries and historical

events to show the First Amendment's

evolution.

Discussed and compared the diverse

ideologies held by both early American citizens

and modern library professionals (via interviews

and autobiographical testimony documented

within peer-reviewed journal articles).

Used this information to demonstrate how the

First Amendment/IF support diverse

perspectives. 

This historical analysis:

 

Discussion

Further research of this topic could expand

on the evolution of the First Amendment and

IF and broaden the scope of ideologies

represented within the LIS professional

community. Successful execution of such

expansion would require analyzing historical

documents prior to 1776 and conducting in-

person interviews after IRB approval. As the

topics of the First Amendment and IF will

not lose relevance, an extension of this

study could yield better-defined results and

applications.  

Conclusion

Heather Smith 

H.M.Smith@usm.edu 

University of Southern

Mississippi
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CONCLUSION
Future research could
include a cross-discipline
(for example nutrition or
food science) look at a
content analysis of specific
ingredient prevalence as
compared to historical data
about food shipping and
popularity. Recipes could be
similarly tracked across time
along with their changes
with new food technology
and popularity. 

INTRODUCTION
For several decades
community cookbooks have
been an accepted, if slightly
minor, source of community
and regional history. 

OBJECTIVE
This project aimed to use
previously digitized documents
from the community cookbook
collection at McCain Library to
identify common themes, and
specific subsection headings.

METHODOLOGY
This project was a quantitative
content analysis of the previously
digitized cookbooks from the
community cookbook collection
housed at McCain Library at the
University of Southern Mississippi. 

Subheadings
Illustrations
Additional Info
Enclosures

ANALYSIS

RESULTS
There were 125 different section titles across
the 16 books reviewed. Of that total, 41 were
non-recipe content while the remaining 84
were different recipe sections. 
Two previously created ontologies that
could be useful in this situation were the
Food Ontology from BBC and the ontology
created by the FoodOn project. 
This collection stood at a crossroads
between an archival collection and a
reference collection. Each book had signs of
usage including bent pages, torn pages,
handwritten notes, and letters and recipes
cut out from other sources. 
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Content Analysis of
Community Cookbooks from
Hinds County, Mississippi for
the Development of
Collection Specific Metadata
Requirements

AUTHORS
Lauren Clark Hill, MA, MLIS Candidate
First Reader: Dr. S. Creel
Second Reader: Dr. X. Mills
Additional Guidance: Dr. A. Haley

University of Southern Mississippi,
School of Library and Information
Science

The results of this research helped to show
a path forward for this collection that
could make it more usable for two main
audiences - researchers (academic and
genealogical) and individuals looking for
recipes to use. Knowing what categories
are the most prevalent, even within a
smaller subsection of the overall collection,
helped to define grouping categories for
recipes, which, while not included in this
research, would be a valid next step in the
process. 

Handwritten Notes on the Cover of
Kissin’ don’t last; Cookery do

Notes and Chapter Header for 
Cooking Favorites of Jackson 

Themed Image from The Globetrotters'
Cookbook

https://www.bbc.co.uk/ontologies/fo
https://www.jstor.org/stable/26864126
https://foodon.org/
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Investigating Poverty Stereotypes 

in Two Picture Books 

UGLYUGLY
DUCKLINGSDUCKLINGS

6

5

4

3

2

1

Wealthy   |    Impoverished    |    Not Indicated

Wealth Distribution
R1

Did the selected books contain any

portrayals of poverty—how many and

which ones? 

R2
In each set of Caldecott Medal books,

what were the main characteristics of

those who experienced poverty?

R3
How do these characters compare to the

pervasive stereotypes checklist about

poverty? What were the differences

between the sets?

 R4
How do depictions within these books,

including illustrations, reinforce

stereotypes about poverty?

Literature has been shown to be positively impactful on children (Good et al., 1998), and the lessons that

children absorb from literature can be long-lasting (Strnad & Hewitt, 2021). When children are exposed to

poverty stereotypes through literature at an early age, they grow into adults who rely on those stereotypes

when interacting with impoverished people (Mackey, 2013). Additionally, strict adherence to stereotypes can

be psychologically damaging to the person being stereotyped (Wiese et al., 2019). The Ugly Duckling

portrayed the highest number of poverty stereotypes of the literature reviewed in this study. The stereotypes

present in this children's book reinforce the several negative myths about poverty through both art and text,

including that the impoverished are dirty, unkempt, animal-like, useless, and personally responsible for their

own poverty due to internal flaws or fate. 

The results demonstrated that children’s literature can and does in many ways reinforce

stereotypes about poverty. Despite its limitations, this study was able to unearth and

examine several instances of stereotyping in the selected literature. Future studies which

investigate poverty stereotypes in children’s literature would perhaps receive more fruitful

and comprehensive results with a larger and more representative sample size of literature. 

The EndThe End

This study investigated how poverty is portrayed in children’s

literature using two sets of Caldecott Medal award-winning and

honor books from the years 2000 and 2020. Of the nine books

selected for this study, only The Ugly Duckling and Joseph had a

Little Overcoat contained instances of impoverished characters.

No depictions of poverty were found in the 2020 Caldecott titles.

As seen in the Wealth Distribution chart below, two out of nine

books (22%) portrayed poverty, one book (11%) portrayed

instances of wealth, and the remaining six books (67%) did not

contain any character who experienced poverty as defined by

this study. The limited sample size means that the results were

not generalizable, but this allowed for a more in-depth content

analysis of the two books that did portray poverty. 
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Censorship Concerns

Results

Censorship in Libraries
a retrospective study of banned and challenged books

Jessica Aucoin 
jessica.aucoin@usm.edu

Discussion

Selected References

Conclusion

607 books were targets of censorship in 2019, a 14% increase from 2018
Office of Intellectual Freedom collects reported banned and challenged books yearly
This study examined the American Library Association’s Top 100 Most Banned and Challenged
Books lists from the years 1990-2019 to see if there has been a shift in the themes and age
categories that are most likely to be banned or challenged. 

Most challenged themes: Violence (43%), Sexually Explicit Content (36%), and Offensive Language
(23%) 
Most challenged audience category: Teens (37%) 
Most Challenged Themes over time: Violence (21% from 1990s list, 23% from 2000s list, 21%
from 2010s list) and Sexually Explicit content (15% from 1990s list, 16% from 2000s list, 18%
from 2010s list) 
Most challenged audience categories over time: adult category for 1990s list (15%) while the teen
audience category for 2000s (18%) and the 2010s list (15%). 
Most challenged audience category (mixed audiences) over time: teens (19% on 1990s list, 24%
on 2000s list, 18% on 2010s list).

Most Frequently Banned/Challenged Themes 1990-2019 Ban Challenge by Audience Category 1990-2019

Violence and sexually explicit content contradicted ALA's top ban themes of sexually explicit content and offensive language
Significant increase in LGBTQ+ books but otherwise challenged themes remained consistent
Teens remained top challenged audience category which is consistent with literature 
MANY duplicate books over the years studied

American Library Association. (2013, September 6). Number of challenges by reasons, initiator, & institution, 1990-99. 
 https://ala.org/advocacy/bbooks/frequentlychallengedbooks/statistics/1990-99#reasons1990; 
American Library Association. (2013, September 6). Number of challenges by reasons, initiator, & institution, 1990-99.
https://ala.org/advocacy/bbooks/frequentlychallengedbooks/statistics/2000-09#reasons2000;
American Library Association. (2013, March 26). 100 most frequently challenged books: 1990-1999.
https://www.ala.org/advocacy/bbooks/frequentlychallengedbooks/decade/1999 
American Library Association. (2013, March 26). Top 100 Banned/Challenged Books: 2000-2009.
https://www.ala.org/advocacy/bbooks/frequentlychallengedbooks/decade2009 
American Library Association. (2020, September 9). Top 100 Most Banned and Challenged Books: 2010-2019.
https://www.ala.org/advocacy/bbooks/frequentlychallengedbooks/decade2019

There is an ABUNDANCE of censorship studies but there's always room for more!
Censorship Studies lack CURRENT information
More studies at the National, Regional, State, and Community Level could be beneficial 



Harmful Censorship
Matthew Fillingame

Matthew.Fillingame@usm.edu

What's Happening?
Libraries consistently deal with censorship challenges. The amount they deal with varies depending on the type of
library it is. Who brings these challenges, what are their reasonings, and how can libraries deal with these challenges?
This poster presentation will answer these questions.

Who? Why? How?

Conclusion
Through the research that was pulled from the American Libraries Journals between the years 2010 and 2020, the
data on who would bring forth these challenges and their given reasons on graphs one and two would suggest that
school libraries are the most targeted library types with these challenges of censorship. Graph three provides the best
solutions to deal with these challenges, as these were the most successful methods recorded within the researched
journals.

American Library Association. (2012). The 2012 state of America’s libraries: A report from the American Library Association. American Libraries, 1-66.
American Library Association. (2013). The state of America’s libraries: A report from the American Library Association 2013. American Libraries, 1-81.
American Library Association. (2014). The state of America’s libraries: A report from the American Library Association 2014. American Libraries, 1-79.
Rosa, K. (2015). The state of America's libraries: A report from the American Library Association 2015. American Libraries, 1-28.
Rosa, K. (2016). The state of America's libraries: A report from the American Library Association 2016. American Libraries, 1-30.
Rosa, K. (2017). The state of America's libraries 2017: A report from the American Library Association. American Libraries, 1-27.

Selected References

 Who is most commonly bringing forth censorship challenges to libraries?
School District Boards/Committees/Administrators (29%), parents (25%), community citizens (18%), and
librarians (14%).

 

 Why are they making these challenges?
Claims of materials being too sexual (22%), containing offensive language (17%), unsuitable for age group
(17%), religious reasons (11%), and/or portraying members of the LGBTQ+ community (9%).

 

 How will libraries best defend against these challenges?
Help from outside organizations (45%), social media outreach (25%), discussing challenger's reasoning (20%),
placing policies to protect materials (5%), and/or help from federal law (5%).

 



LGBTQ+ Representation in Books
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11%

R1: What picture books on the     

 Rainbow List are available in the

LPRL system?

R2: What did the ownership of

these books look like by branch? 

R3: Which LGBTQ+ group was

most represented in book

ownership? 

LGBTQ+ Picture Books
A Collection Assessment of Lonesome Pine

Regional Library System

This study analyzed the

children's fiction picture book

collection of the Lonesome Pine

Regional Library (LPRL). The

Rainbow List was used to

determine the level of LGBTQ+

diversity in their collection.

Introduction

A quantitative collection

assessment was used to assess

the number of books present in

the system, branch ownership,

categorization, LGBTQ+ group

representation.  

research questions

R1: LPRL owned seven of the 63

books on the Rainbow List

R2: Clintwood owned the most

books. Three branches owned two

books, three owned one book and

two branches owned zero books.

R3: Gay was the most represented

LGBTQ+ group.

methodology

results

LGBTQ+ groups were

represented in a limited way

among book ownership.

One book was miscategorized

as an adult nonfiction book.

The results indicated that there

was a gap in the collections of

the LPRL system when it comes

to LGBTQ+ fiction picture books. 

Conclusion

Book Availability

Author

Stephanie Griffin

Stephanie.griffin@usm.edu

Affiliations

University of 
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Background
LGBTQ+ materials have been excluded

from collection mandates, intentionally

hidden or removed from collections,

and described using inaccurate and

offensive language—or made invisible

by not describing available resources

at all.(1)

Archival metadata standards like

Encoded Archival Description (EAD) and

Describing Archives: A Content

Standard (DACS) provide structure,

rules, and guidance in describing

collections in an archival finding aid.(2)

Analysis of EAD element tags provided a

means to assess the presence of

descriptive elements required or

recommended by DACS, the adopted

archival descriptive content standard.

LGBTQ+ keywords were used throughout

the finding aid and across multiple

platforms.

Surprisingly few institutions provided

public access to EAD-XML files. This has

implications for open data access and web

harvesting.

The overall number of LGBTQ+ collections

was small in proportion to all online finding

aids.

Findings support increased interest in

LGBTQ historical research and targeted

collection mandates.

Discussion & Conclusion

Finding Aids for LGBTQ+ Materials

Search discovery platforms using LGBTQ+ related keywords 

Identify which platforms and descriptive elements lead to LGBTQ+ collections

Analyze descriptive elements and controlled access points oF LGBTQ+ finding aids

The purpose of this research was to identify how LGBTQ+ archival materials were

described by research universities in the Southeastern United States.(3)

Image derivative of work by Cory Doctorow (CC BY-SA 2.0)
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Archives and Cemeteries 

Editorial by Dr. Jeffery Hirschy 

 

I like Halloween. It’s my favorite holiday. I like to 

dress up, I like to read about it’s history, and when it’s 

the season, I like to integrate its story into my classes 

when I can. I’ve often found that the story of 

Halloween can be an important tool to teach students 

important aspects of history, anthropology, archival 

studies, and library studies. This can range from how 

Halloween first developed as a holiday, how different 

human societies celebrated the holiday, and then how 

it is remembered and preserved in archives and 

libraries when there is so many different ways to 

celebrate it in so many different cultures. In a way, 

and an often fun way, it shows students how they will 

have to preserve and describe materials in archives 

and libraries from multiple different angles and in 

multiple different ways to serve their institution’s 

chosen communities.  

 

Any discussion of Halloween will inevitable include 

something related to cemeteries. For example, in LIS 

646: Introduction to Archival Theory this past 

semester, I, and my class, were discussing alternative 

definitions of archives one class. In general, archives 

are institutions that tell stories. I was trying to get my 

students to realize that archives are just not 

institutions with various human produced traditional 

historical items in them. Archives can be natural, like 

a swamp, and they can also be things that may not 

seem like archives at first glance, like cemeteries. 

Cemeteries tell stories. They are full of stories and 

information that tell the stories of the people interred 

within them.  

 

Once cemeteries came into the conversation, one  

student, Mandy Hornsby, mentioned that her 

institution, the Biloxi Public Library, helps sponsors a 

cemetery tour at the Old Biloxi Cemetery in Biloxi, 

Mississippi. She also said that it was coming up and 

that anyone in the class who could make it was invited 

to make the trip. Connecting with students, and 

fostering a sense of community here at the School of 

Library and Information Science, is important, and 

cemeteries are cool, so I announced on the spot that I 

was going to attend the cemetery tour myself and any 

student who could make the trip was invited along on 

this impromptu “field trip.”  

 

My fiancée, Laura Hitchcock, and I met up with 

Mandy and several other students (Jessica Herr, 

Kimberlee Reynolds, Maude Cusimano, and her 

husband) on October 19, 2021 to wander through the 

Old Biloxi Cemetery and talk with some of the 

residents there.  Performers brought multiple residents 

to life from seafood workers like Ida Champeaux and 

Teresa Ewing to Leda Anglada, a woman who worked 

in downtown Biloxi for decades helping people plan 

their own weddings.  

 

Image 1. 
Mandy 

Hornsby 

explaining 

the history 

of the Old 

Biloxi 

Cemetery 

to one of 

her fellow 

classmates.  

 

 

 
Photo credit: Dr. 

Jeff Hirschy 
 

 

In addition to the performers, one could walk through 

the cemetery and examine other cemetery markers and 

visit the graves of anyone in the cemetery. Going to 

the Old Biloxi Cemetery Tour showed my students, 

my fiancée, and myself that cemeteries are archives 

that tell the stories of the people who were here before 

us. All we have to do is go and listen. 

 

 

Image 2. An 

open above 

ground tomb 

at the Old 

Biloxi 

Cemetery.  
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INTRODUCTION 

Archival materials are unique information resources 

with irreplaceable value to researchers. Digitization 

has long been recognized as a key method for 

preserving these unique resources. The Association of 

Research Libraries [ARL] (2004) endorsed 

digitization as a preservation option. The Library of 

Congress has also illustrated the importance of 

digitization to the long-term maintenance of its 

resources by creating its own guidelines for the 

process (Library of Congress, n.d.). In Mississippi, the 

Mississippi Digital Library (MDL) has participated in 

and encouraged the digitization of state cultural and 

heritage records. It provides access to many 

collections from academic institutions as a result of 

this digitization push (MDL, n.d.). 

 

Universities hold a wealth of archival material, and 

whether through their own websites or other 

organizations’ platforms, their online presences are 

pivotal for ensuring that unique archival knowledge is 

preserved and made accessible to a broader pool of 

potential researchers. Evaluating which collections 

based in Mississippi academic institutions have been 

digitized and have been made available to the public 

online contextualizes which aspects of Mississippi 

cultural and information resources are most 

represented to the largest possible audience. Focusing 

on institution websites and archival finding aids made 

available online, this study used quantitative methods 

involving elements of content analysis and 

webometric analysis to illustrate the current state of 

digitization at all eight of Mississippi’s public, four-

year academic institutions. 

 

Purpose Statement  

The purpose of this study was to provide a 

quantitative analysis of the digitized archival 

collections made available online by public, 4-year 

universities in Mississippi to determine how many 

collections have been digitized and to reveal which 

topics are most represented in digitized archival 

materials. 

 

Research Questions 

R1. How many archival collections at public 

universities in Mississippi have been digitized and 

made available online? 

 

R2. What proportion of the total physical archival 

collections at these institutions has been digitized? 

 

R3. What topics are most represented in digitized 

archival collections from these academic institutions 

in Mississippi? 

 

Definitions 

Content analysis: “the systematic analysis of the 

content of a text (e.g., who says what, to whom, why, 

and to what extent and with what effect) in a 

quantitative or qualitative manner” (Bhattacherjee, 

2012, p. 115). 

 

Digitization: “the conversion of analogue data (esp. in 

later use images, video, and text) into digital form” 

(OED, n.d.). 

 

Webometrics: “the study of the quantitative aspects of 

the construction and use of information resources, 

structures and technologies on the Web drawing on 

bibliometric and informetric approaches” (Björneborn 

& Ingwerson, 2004, p. 1217). 

 

Delimitations  

This study focused on the publicly accessible archival 

information and material from Mississippi’s 4-year 

public universities. It did not include private 

universities or community colleges. It did not include 

archival collections that may have been included on 

sources outside of the universities’ main web pages 

and the web pages of affiliated digital repositories. 

Several collections listed on digital repositories 

contained no items; these empty collections were not 

included in this study. 

 

Assumptions 

It was assumed that all available archival collections 

at a higher education institution or a representative 



selection of those collections were included on public-

facing lists when those lists were made available by 

the institution. It was also assumed that any collection 

descriptions provided by the host institutions on their 

websites were accurate. 

 

Importance of the Study 

The findings of this research provided an overview of 

digitized archival collections at public, four-year 

academic institutions in Mississippi. This study 

illustrated the current state of what has been digitized 

and made publicly available and revealed what areas 

have been best represented in the portion of 

Mississippi archival collections that have undergone 

digitization at these institutions. The findings reflected 

digitization priorities in Mississippi and were intended 

to inform academic library professionals about which 

areas of their holdings could benefit from greater 

digital representation. 

 

LITERATURE REVIEW 
This study built on previous scholarship about the 

increasing importance of digitization and digital 

access across library and archival science. For the last 

several decades, scholars have evaluated the influence 

of digital technology on the use and procedures of 

archives and libraries. Developments in technology 

and internet access have reshaped repositories, and 

previous research explored how both academic 

libraries and archives face unique challenges when it 

comes to making their holdings more accessible and 

present online. Digitization practices and priorities 

also featured among existing research. 

 

Digitization and Access in Archives 

As digital resources have become integral to archives 

and special collections, research has focused on the 

ways that academic libraries and archives push toward 

increasingly digital holdings and making them 

accessible. Paulus (2011) wrote about the changing 

roles of academic libraries and archives in an ever-

shifting digital landscape. He referenced the life cycle 

of information and argued that these institutions have 

become positioned closer to the point of information’s 

creation than they had been before, which shifted 

repositories’ roles and responsibilities. Some of the 

major drivers of digitization at academic institutions 

are institutional repositories, which house important 

digital collections for their specific academic 

communities. Yakel et al. (2008) discussed the 

implications of a report on archivists’ involvement in 

the creation and maintenance of institutional 

repositories and highlighted the push toward making 

information materials available online that was 

ongoing during the 2000s. This digital trend continues 

and informs how academic libraries and archives 

approach their online presence. 

 

Digitization has continued to be featured in research 

on academic institutions and archives. Using web 

analytics, Lapworth (2021) evaluated the value of 

large-scale digitization projects relative to boutique, 

or smaller-scale, projects that focus on item-level 

description. She concluded that while the initial costs 

of large-scale digitization are greater, either 

digitization practice could be better for a specific 

institution’s needs depending on considerations such 

as available resources and priorities (Lapworth, 2021). 

Studies have also discussed the incentives for 

institutions to undertake digitization projects and the 

opportunities that these offer beyond increasing access 

to collections. O’Hara, Lapworth, and Lampert (2020) 

discussed digitization projects as tools for helping 

staff gain experience in working with digital materials 

and start implementing policies and procedures for 

further, maybe larger-scale or more permanent 

digitization efforts. In another recent study, Teper and 

Kuipers (2021) explored questions of whether 

digitization has negatively impacted the use of 

physical archival materials. They also included 

discussions of balancing the stewardship of cultural 

heritage resources with the continuing push toward 

increasingly digital items. These questions illustrate 

that digitization continues to be a key concern for 

archival repositories and that there is room for more 

studies on digitization practices and their 

effectiveness. 

 

Research has also been done on the importance of 

making special collections and archives accessible 

online. Finding aids have been the subject of studies 

intending to improve online visibility and usability for 

archival collections. Chapman (2010) synthesized 

usability studies conducted on finding aids and 

produced research intended to help archivists at that 

time navigate the expectations and limitations of 

finding aids. She discussed the emergence of digital 

finding aids and the unique challenges that online 

displays pose. The paper reflected the growing 

importance of digital access for potential researchers 

(Chapman, 2010). More recently, McGahee (2018) 

evaluated the evolving role of finding aids in a digital 

setting and mentioned the importance of maintaining 

digital standards for the tools as expectations on 



digital availability continue to increase. As these two 

studies show, navigating issues of digital access has 

become more important as digital artifacts have 

become more standard in archival and library science. 

 

Similar Methods 

This study looked at digitized archival collections 

within universities in a single state. A similarly 

focused study was not found, but research using 

similar methodologies informed this project. Kelly 

(2018) included some content analysis methods on 

different aspects of the online presences of cultural 

heritage institutions. The researcher tested the value of 

Google Alerts for 66 different repositories. Kelly’s 

methodology included tracking multiple URLs and 

provided insight into how to deal with online 

consortia and other hosting platforms when focusing 

on specific repositories’ content. Kelly (2018) 

maintained spreadsheets detailing all relevant website 

data for the repositories and included coding details 

on how to handle unusable sources, which benefited 

this project during the coding stage of data collection. 

Yoon and Schultz (2017) used content analysis 

methods to evaluate the presence of data management 

on academic libraries’ websites. Their experience 

using coding to examine the presence or lack of 

information on academic websites informed this study 

as it attempted to evaluate the online accessibility of 

archival collections. They outlined a system of coding 

with four main areas and different subtopics to check 

for on each website, and their data were analyzed 

using specialized software as well as Excel 

spreadsheets. Yoon and Schultz’s (2017) research 

illustrated methods of evaluating and navigating 

websites that were valuable for this study, as it 

focused similarly on web content and the availability 

of certain information. In another study focused on 

archival materials available online, Loeb (2014) used 

qualitative content analysis methods to evaluate the 

resulting web presences of 10 institutions that had 

conducted large-scale digitization efforts. Loeb’s 

research focused on a pool of institutions of a similar 

size to this study and the analysis criteria included 

questions dealing with website presentation and 

accessibility relevant to the evaluation of how 

academic institutions present their digital holdings. 

Like the other cited research, Loeb (2014) also 

recorded data into spreadsheets for analysis. This 

study drew from the previous literature to create a 

methodology that could handle using institutional 

websites as the primary sources of data about digitized 

collections. 

 

Existing literature on digitization and access in 

libraries has explored the influence of changing 

technology on repository practices and priorities. 

Previous studies illustrated increasing participation in 

institutional repositories among academic libraries 

and other efforts to make archival content available 

online. Quantitative studies also provided greater 

insight on internet accessibility and website content 

for archives in light of the changing digital landscape. 

This literature has established that digital 

considerations are important to informational 

repositories, and future research will continue to 

explore how these entities adapt to shifting user needs 

and technology. 

 

METHODOLOGY 

Information Sources and Procedures 
Data were retrieved from each Mississippi institution's 

web page for archival holdings, where available, and 

from any other external online platforms, such as the 

Mississippi Digital Library, that were referenced on 

those websites. Information on digital collection 

topics was taken from labels and descriptions 

provided by the institution through these online 

sources where available. First, complete lists of all 

archival collections were retrieved from university 

websites. Second, lists of all digital collections made 

available online by each university or a related 

platform were retrieved. These lists were compared 

against each other to determine how many of the 

archival collections had been at least partially 

digitized.  

 

Data were collected between September 6, 2021 and 

October 3, 2021 and were recorded in Excel 

spreadsheets for each institution. The eight university 

names and URLs for all relevant websites and 

collection lists were entered into a spreadsheet. Each 

of the eight institutions was accessed through the 

websites provided through the Mississippi Institutions 

of Higher Learning. The Mississippi Digital Library 

was also checked for pages for each institution. Then, 

in spreadsheets for each institution separately, the title 

of every archival collection listed by each institution’s 

website was recorded and fields for collection 

identifier, repository, format (digitized or not), topics, 

and other notes were completed for each collection 

where determinable. Audio-visual and other 

collections that were created in a digital format were 

counted as digitized collections, as their presence in 

online repositories indicates that they have undergone 



and continue to undergo some form of digital 

preservation. All archives or special collections linked 

through the accessed university web pages were 

compiled to make as complete a list as possible for 

each institution. A list of pertinent topics represented 

in the digital collections was also compiled during 

data collection. These topics were taken from direct 

descriptions provided online by the institutions where 

possible or derived from the title and any collection 

details that were available to align with the topics 

provided by other institutions.  

 

Digitized collections were matched with collections 

that appeared on universities’ full lists using 

collection names and identifiers where possible. 

Where there were no pre-existing collections that 

matched digitized collections, the names of digitized 

collections were added to the master list of collections 

for each university. In the case of composite digital 

collections that had been created with material from 

multiple collections, each individual collection was 

counted as digitized where it could be identified. After 

data collection, the spreadsheets were analyzed to find 

the total number of digitized collections, the 

proportion of digitized collections to physical 

collections that had not been digitized, which topics 

appeared most frequently, and other quantitative 

findings relevant to the study’s research questions. For 

the purposes of this study, web pages, collection 

descriptions, and repository-generated subject tags 

were treated as texts that were evaluated using 

quantitative content analysis methods. Subject tags 

were applied to every digitized collection. Findings 

were presented in tables and graphs where 

appropriate. 

 

Limitations 

This methodology was dependent upon institutions 

making details of their archival collections publicly 

available online. Any digitized collections that were 

not made available through or otherwise listed on the 

institution's web pages were not included. If any of the 

academic institutions refrained from maintaining lists 

of their physical holdings in online platforms, their 

collections were similarly not included in this study.  

 

RESULTS 

R1. How many archival collections at public 

universities in Mississippi have been digitized and 

made available online? 

Data analysis revealed a total of 492 collections at 

least partially available digitally through the online 

platforms that were included in this study. The 

University of Southern Mississippi had the highest 

number of collections represented, with 229 (46.5%). 

Two other universities made up most of the remaining 

collections. Mississippi State University had 114 

collections available digitally (23.2%), and the 

University of Mississippi had 109 collections (22.2%). 

Mississippi Valley State University was the only one 

of the eight universities with no online digital 

collections. It was the only university not listed as a 

partner on the Mississippi Digital Library, and the 

university’s website also did not provide access to 

another platform for digital collections. The numbers 

of digitized collections found for each of the eight 

universities are included in Table 1. The full list of 

digital collections can be found in Appendix A. 

 

Table 1. Total Digitized Collections at Mississippi 

Universities 

University Name Digitized 

Collections 

The University of Southern 

Mississippi 

229 

Mississippi State University 114 

The University of Mississippi 109 

Delta State University 18 

Mississippi University for Women 11 

Jackson State University 9 

Alcorn State University 2 

Mississippi Valley State University 0 

Total:                 492 

 

R2. What proportion of the total archival collections 

at these institutions has been digitized? 

A total of 3,507 collections linked to Mississippi 

university archives and special collections were listed 

on institution websites and connected digital 

repositories. The 492 partially or completely digitized 

collections represent 14 percent (14.0%) of the 

collections that were listed on the publicly available 

websites. Outside of Mississippi Valley State 

University, which had zero digital collections, the 

university whose digitized collections made up the 

lowest percentage of the total number listed on its 

websites was Delta State University with 18 

collections out of 252 (7.1%). Alcorn State University 

had the highest percentage with 2 out of 8 collections 



 
 

Table 2. Proportion of Digitized Archival Collections for Each Mississippi University 

 

University Name Digitized 

Collections 

Total 

Collections 

Percent 

Digitized 

The University of Southern Mississippi 229 1434 16.0% 

Mississippi State University 114 805 14.2% 

The University of Mississippi 109 822 13.3% 

Delta State University 18 252 7.1% 

Mississippi University for Women 11 71 15.5% 

Jackson State University 9 103 8.7% 

Alcorn State University 2 8 25.0% 

Mississippi Valley State University 0 12 0.0% 

 

(25.0%). The University of Southern Mississippi 

listed the highest total number of collections with 

1,434. Its 229 digitized collections represent 16 

percent (16.0%) of its holdings listed online. The 

percentage of collections that have been at least 

partially digitized for all eight universities is 

represented in Figure 1 (seen below). Table 2 shows 

the percentage of collections listed publicly online 

that had been digitized for each university. 

 

Figure 1. Proportion of Digitized Archival Collections 

at Mississippi Universities 

 
 

R3. What topics are most represented in digitized 

archival collections from these academic institutions 

in Mississippi? 

Topics were assigned to collections using pre-existing 

descriptions assigned by the university repositories 

where available. When no topics were already listed, 

they were assigned to collections to match with the 

collection descriptions that did exist. The topic that 

appeared most frequently in the digitized collections 

was Mississippi History during the 20th century, with 

194 out of the 492 collections (39.4%) including this 

tag. The second-most frequent topic was Cultural 

History in the 20th century, which appeared in 114 

collections (23.2%). Similar topics dealing with a 

broader topic and time span also featured high on the 

list. Tags related to the bulk format of the collections 

also appeared more frequently, in addition to tags for 

agriculture, the Civil War, and politics. The eleven 

topics that appeared most frequently in the 492 

digitized collections are presented in Table 3. The full 

list of all 79 topics counted in this study are included 

in Appendix B. 

 

Table 3. Eleven Most Frequent Topics in Digitized 

Collections 

Topic Frequency 

Mississippi History - 20th 

Century 

194 

Cultural History - 20th Century 114 

Personal Correspondence 95 

Photographs 92 

Mississippi History - 19th 

Century 

78 

Agriculture 57 

U.S. History - 20th Century 54 

Civil War 52 

Politics 51 

Illustrations 47 

Literature 47 

Digitized Collections (14%) Collections Not Digitized (86%)



DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION 

The findings of this study reflected what archival 

collections at Mississippi public universities were 

discoverable online and which digitized collections 

could be accessed. They did not represent the full 

scope of archival holdings at these academic 

institutions but did help illustrate what potential 

researchers could come into contact with when 

visiting these institutions’ websites. The 492 

collections that were determined to be at least partially 

digitized from these institutions represented just 14 

percent of the total collections that were named 

online, and likely represented a much smaller 

proportion of all available materials in the 

universities’ archival holdings. Previous researchers 

like Lapworth (2021) have illustrated the many 

considerations repositories must reconcile when 

approaching digitization. This study built upon that 

research by providing a quantitative accounting of 

what digitization output has actually been made 

accessible through public repository websites. 

 

The high frequency of topics related to the history of 

Mississippi through the 18th, 19th, and 20th centuries 

suggested a significant focus on digitizing materials 

related to the state’s unique history. Tallies for 

university history were also significant while topics 

related to other regional or state history appeared less 

frequently. Some of the findings reflected university-

specific focuses. The majority of the 127 collections 

related to cultural history, for example, were found in 

the University of Southern Mississippi’s de 

Grummond Children’s Literature Collection, while 

most of the 14 collections tagged for music originated 

in the University of Mississippi’s Blues Archive. 

 

This study illustrated what topics were most 

represented in currently digitized materials. Further 

research into which digitized collections and topics 

throughout the state are accessed the most by users 

would supplement the findings of this study to help 

archival and academic library professionals determine 

which collections to continue to prioritize for 

digitization efforts. Research into the full scope of 

digitization efforts at each university – whether 

collections have been entirely or only partially 

digitized – could further expand on this study’s 

evaluation of the extent of digitization in state 

universities. The results of this study showed which 

collections had been at least partially digitized, but the 

methodology could not determine how much of the 

collection was represented. Some collections, like the 

Margaret Walker Alexander Papers housed in the 

Walker Center at Jackson State University, contain a 

vast quantity of material that has only partially been 

made available online and is continuing to undergo 

digitization. 

 

The procedure of this study was complicated by 

significant discrepancies in how each university 

presented its archival information online, the extent to 

which that information was available, and how online 

digital collections could be accessed, if they were 

accessible at all. When pulling data for the total 

number of collections, it was made clear that not 

every university had a complete list of physical 

archival holdings publicly available on their websites. 

Alcorn State University’s archives page contained a 

descriptive paragraph listing collections but did not 

have a full list like other universities in this study. 

Other archives’ web pages were undergoing 

renovation. Mississippi Valley State University’s web 

page for the Annie M. Payton Archives and Special 

Collections contained no active links to listed 

collections in addition to stating that it was being 

renovated. The latest update to the page was in 2018, 

according to the website. 

 

Other discrepancies in accessibility centered on digital 

repositories. The Mississippi Digital Library pages for 

three universities – Mississippi State University, the 

University of Mississippi, and the University of 

Southern Mississippi – linked back to institutional 

repositories hosted on the universities’ own platforms. 

Other universities’ collections were presented on the 

MDL website. Mississippi University for Women also 

had an internal digital repository that was included in 

this study though it was not linked from the 

Mississippi Digital Library page. There were also 

instances of broken links on several websites and 

other usability issues related to the formatting of both 

university web pages and digital repositories. Delta 

State University’s website included broken links for a 

list of collections in the Mississippi Delta Chinese 

Heritage Museum housed at the university, so only the 

collections included in MDL could be included in this 

study. The University of Southern Mississippi’s 

digital collections platform did not allow users to view 

multiple pages of results for a single collection, which 

limited the ability to browse within a collection. The 

complications encountered in the data collection for 

this study suggest broader limitations to access than 

the rate of digitization at university archives and 

special collections. 



Empty digital collections and broken links indicate 

that greater attention to the online accessibility of 

Mississippi institutions’ physical and digital archival 

holdings is needed to ensure that prospective 

researchers can connect with the right resources. 

Previous research has highlighted the importance of 

maintaining digital standards to meet user needs, like 

Chapman’s (2010) study on the optimal design of 

online finding aids, and this study has demonstrated 

that several issues remain with Mississippi 

institutions’ online platforms. Previous studies 

established a longstanding and ever-evolving need for 

awareness and intention when it comes to the usability 

of repository websites. This study built upon that 

previous work by highlighting several areas where 

missing or inaccessible information could hinder the 

use of repository websites for universities in 

Mississippi. These findings in conjunction with 

previous scholarship illustrate a continued need for 

repositories to bolster their public-facing web 

presences. Further studies on the usability of archival 

and special collections websites at each of these 

Mississippi universities are recommended to better 

illustrate potential barriers to access for researchers.  
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Appendix A: Digitized Collections in Mississippi Universities 

 

Alcorn State University (Alcorn): https://www.alcorn.edu/academics/library/library-

departments/archivesspecial-collections 

Delta State University (Delta): https://www.deltastate.edu/library/departments/archives-museum/  

Jackson State University (Jackson): https://www.jsums.edu/margaretwalkercenter/collections/manuscript-

collections/ 

Mississippi State University (MSU): https://scholarsjunction.msstate.edu/archives-and-special-collections/  

University of Mississippi (UM): https://libraries.olemiss.edu/specialcollectionspages/  

University of Southern Mississippi (USM): https://lib.usm.edu/spcol/  

 
Collection Name University 

Alcorn State University 

Yearbook Collection 

Alcorn  

Alcorn State University 

Catalogue Collection 

Alcorn  

Lucy Somerville Howorth 

Collection 

Delta  

General A.G. Paxton 

Collection 

Delta  

Walter Sillers, Jr. Papers Delta  

Virginia Thompson Papers Delta  

Margaret Wade Collection Delta  

Chinese Oral Histories Delta  

Delta State University Oral 

Histories 

Delta  

DSU Photographic Archives Delta  

Mississippi Delta Chinese 

Heritage Photo Collection 

Delta  

kellog wong collection Delta  

lebanese collection Delta  

charles clark letters Delta  

joy woo-chow collection Delta  

hoy family greenwood Delta  

lum family collection Delta  

chinese grocery store Delta  

sam jue collection Delta  

malcom y quon collection Delta  

ASSOCIATION OF 

AFRICAN AMERICAN 

MUSEUMS (AAAM) 

Jackson  

BEHIND THE VEIL Jackson  

GOLD COAST Jackson  

THE R.O.O.T.S. OF 

SUNFLOWER COUNTY 

Jackson  

phillip gibbs and james green 

memorial collection 

Jackson  

yearbook collection. (4) Jackson  

annual catalogue collection. 

(4) 

Jackson  

Alexander, Margaret 

Walker—Personal Papers. 

1929-1998. 

Jackson  

Meier, August—Farish Street 

Photograph Collection. 1947. 

Extent: 0.2 linear feet 

Jackson  

Charles Templeton Sheet 

Music Collection 

MSU 

Charles H. Templeton 

Instrument Digital Collection 

MSU 

David R. Bowen papers MSU 

G. V. "Sonny" Montgomery 

papers 90th Congress 

MSU 

John C. Stennis papers MSU 

John Marshall Stone letter 

book collection 

MSU 

Ames and Hogan families 

papers 

MSU 

Ashley Family Collection MSU 

James R. Atkinson Family 

Papers 

MSU 

Baskin Family Papers MSU 

Edward L. Blake Architectural 

Records 

MSU 

Blocker-Miller collection MSU 

Blumenfeld and Fried papers MSU 

Boswell and Stevens Family 

Papers 

MSU 

Broadside Collection MSU 

Eugene Butler Papers MSU 

Alfred Benjamin Butts papers MSU 

Gale Carr Papers MSU 

Chickasaw Female College 

Catalogues 

MSU 

Cully A. Cobb Papers MSU 

Cobb (Lois P. Dowdle; "Mrs. 

Cully") Papers 

MSU 

Douglas Conner Papers MSU 

Darden Family Papers MSU 

Drane Papers MSU 

Eldredge Papers MSU 

https://www.alcorn.edu/academics/library/library-departments/archivesspecial-collections
https://www.alcorn.edu/academics/library/library-departments/archivesspecial-collections
https://www.deltastate.edu/library/departments/archives-museum/
https://www.jsums.edu/margaretwalkercenter/collections/manuscript-collections/
https://www.jsums.edu/margaretwalkercenter/collections/manuscript-collections/
https://scholarsjunction.msstate.edu/archives-and-special-collections/
https://libraries.olemiss.edu/specialcollectionspages/
https://lib.usm.edu/spcol/


Charles Johnson Faulk Papers MSU 

Glass Negatives Collection MSU 

J. Allison Hardy Papers MSU 

Lenoir Plantation records MSU 

Levy Family Papers MSU 

Drennan Love family 

collection 

MSU 

Martin-Bates Law Firm 

(Atkinson) collection 

MSU 

Nannie Herndon Rice Family 

Papers 

MSU 

Emmett Ross Papers MSU 

Sanders Lee and Sargent 

families papers 

MSU 

Clayton Rand Papers MSU 

Boswell Stevens Papers MSU 

Silas Edward "Si" Corley 

papers 

MSU 

Hobbs Family Papers MSU 

Doy Payne Longest Collection MSU 

Aaron Spell Papers MSU 

Dantzler Lumber Company 

records 

MSU 

Howard Hanlon Collection MSU 

School of Forestry records MSU 

Clay County extension agent 

reports 

MSU 

Mississippi Homemakers 

Extension Club records 

MSU 

James T. Carlisle Family 

Papers 

MSU 

Brand family collection MSU 

James McKell collection MSU 

Brad Carter collection MSU 

CHARM oral history 

collection 

MSU 

Mrs. Henry Duke Watson II 

and Mrs. Charles Wallace 

papers 

MSU 

Waverly miscellaneous 

collection 

MSU 

Duncan High School MSU 

Virginia Nash collection MSU 

Hays-Ray-Webb Collection MSU 

History of Possumneck Attala 

County Mississippi 

MSU 

James Knox diary MSU 

Mississippi Agricultural & 

Forestry Experiment Station 

MSU 

Mississippi Cooperative 

Extension Service 

MSU 

Mississippi Forestry 

Association Records 

MSU 

Mississippi School Catalogs 

Collection 

MSU 

Poplar Springs Normal 

College Catalogue 

MSU 

Alice Puckett Posey life 

history 

MSU 

Zenas Preston diary MSU 

Willis Newbell Puckett 

reminiscences 

MSU 

Randy Bell Collection MSU 

Steve Nash and Willie Taylor 

Collection 

MSU 

Stiles Family Business Papers MSU 

Wier (Robert and Sadye) 

papers 

MSU 

Williams (Daniel) family 

papers 

MSU 

Mitchell Memorial Library 

Events 

MSU 

General Photograph Colelction MSU 

John E. Rodabough papers MSU 

Rufus Ward collection MSU 

University Archives Digital 

Collection 

MSU 

MSU Libraries Podcasts MSU 

Forest Resources Tool 

Collection 

MSU 

Mississippiana Vertical Files MSU 

Block (John Robinson) – 

MaxxSouth Broadband 

Collection 

MSU 

The Frank and Virginia 

Williams Collection of 

Lincolniana - Original 

Manuscripts 

MSU 

The Frank and Virginia 

Williams Collection of 

Lincolniana - Sheet Music 

MSU 

Arthur McKinstry Civil War 

Correspondence 

MSU 

Frederick Dent Grant and Ida 

Honore Grant papers 

MSU 

Julia Dent Grant Cantacuzene 

Countess Spiransky papers 

MSU 

Orville E. Babcock collection MSU 

Ulysses S. Grant and Julia 

Dent Grant papers 

MSU 

Ulysses S. Grant Presidential 

Library Pamphlet Collection 

MSU 

Lee Stephen Dill MSU 

Stone John Marshall Papers MSU 

University Archives Vertical 

Files 

MSU 

Oakley papers MSU 

Thompson B. Shaw-Mckell MSU 

James A. Scarbrough Papers MSU 

Todd A. Herring Collection MSU 



T.C. Wier Family Papers MSU 

North Mississippi Probate and 

Chancery Court Records 

Collection 

MSU 

Calhoun-Kincannon-Orr 

Papers 

MSU 

Echoes of Lloyd-Ricks-Wilson MSU 

Bultema/Williams Collection 

of Ulysses S. Grant 

Photographs and Prings 

MSU 

Howard Langfitt Farm Family 

of the Week collection 

MSU 

Board of Trustees Minutes MSU 

MSU Vs. Loyola 1963 MSU 

Theatre MSU MSU 

Blocker College Photos MSU 

Historic Costume & Textiles 

Collection 

MSU 

Thomas H. Smith Collection MSU 

Cultural Conversations MSU 

Citizens' Council Radio Forum 

collection 

MSU 

Kenneth Dean Collection MSU 

Lucius Marion Lampton, MD 

Historical Image Collection 

MSU 

Ernest "Ernie" Hilmon Flint, 

Jr. collection 

MSU 

Kelvie and Jewel Jennings 

Family Papers 

MSU 

Dr. A.B. Holder Photographs MSU 

Photographs MUW 

Ellard-Murphree-Pilgreen-

Smith Family Papers 

Collection 

MUW 

LGBT+ Alumni Oral History 

Project 

MUW 

Integration Project Oral 

Histories 

MUW 

Campus Portraits MUW 

OH LADY Humor Magazine MUW 

Ephemera Literary Magazine MUW 

Industrial Institute & College 

Catalogs 

MUW 

College Yearbooks MUW 

Desegregation Materials MUW 

COVID Artchive MUW 

North Mississippi Women’s 

History Collection 

UM 

Southern Women Legislators 

Collection 

UM 

Haley Barbour Collection UM 

Robert F. Kennedy Speech UM 

Thomas G. Abernethy 

Collection 

UM 

Allan Boyce Adams 

Collection 

UM 

Aldrich Collection UM 

Andrew Brown & Son – R.F. 

Learned Lumber 

Company/Lumber General 

UM 

Audubon / Strawberry Plains 

Collection Photographs 

UM 

Russell H. Barrett Collection UM 

Dr. Frederick Robert Bernard 

Collection 

UM 

Bishop Collection UM 

Blues Archive Poster 

Collection 

UM 

Board of Trustee Reports and 

Minutes 

UM 

Boynton Collection UM 

Richard C. Bridges Collection UM 

Calvin S. Brown Collection UM 

Grover H. Catt Collection UM 

Chancellors Biographical 

Collection 

UM 

Citizens’ Council Collection UM 

Clark Family Letters UM 

Claude F. Clayton Collection UM 

Cofield Collection UM 

C.E. Colbert Collection UM 

W. Wert Cooper Collection UM 

John Crews Collection UM 

Martin J. Dain Collection UM 

Joseph E. Davis Collection UM 

James O. Eastland Collection UM 

James E. Edmonds Collection UM 

Edmondson / Bray / Williams / 

Stidham Collection 

UM 

Evans Collection UM 

Kinloch Falconer Collection UM 

Featherston Collection UM 

Martin Feldmann Photograph 

Collection 

UM 

Field School for Cultural 

Documentation – North 

Mississippi Music Project 

UM 

Elijah Fleming Collection UM 

Freedom Riders Collection UM 

Gage Family Collection UM 

Carroll Gartin Collection UM 

Roxanna Chapin Gerdine 

Collection 

UM 

Kenneth S. Goldstein 

Collection 

UM 

Gunter Photograph Collection UM 

Sheldon Harris Collection UM 

Pat Harrison Collection UM 

Armis Hawkins Collection UM 



Reverend Jesse L. Henderson 

Civil War Diary 

UM 

Daniel Holland Ledger UM 

Home Movie Collection UM 

William Decatur Howell 

Collection 

UM 

Felton M. Johnston Collection UM 

James T. Jones Collection UM 

Keating Collection UM 

King and Anderson Plantation 

Collection 

UM 

Landry-Hume Collection UM 

League of Women Voters of 

Mississippi Collection 

UM 

John Leslie Collection UM 

William and Marjorie Lewis 

Collection 

UM 

Locust Grove Plantation Slave 

Ledger 

UM 

John Guy Lofton Collection UM 

Trent Lott Papers UM 

Stefano Marise Collection UM 

Ed Meek / School of 

Journalism and New Media 

UM 

James H. Meredith Collection UM 

Bill Miles Collection UM 

Miller Family Collection UM 

Mississippi Cities & Counties 

Collection 

UM 

Mississippi Education 

Collection 

UM 

Mississippi Highway Patrol 

Collection 

UM 

Mississippi State Textbook 

Purchasing Board Minutes 

UM 

Sidna Brower Mitchell 

Collection 

UM 

Mitchell Family – Marshall 

County Collection 

UM 

Nash & Taggart Collection UM 

William Cowper Nelson 

Collection 

UM 

Pertti Nurmi Photograph 

Collection 

UM 

Open Doors Collection UM 

Ed Perry Collection UM 

John E. Phay Collection UM 

Piney Woods Country Life 

Collection 

UM 

Presidential Debate Collection UM 

Prospect Hill Plantation 

Collection 

UM 

Ann Rayburn Collection UM 

Charles Roberts Collection UM 

Mrs. A.B. Robinson Ledger UM 

John Satterfield & American 

Bar Association Collection 

UM 

James W. Silver Collection UM 

Skipwith Revolutionary War 

Collection 

UM 

Small Manuscripts UM 

The Southern Studies 

Documentary Photograph 

Collection 

UM 

Martha Alice Stewart: Time on 

Parchman Farm Collection 

UM 

Sunflower & Eastern Railway 

Company Ledgers 

UM 

Lily Thompson Collection UM 

Renato Tonelli Photograph 

Collection 

UM 

United States v. Mississippi 

Interrogatory Answers 

UM 

Western Union Telegram 

Collection 

UM 

Jamie L. Whitten Collection UM 

John Quincy Wolf Collection UM 

Women of the Ku Klux Klan 

Collection 

UM 

Alan Lomax Collection UM 

Jim O'Neal Collection UM 

Kudzu Kings Collection UM 

Matthew Joseph Interviews UM 

Walter Lyons Scrapbook 

Collection 

UM 

Catalogued Materials UM 

Mississippi Territorial 

Documents Collection 

UM 

University of Mississippi 

Publications 

UM 

Yearbooks UM 

Betty Mermelstein Collection UM 

Priscian Fragments Collection UM 

Mississippi Menu Collection USM 

Sarah E. Allen Burns 

Collection 

USM 

David Price Gulf Mobile & 

Northern Railroad News 

Periodical Collection 

USM 

Forrest County Poll Tax 

Receipts 

USM 

M. James Stevens Mississippi 

and Gulf Coast Research 

Collection 

USM 

Ezra Jack Keats Papers USM 

David A. Adler Papers USM 

Clifford Lindsey Alderman 

Papers 

USM 

Mabel Esther Allan Papers USM 

Walter Anderson Papers USM 



Richard André Papers USM 

Thomas Gibbons Aylesworth 

Papers 

USM 

Zachary Ball Papers USM 

Franklyn M. Branley Papers USM 

Norman Bridwell Papers USM 

Randolph Caldecott Papers USM 

Martin Charlot Papers USM 

Arthur C. Clarke Papers USM 

Daniel and Susan Cohen 

Papers 

USM 

Scott Corbett Papers USM 

Harold Courlander Papers USM 

Ray Cruz Papers USM 

Manning de V. Lee Papers USM 

Gene DeWeese Papers USM 

Janina Domanska Papers USM 

Marie Hall Ets Papers USM 

Edward Fenton Papers USM 

Leonard Everett Fisher Papers USM 

Whitney Stewart Papers USM 

Don Freeman Papers USM 

Flavia Gág Papers USM 

Zhenya Gay Papers USM 

Faye Gibbons Papers USM 

John Graham Papers USM 

Kate Greenaway Papers USM 

Berta and Elmer Hader Papers USM 

Gail E. Haley Papers USM 

Tana Hoban Papers USM 

Syd Hoff Papers USM 

Robert Hofsinde Papers USM 

Trina Schart Hyman Papers USM 

Crockett Johnson Papers USM 

Ruth Krauss Papers USM 

Karla Kuskin Papers USM 

Eleanor Frances Lattimore 

Papers 

USM 

Mildred Lawrence Papers USM 

Don Lawson Papers USM 

Robert Lawson Papers USM 

Lois Lenski Papers USM 

Robert McClung Papers USM 

McLoughlin Brothers Papers USM 

Merritt Mauzey Papers USM 

Stephen W. Meader Papers USM 

Thomas Nast Papers USM 

Clare Turlay Newberry Papers USM 

Maud and Miska Petersham 

Papers 

USM 

Charles Fox Phillips Papers USM 

Jan Pieńkowski Papers USM 

Willy Pogány Papers USM 

Ed Renfro Papers USM 

H.A. and Margret Rey Papers USM 

Feodor Rojankovsky Papers USM 

Constance Savery Papers USM 

John Schoenherr Papers USM 

Maurice Sendak Papers USM 

Bill Severn Papers USM 

Symeon Shimin Papers USM 

Uri Shulevitz Papers USM 

Robert Silverberg Papers USM 

Louis Slobodkin Papers USM 

Armstrong Sperry Papers USM 

Emilie Blackmore and Marie 

Graham Stapp Papers 

USM 

Andrew Svenson Papers USM 

Colin Thiele Papers USM 

Mircea Vasiliu Papers USM 

Charles Ghigna Papers USM 

Herbert S. Zim Papers USM 

Robert Quackenbush Papers USM 

Bruce Coville Papers USM 

Ashley Bryan Papers USM 

Isabel Wilner Papers USM 

Milton Meltzer Papers USM 

Justin F. Denzel Papers USM 

Margaret Wise Brown Papers USM 

Tomie dePaola Papers USM 

Antonio Frasconi Papers USM 

Gloria Whelan Papers USM 

Esther Hautzig Papers USM 

John Steptoe Papers USM 

Sari Papers USM 

Ferida Wolff Papers USM 

Larry Dane Brimner Papers USM 

Betty K. Erwin Papers USM 

Brian Wildsmith Papers USM 

May Higdon Papers USM 

Goodyear Yellow Pine 

Company Photographs 

USM 

John Kitson Letters USM 

Alexander Melvorne Jackson 

Papers 

USM 

County Institutes - Programme 

and Syllabus 

USM 

English Parliamentary Acts USM 

William H. and Hattie L. 

Hardy Papers 

USM 

Paul B. Johnson Family Papers USM 

Theodore G. Bilbo Papers USM 

Hattiesburg Municipal 

Records 

USM 

Merry B. Harris Papers USM 

United States. Army. Provost-

Marshal's Office (4th District 

Richmond VA.) Documents 

USM 

L.E. Faulkner Papers USM 



U.S. Congress. Committee on 

the Public Lands Report 

USM 

James A. Riley Collection of 

Mississippi Documents 

Newspapers and Letters 

USM 

John Weston Letters USM 

Pierre Gustave Toutant 

Beauregard Papers 

USM 

Martin Witherspoon Gary 

Papers 

USM 

William M. Colmer Papers USM 

William Clarke Quantrill 

Research Collection 

USM 

Hattiesburg Historical 

Photographs 

USM 

Bob Hubbard Hurricane 

Camille Photographs 

USM 

Roy M. Wheat Papers USM 

Sullivan-Kilrain Fight 

Collection 

USM 

Major-Sowers Saw Mill 

Photographs 

USM 

William G. Smith Civil War 

Military Commissions 

USM 

Hurricane Camille Photograph 

Collection 

USM 

United States Forest Service 

Harrison Experimental Forest 

Station Collection 

USM 

Erle E. Johnston Jr. Papers USM 

Zoya Zeman Freedom 

Summer Collection 

USM 

Sandra E. Adickes Papers USM 

Joseph and Nancy Ellin 

Freedom Summer Collection 

USM 

P. D. East Collection USM 

Rabbi Charles Mantinband 

Papers 

USM 

Jill Wakeman Goodman Civil 

Rights Collection 

USM 

Circus Minstrel and Traveling 

Show Collection 

USM 

Matthew Zwerling Freedom 

Summer Collection 

USM 

Albert F. Gordon Freedom 

Rider Collection 

USM 

Will D. Campbell Papers USM 

Victoria Gray Adams Papers USM 

Kathleen Dahl Freedom 

Summer Collection 

USM 

John B. Maurer Freedom 

Summer Photographs 

USM 

Margaret Jo Hazelton Freedom 

Summer Collection 

USM 

Postcard Collection USM 

Rabbi David Z. Ben-Ami 

Papers 

USM 

Umoja Kwanguvu Freedom 

Summer Collection 

USM 

Edythe Evelyn Gandy 

Collection 

USM 

Michael J. Miller Civil Rights 

Collection 

USM 

Raymond Shonholtz Freedom 

Summer Memoir 

USM 

Ed Hamlett White Folks 

Project Collection 

USM 

William H. and Sallie J. Hardy 

Papers 

USM 

William D. McCain Pamphlet 

Collection 

USM 

Wendell D. Rimer Papers USM 

Courtney L. Frobenius 

Vietnam Research Collection 

USM 

Leesha Faulkner Civil Rights 

Collection 

USM 

Madge Burney Papers USM 

Political Campaign Collection USM 

Margaret Thatch Hinton 

Collection 

USM 

Methodist Hospital Historical 

Collection 

USM 

Jefferson Davis Letters USM 

Will Mack Hanging 

Photographs 

USM 

Southern Tourism Collection USM 

Thomas Spight Letters USM 

John Q. Adams Letters USM 

Lawrence D. Spears Civil 

Rights Collection 

USM 

Candy Brown Gonzalez 

Freedom Summer Photographs 

USM 

Andrew A. Wiest Collection USM 

Iain Whyte Civil Rights 

Collection 

USM 

Civilian Conservation Corps 

(CCC) Camp Photographs 

USM 

Camp Shelby History 

Collection 

USM 

Kennedy Assassination 

Associated Press Wire Reports 

USM 

Herbert Randall Photograph 

Collection 

USM 

Wesley James Ellzey Papers USM 

Camp McCain Collection USM 

David Neal Tigert Letters USM 

Mansfield Lovell Letters USM 

William “Bill” G. McAtee 

Civil Rights Collection 

USM 



Legacy of Dr. Joseph A. 

Greene founding Dean of the 

College of Business and 

Economic Development 

USM 

United States Army Fourth 

Military District Documents 

USM 

Boney Family Collection USM 

Alexander G. McNutt Letters USM 

Henry Stuart Foote Letter and 

Autograph 

USM 

David A. Camp Letters USM 

Adams County Police and 

Miscellaneous County Records 

USM 

Citizens' Council / Civil Rights 

Collection 

USM 

Mississippiana Vertical File 

Indexes 

USM 

de Grummond Children's 

Literature Collection - Books 

USM 

Children's Book Festival 

Collection 

USM 

de Grummond Periodicals USM 

de Grummond Children's 

Literature Medallion 

Collection. 

USM 

University of Southern 

Mississippi Yearbooks 

USM 

Harer Collection USM 

University of Southern 

Mississippi Photographs. 

USM 

University Union and Student 

Activities 

USM 

Jane Ellen Carstens Collection USM 

Henry-Rowell-Waldrup Papers USM 

Oral History Collection USM 

Hurricane Katrina USM 

John C. Robinson Brown 

Condor 

USM 

Mississippi Oral History 

Project 

USM 

Community Bridges Oral 

History Project. 

USM 

Civil Rights Documentation 

Project. 

USM 

Oral history of Delta State 

University. 

USM 

Attala Historical Society USM 

Biloxi Beach Wade-In 50th 

Anniversary. 

USM 

Oral history of Tupelo and Lee 

County, Mississippi. 

USM 

Mississippi Civil Rights 

Museum. 

USM 

Mississippi Legislative Black 

Caucus. 

USM 

Freedom Summer. USM 

Mississippi Humanities 

Council. 

USM 

African-American History. USM 

Education. USM 

Freedom Schools USM 

EURO Project. USM 

North MS Holly Springs OHP, 

Civil Rights, Rust College. 

USM 

Oral history of Mississippi 

Gulf Coast Community 

College. 

USM 

Religion USM 

Chemistry Dept. USM 

McCOmb USM 

Journalism USM 

Mobile Bouie St. USM 

Politics. USM 

Research guide to the Gulf 

Coast Collection of the 

Mississippi Oral... 

USM 

Bolivar County Library 

System: Changing Times 

USM 

Civilian Conservation Corps. USM 

Community Literacy Outreach 

Initiative. 

USM 

Mississippi Band of Choctaw 

Indians. 

USM 

Paul Johnson USM 

Mississippiana Collection USM 

Mississippiana Periodicals USM 

Rare Books Collection. USM 

Confederate Imprints. USM 

McCain Map Collection. USM 

Public Relations. USM 

USM Art Museum USM 

 

 
 

 
 



 
 

Appendix B: Topics in Digitized Collections 

 
Topic Instances 

Mississippi History - 20th Century 194 

Cultural History - 20th Century 114 

Personal Correspondence 95 

Photographs 92 

Mississippi History - 19th Century 78 

Agriculture 57 

U.S. History - 20th Century 54 

Civil War 52 

politics 51 

Illustrations 47 

Literature 47 

University History - 20th Century 46 

Civil Rights 42 

Oral History 41 

U.S. History - 19th Century 37 

Education 27 

Student life 17 

Mississippi History - 21st Century 16 

Slavery 15 

African American History 14 

Music 14 

Women's History 14 

Integration 13 

Military History - 20th Century 13 

University History - 21st Century 13 

Sports 12 

University History - 19th Century 12 

Personal Diaries/memoirs 11 

Architecture/buildings/construction 10 

Cultural History - 19th Century 10 

Civil Rights - Race Relations 8 

World War II 8 

Forestry/Lumber 7 

Music - Blues 7 

Chinese Heritage 6 

Family Photographs 6 

Military History - 19th Century 6 

Religion 6 

Postcards 5 

Railroad 4 

U.S. History - 21st Century 4 

Vietnam War 4 

Medicine 3 

Radio 3 

Civil War - Reconstruction 3 

Art/paintings 2 

Cartoons 2 

Cultural History - 21st Century 2 

Food 2 

Geology 2 

LGBT 2 

Louisiana History - 19th Century 2 

Native American History 2 

Theater 2 

Airplanes 1 

Assassination 1 

British History - 17th Century 1 

broadcast 1 

Cultural History - 18th Century 1 

Georgia History - 20th Century 1 

Great Depression 1 

Hanging 1 

Home Movies 1 

Instruments 1 

Lebanese Heritage 1 

Louisiana History - 20th Century 1 

Medieval History 1 

Montana History - 19th Century 1 

podcast 1 

Police 1 

Posters 1 

Pottery 1 

Prison 1 

Revolutionary War 1 

Temperance 1 

Textiles 1 

Tourism 1 

U.S. History - 18th Century 1 

World War I 1 
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INTRODUCTION 

The slow movement of the archival profession toward 

descriptive standards leapt forward when computer 

automation provided a means for sharing finding aids 

beyond the reading room (Gabriel, 2002).  Publishing 

finding aids online has provided access to collections, 

created awareness of the resources available at 

archival institutions, and facilitated the discovery of 

materials (Roth, 2001; Bron, Proffitt, and Washburn, 

2013; Eidson and Zamon, 2019).  Despite the 

improvement of discovery and access brought on by 

the adoption of structure and content standards 

(Gabriel, 2002; Eidson and Zamon, 2019), the 

question of whether research institutions have met the 

needs of users by maximizing the pathways to 

discovery for LGBTQ+ materials has not been 

answered.  This has been of particular concern in 

regions that have been slower to address a history of 

social injustice toward the LGBTQ+ community.  The 

discovery of primary source materials for LGBTQ+ 

research has been negatively impacted by a history of 

archival practice that has failed to preserve and 

provide access to records.  Collections with relevant 

LGBTQ+ materials were often hidden due to 

inaccurate subject headings, veiled references to a 

“friend, roommate, or travel companion” (p. 123), or 

no subject description (Brown, 2011).  Materials were 

frequently destroyed by relatives, damaged through 

improper private storage, or simply not valued as 

potential acquisitions by archivists with narrow 

collection mandates (Brown, 2011).  The importance 

of quality resource description in online finding aids 

cannot be understated, and current content standards 

provide guidelines that could improve subject access 

and discovery of LGBTQ+ collections and materials.  

How LGBTQ+ archival materials have been identified 

in online discovery platforms and finding aids impacts 

the ability of researchers to identify primary source 

materials.   

 

Purpose Statement 

The purpose of this research was to investigate and 

assess the availability of online archival finding aids 

and descriptive metadata for LGBTQ+ materials at 

research universities in the Southeastern United 

States. 

 

Research Questions 

R1. Which online discovery and access features for 

descriptive records were available on the   

institutions’ website including: 

a. structure and exchange standards (Encoded  

Archival Description-EAD XML, MARC, linked 

data-RDF),  

b. publication platforms (local website or catalog, 

archival information system, regional consortium), 

and 

c. additional discovery features, such as subject 

indexes, subject research guides? 

 

R2. How many LGBTQ+ related collections were 

identified by searching the institution’s discovery 

resources and how were the collections identified? 

 

R3. Were finding aids compliant with DACS’ 

required descriptive elements? 

 

R4. How many and what type of controlled access 

points (including name, place, subject, form, 

occupation, and function) and narrative elements 

(administrative/biographical note, scope/content note, 

and abstract) were in the finding aids, and what 

controlled vocabularies were identified? 

 

Definitions 

LGBTQ+: is the commonly recognized acronym for 

the gender, sexuality, and romantic minority (GSRM) 

community that includes the initials for lesbian, gay, 

bisexual, transgender, and the reclaimed, umbrella 

term queer, (Human Rights Campaign [HRC], n.d.; 

PFLAG, 2021) with the plus sign designating 

additional identities.   

 

Encoded Archival Description (EAD): “is an XML 

standard for encoding archival finding aids, 

maintained by the Technical Subcommittee for 

Encoded Archival Standards of the Society of 

American Archivists, in partnership with the Library 

of Congress” (Library of Congress [LC], n.d., par. 1).  



 
 

The initial introduction of EAD in 1998 and its 

subsequent revisions in 2002 and 2014 have 

influenced archival descriptive practice and the online 

publication of finding aids for resource discovery.   

 

Describing Archives: A Content Standard (DACS): is 

the recognized content standard for the United States 

based on international standards like the General 

International Archival Description (ISAD-G).  

Originally published in 2004 and subsequently revised 

in 2014 and 2019, DACS provides “an output-neutral 

set of rules for describing archives, personal papers, 

and manuscript collections, and can be applied to all 

material types” (Society of American Archivists, 

2004, par. 1). 

 

Southeastern United States: The Carnegie 

Classification of Institutions of Higher Education 

identifies states within the region of the Southeastern 

states to include Alabama, Arkansas, Florida, Georgia, 

Kentucky, Louisiana, Mississippi, North Carolina, 

South Carolina, Tennessee, Virginia, and West 

Virginia (Indiana University, n.d.). 

 

LGBTQ+ Collections: This term is used as a general 

description of archival collections with inherent value 

for research on LGBTQ+ history.  An archival 

collection is “a body of archival material formed by or 

around a person, family, group, corporate body, or 

subject, either from a common source as a natural 

product of activity or function, or gathered 

purposefully or artificially without regard for original 

provenance” (Reitz, n.d., Archival materials).  Such 

archival materials are usually unique, primary source 

records, including “original manuscripts, periodical 

articles reporting original research or thought, diaries, 

memoirs, letters, journals, photographs, drawings, 

posters, film footage, sheet music, songs, interviews, 

government documents, public records, eyewitness 

accounts, newspaper clippings, etc.” (Reitz, n.d., 

Primary source). 

 

Delimitations 

This study focused on the practices of making finding 

aids available online for the discovery of and access to 

materials by assessing features observable on public-

facing websites.  Identification of an institution’s total 

collections, and thus the proportion of their collections 

not available online, was not considered.  Assessment 

of descriptive data quality was limited to visible and 

accessible elements that could be identified through 

information accessed through searches, links, 

downloads, and viewing source code.  While the 

existence of LGBTQ+ digital collections is important 

to researchers, this study limited inclusion of 

collections to those with archival descriptive 

inventories, and digital collection platforms were not 

searched.  Any digital collections identified through 

subject guides were not included in the count of 

LGBTQ+ collections unless they also had a finding 

aid.  This study was primarily concerned with the use 

of descriptive elements in LGBTQ+ finding aids, so 

while EAD tags were used to analyze compliance with 

DACS required elements, EAD compliance and 

accurate use of content and value standards were not 

assessed.  This study was limited to identifying the 

various delivery and descriptive features of finding 

aids and did not explore usability features or how 

users were interacting with online finding aids.  The 

focus on pathways to discovery for LGBTQ+ 

collections limited the inclusion of collections to those 

that could be identified through reasonable searches.  

The analysis of data quality through content analysis 

was limited to those finding aids available as EAD 

files. 

 

Assumptions 

Based on previous research regarding the adoption of 

EAD for encoding and DACS for descriptive content, 

it was assumed that most of the institutions included 

in this study were likely to publish finding aids online 

using EAD XML, providing an adequate sample for 

content analysis.  Because of this standardization, the 

sample finding aids should conform to a predictable 

structure allowing EAD tags to be identified and 

counted and controlled access points to be aggregated 

and analyzed.  Because of time limitations, the 

accurate use and application of EAD encoding and 

DACS descriptive elements were assumed.  

 

Importance of Study 

Researchers of LGBTQ+ subjects face additional 

obstacles and difficulties discovering primary source 

materials.  Historically, LGBTQ-related materials 

have been excluded from collection mandates, 

intentionally hidden or removed from collections, and 

described using inaccurate and offensive language—

or made invisible by not describing available 

resources (Maynard, 1991; Kirste, 2007; Rawson, 

2009; Brown, 2011; Baucom, 2018).  Researchers of 



 
 

LGBTQ-related subjects have faced social tension 

related to assumptions and bias from archivists and 

improving online discovery systems empowers 

researchers who might wish to avoid interacting with 

archivists (Maynard, 1991; Kirste, 2007; Rawson, 

2009).  How an institution has presented the 

information can imply a general prejudice that 

impacts research activity—from an absence of a 

research guide to outdated, offensive terms in the 

finding aid.  Addressing past wrongs in archival 

practice has been a social justice imperative, one 

which was embraced by the profession as evidenced 

by the diversity statement in the Society of American 

Archivists’ Code of Ethics (SAA, 2020b).   This study 

was aimed to contribute to the scholarly literature on 

archival descriptive practice and its impact on the 

discovery of resources for marginalized research 

subjects. 

 

LITERATURE REVIEW 

Structure and Exchange Standards 

Most of the literature identified utilized surveys of 

practitioners to identify practices for encoding and 

publishing finding aids online (Roth, 2001; Redding, 

2002; Kim and Yakel, 2004; Gracy and Lambert, 

2014; Eidson and Zamon, 2019; Sweetser and 

Orchard, 2019).  However, many of the same 

questions about the delivery of archival descriptions 

online could be answered with a website survey.  

According to a recent survey, most college and 

university institutions posted finding aids online and 

most of those used EAD (Eidson and Zamon, 2019).  

Archival institutions have utilized multiple pathways 

to increase the discoverability of their collections.  

Early deployment of EAD in Standard Generalized 

Markup Language (SGML) has given way to the 

simpler Extensible Markup Language (XML), 

delivered via server directory on a local website, on 

aggregated regional consortiums, or utilizing archival 

data/content management software platforms (Roth, 

2001; Frost, 2002; Kim and Yakel, 2004).  The 

practice of collection-level MARC records in online 

catalogs, participation in archival consortiums, and 

more recently providing records for aggregating sites 

like ArchiveGrid has provided multiple platforms for 

discovery (Sweetser and Orchard, 2019).   

 

Content analysis of EAD finding aids has found data 

quality issues in the structural consistency and 

semantic consistency of online finding aids, due to 

incorrect or inconsistent encoding practices (Prom, 

2002; Carpenter and Park, 2009; Wisser and Dean, 

2013; Francisco-Revilla et al., 2014) and the lack of 

consistently utilized content and value standards 

(Prom, 2002; Carpenter and Park, 2009; Bron et al., 

2013; Wisser and Dean, 2013; Francisco-Revilla et 

al., 2014).  The lack of consistency between 

institutions has compromised discovery by preventing 

metadata comparison on elements like date, extent, 

and controlled access points for material type/genre, 

place, subject, occupation, and function (Bron et al., 

2013; Wisser and Dean, 2013; Francisco-Revilla et 

al., 2014).   

 

Content and Value Standards 

DACS has been widely accepted and implemented by 

archivists to inform descriptive practices, particularly 

in developing encoded finding aids and in the 

emerging practice of archival authority records.  

Though survey results indicated widespread adoption 

of DACS (Gracy and Lambert, 2014; Sweetser and 

Orchard, 2019), studies on data quality and 

compliance have been limited (Surles, 2018; Weimer, 

2019; Wiedeman, 2019).  Well after the adoption of 

DACS, Wisser and Dean (2013) found that the use of 

the descriptive rules element was “less than uniform” 

with only 44 percent of the sample identifying a 

content standard (p. 549).  The value standards most 

frequently utilized by Association of Research 

Libraries (ARL) members include Library of 

Congress Subject Headings (LCSH), Getty’s Art and 

Architecture Thesaurus (AAT), Library of Congress 

Thesaurus for Graphic Materials (TGM), and 

internally generated thesauri (Sweetser and Orchard, 

2019).  The incorrect use of these value standards has 

been found in previous studies, especially in 

misapplying subdivisions, misusing spacing and 

punctuation, or not updating older values (Mascaro, 

2011).  Content analysis of finding aids found the 

most utilized controlled access headings—an 

important descriptive element for discovery through 

aggregate sites and linked data—to be proper names 

and topical terms, with fewer terms for place and 

genre used.  Variability in the depth of description has 

been found in studies of data quality, which could be a 

concern for legacy finding aids not updated to meet 

content standards (Mascaro, 2011).   

 

 

 



 
 

LGBTQ+ Research 

Online finding aids provide greater access to 

resources and evolving technologies and platforms 

increasingly improve discovery through structured 

metadata, publication on multiple platforms, and 

searchable content.  However, the insufficient 

description of materials can be problematic for 

subject-specific research topics.  Duff and Johnson 

(2001) found that email reference requests were most 

frequently related to resource discovery queries that 

should typically be “answered by an information 

retrieval system” (p. 55), concluding that “authority 

control systems that standardize proper name, place, 

and form genre terms would probably improve 

retrieval” (p. 59).  Previous literature related to 

LGBTQ+ archival description has pointed to barriers 

created by the language used for subject access and 

the failure to reflect the communities described 

(Rawson, 2009; Cifor, 2016; Baucom, 2018).  While 

descriptive practices for LGBTQ+ library cataloging 

have seen a considerable amount of study (Adler, 

2009; Edge, 2019), the exploration of pathways to 

discovery for LGBTQ+ archival materials presented a 

gap in the literature.  

 

Content Analysis Methods 

This study included many of the access and discovery 

questions posed in previous studies regarding the 

publication of finding aids (Roth, 2001; Redding, 

2002; Kim and Yakel, 2004; Gracy and Lambert, 

2014; Eidson and Zamon, 2019; Sweetser and 

Orchard, 2019).  Unlike surveys for reporting 

publication practice administered to practitioners, this 

web content survey was based on observation.  To 

assess data quality in LGBTQ+ finding aids, this 

study analyzed the frequency of EAD data elements, 

like previous content analyses (Prom, 2002; Carpenter 

and Park, 2009; Wisser and Dean, 2013; Francisco-

Revilla et al., 2014) to establish a baseline for 

comparison.  Descriptive data quality was 

operationalized as completeness and consistency 

based on previous studies (Carpenter and Park, 2009; 

Francisco-Revilla et al, 2014), though instead of 

focusing on structure and encoding, this study 

examined the presence and frequency of minimum 

descriptive elements required by DACS.  Surles 

(2018) also examined DACS compliance as a measure 

of data quality for audiovisual archives finding aids.  

Several of the studies on data quality and standards 

compliance have used automation to analyze EAD 

tags from XML files (Carpenter and Park, 2009; Bron 

et al., 2013; Wisser and Dean, 2013; Francisco-

Revilla et al, 2014), utilizing various tools and 

technologies from a simple Excel spreadsheet 

(Carpenter and Park, 2009), to more skill-intensive 

XPath queries (Bron et al, 2013) and XSLT stylesheet 

tests (Prom, 2002).  The structured nature of XML 

files makes counting tags possible with various tools, 

a method this study utilized with OpenRefine for 

XML parsing and data transformations.     

 

METHODOLOGY 

This study analyzed and assessed the quality of 

descriptive archival data for discovery of and access 

to LGBTQ+ collections through a content analysis of 

website features and finding aids.  A survey of web 

publishing features was supplemented with a review 

of LGBTQ+ collection finding aids to determine the 

elements typically used to describe archival materials.  

LGBTQ+ collections were identified via discovery 

platform searches and the pathways to discovery were 

analyzed, including subject access points, narrative 

description keywords, and research guides.  The 

discoverability of available LGBTQ+ resources was 

analyzed to determine the characteristics of 

descriptive data and the specific features that provided 

access to online users.   

 

Information Sources and Procedures 

Part 1: Analysis of Discovery Features 

Subject institutions were selected from the Carnegie 

Classification of Institutions of Higher Learning 

listings of Doctoral granting institutions with very 

high research activity in the Southeastern United 

States.  Gay liberation and related social movements 

are often associated with the populated centers of the 

east and west coasts (Howard, 1997; Brown, 2011).  

However, the Southeastern region boasts a unique and 

vibrant LGBTQ+ history and culture (Howard, 1999; 

Cantrell, 2015; Harker, 2018) that may be overlooked 

due to large rural areas and conservative socio-

political influences.  The selection of the Southeastern 

states aims to highlight the available resources for 

LGBTQ+ research and the ongoing efforts to preserve 

LGBTQ+ history and culture.  This list of 33 

institutions (included in the Appendix) consisted of 

public and private not-for-profit institutions, defined 

by Carnegie classification as those awarding at least 

twenty research/scholarly degrees and at least $5 

million in spending on research activities (Indiana 



 
 

University, n.d.).  This emphasis on research was 

expected to increase the likelihood of online finding 

aid publication, the quality of descriptive records, and 

the likelihood of LGBTQ+ collection discovery.   

 

The website for the institution’s archives and special 

collections department was reviewed.  The checklist 

of publication features (in the Appendix) was 

developed based on the practices identified by prior 

research.  Each access and discovery feature in the 

checklist was coded yes or no (using binary 1-0 

coding) based on visual observation to determine 

whether and how each institution was publishing 

finding aids online, including the structure and 

exchange standard used, a count of collections listed, 

and internal or external publication platforms.  Special 

attention was given to navigational features like 

sidebars, links, and menus to identify discovery 

resources.  Where multiple publication methods were 

identified, each was documented.  For example, 

institutions might include MARC records of archival 

collections in the library catalog, so listed collections 

were searched in the online public access catalog 

(OPAC) to confirm inclusion.  The presence of a 

single primary source collection finding aid in the 

catalog resulted in a yes value.  Confirmation of 

participation in a regional consortium platform was 

based on the institution providing that information on 

the website.  Aggregate platforms ArchiveGrid and 

WorldCat were coded yes if a single finding aid for 

the institution was identified in a search.  The 

encoding of published finding aids was determined by 

viewing the document type declaration in the source 

code (right mouse click, “view source code” or 

function f-12 in a Chrome browser).  Where finding 

aids were provided in multiple formats, each was 

coded as yes in the collection sheet.  The website was 

reviewed for additional discovery features, including 

an LGBTQ+ subject guide, a subject index, and other 

features identified during the review.  Data fields were 

collected in an Excel spreadsheet and are listed in the 

Appendix along with coding results.  Data analysis for 

this and the following section consisted of counts and 

descriptive statistics was performed in Excel. 

 

Part 2: Identification of LGBTQ+ Related Collections 

Institutions with online finding aid discovery 

platforms and LGBTQ+ subject guides were surveyed 

for collections with LGBTQ+ relevant primary 

resources.  Search terms were entered into the 

platform search function or via the browser for text 

documents (using control-F).  Search terms were 

selected for a range of descriptive terms related to the 

LGBTQ+ community and included gay, lesbian*, 

bisexual*, transgender/transvestite/transsexual, 

queer, asexual*, homosexual*, “sexual minorities”, 

“sexual orientation”, “gender identity”, two-spirit, 

LGB*/GLB*, homophile, and drag.  This list of terms 

contains some that are considered offensive or 

outdated by members of the community.  The 

inclusion of outdated and offensive terms in archival 

finding aids shows they are still in use, however, so 

they have been included.  Several of these terms share 

root words, which shortened the number of searches 

necessary when using control-F in the browser.  The 

resulting collection hits were reviewed to determine 

relevance and the collections were compiled in an 

Excel spreadsheet with field values for collection 

name, collection ID, URL, and access points.  All 

pathways to discovery—or the locations in the finding 

aid or external resource in which the search terms 

were found—were coded as yes; these included 1) 

research guide, 2) access points, 3) linked subject 

index; 4) linked OPAC record, 5) keyword in the 

finding aid text, including locations in i) the title, ii) 

abstract, iii) scope, iv) biographical/historical/ 

administrative statement, or v) some other section of 

the finding aid, and 6) an external resource link from 

ArchiveGrid.  A summary of results is included in the 

Appendix. 

 

Types of collections expected at research institutions 

included records of university-affiliated LGBTQ+ 

groups, manuscripts of individuals who self-identified 

(or were later known as) or had some connection to 

LGBTQ+ communities, oral histories of self-

identified persons or relevant topics, and curated 

ephemera.  To ensure the collections identified 

provided primary source materials for LGBTQ+ 

research, collections were reviewed for relevance.  

Collection records that described all or most of the 

resources as being created by or about an LGBTQ+ 

person or topic were included.  Published materials 

(except those identified as rare books and hard-to-find 

materials like zines), institutional repository research, 

and collections with a keyword hit out of context were 

excluded.  It became apparent that the relevance of 

collections varied considerably from institution to 

institution; however, some patterns emerged around 

the following decision points. 



 
 

 Collections were included if: 

o They were listed or linked in a curated 

LGBTQ+ research subject guide; 

o LGBTQ+ keywords appeared in 

primary descriptive locations, 

including the title, controlled access 

points, abstract, scope, and 

biographical statement, either alone or 

in reasonably understood context in 

narrative text fields; 

o Keywords found only in the container 

list (as titles for series/files/items) 

represented a significant volume of 

materials (three or more 

series/files/items) that could reasonably 

be inferred as primary source 

materials; 

o Materials include records of named 

LGBTQ+ organizations; or 

o Documentary multi-media with 

significant historical LGBTQ+ events 

or people/communities represented in 

collections of any size. 

 Collections were excluded if: 

o Keywords were irrelevant because they 

referred to proper names or were used 

out of context (for example “gay” was 

a common name and “drag” appears in 

historical collections about 

engineering); 

o Keywords only appeared in the 

container list, and 

 Series/folders/items were of 

limited quantity and uncertain 

relevance; 

 Materials were publications that 

could be found elsewhere; 

 Subject or research files were 

inferred to be largely clippings, 

articles, and other published 

materials, especially for 

occupations likely to maintain a 

general awareness of socio-

political events, such as 

politicians, journalists, 

professors, clergy, advertisers, 

etc.; or 

o Collections appeared in a curated 

LGBTQ+ research subject guide, but 

reasons for inclusion were not clear 

from any of the descriptive elements 

(access points, narrative text) or 

content did not merit inclusion due to 

lack of relevant context (for example 

the keyword “gay” is found in a 

historically irrelevant context, often in 

lyrics or literary texts). 

 

Part 3: Descriptive Quality of Finding Aids  

The compiled list of LGBTQ+ finding aids with EAD-

XML file access was sampled to select a reasonable 

number of documents to parse and extract data in 

OpenRefine.  Finding aids encoded with EAD were 

sampled using the Excel RAND function to randomly 

select twenty EAD-XML files from a spreadsheet that 

included the institution, collection name, ID, and 

URL.  This list was imported as a CSV file into 

OpenRefine.  Appendix E identifies the required, 

optimal, and value-added DACS descriptive elements 

along with the corresponding EAD tag (SAA, 2020a).  

For DACS compliance, the required EAD tags were 

parsed from the XML files and extracted into new 

columns to allow non-blank values to be counted.  

DACS requires top-level elements and subsequent 

level elements only if they differ.  Values at both the 

top-level (<archdesc><did>) and first subsequent 

level (<archdesc><dsc>) were extracted.  The General 

Refine Expression Language (GREL) operations used 

to parse and extract EAD tags are included in the 

Appendix.  Additional elements not required but 

recommended for added value included the 

descriptive rules used, related archival materials links, 

narrative fields for biographical history and abstract, 

access points, and controlled vocabularies used.  

Narrative elements for the biographical statement, 

scope, and abstract were extracted where values were 

present.  These new narrative element columns were 

stripped of leading, trailing, and consecutive white 

space and punctuation to allow for a word count.  

Controlled access points for each type (corporate 

name, family name, personal name, title, geographic 

name, subject, genre form, occupation, and function) 

were extracted to new columns for each finding aid.  

These compiled controlled access points were counted 

for each type.  For all types except geographic names, 

subdivided access points were split to count each 

term.  Geographic names tended to have a geographic 

term followed by topical or chronological terms, so 

only the first term was counted.  For subdivisions, 

duplicates may exist.  Once all new columns were 



 
 

created for extracted EAD tags, access point counts, 

and narrative word counts, the full list of EAD finding 

aids was imported as a new project into OpenRefine, 

and extract operation history was used to copy/paste 

the same JSON processes into the new project.  A 

complete list of the finding aids analyzed is included 

in the Appendix.  This process allowed for building 

the operations and reviewing the results to ensure 

accuracy on a smaller data set to reduce processing 

time.  The resulting spreadsheet was exported to Excel 

for analysis.  

 

Limitations 
The focus of this study on research institutions in the 

Southeastern United States limited the 

generalizability.  Additionally, the standards and 

practices studied may differ from those employed in 

other countries.  This study represented finding aids 

published online, which may differ from those not 

published online.  Finding aids encoded using EAD 

are likely to represent more recent archival descriptive 

practices.  Such finding aids potentially differ from 

legacy finding aids.  Another limitation was the 

dependency on current and accurate subject 

descriptions and assignment of access points by 

institutions.  The EAD finding aids used to analyze 

descriptive elements were from a limited number of 

institutions.  The results may provide exploratory 

information about descriptive practices but are not 

generalizable. 

 

RESULTS 

R1. Which online discovery and access features for 

descriptive records were available on the institution’s 

website? 
This study identified whether finding aids were 

published online and identified the number of online 

collections through either a count of listed collections 

or a wildcard search (*) in the archival information 

system search feature to get the number of 

collections/resources.  Table 1 shows the descriptive 

statistics for the number of published finding aids.  

Each of the 33 institutions surveyed provided finding 

aids online in some format.  The number of finding 

aids published online ranged from 93 to 6,350, with 

the median number of finding aids at 1,091 and the 

average at 1,770.2 for the group.  The presence of the 

discovery and access features surveyed were 

summarized by groups representing the number of 

online collections based on visual breaks to create 

similarly sized groups.  The four groups included 

institutions with low, moderately low, moderately 

high, and high numbers of finding aids published 

online, shown below in Table 2.  The average number 

of published finding aids was 381.6 for low, 905.6 for 

moderately low, 1,856.6 for moderately high, and 

4,432.9 for high. 

 
Table 1. Summary of Online Finding Aids 

Number with Finding Aids Online 33 

Total Finding Aids 58,418 

Minimum 93 

Maximum 6,350 

Average per Institution 1,770.2 

Median  1,091 

 

Structure and Exchange Standards 

The structure and exchange standards surveyed were 

based on those identified in previous research.  Every 

institution provided access in at least two different 

formats.  The most frequent publication methods were 

HTML (93.94%), MARC records in the library 

catalog (90.91%), and PDF files (78.79%).  Only four 

institutions made their finding aids available as EAD-

XML files (12.12%).  Institutions that provided EAD-

XML files provided higher numbers of finding aids 

online and were classified in the moderately high and 

high groups.  No institutions still utilized SGML, a 

precursor encoding language that was superseded by 

XML.  The ArchivesSpace platform identified JSON-

LD (a linked data schema) in the source code, and one 

institution also identified Archival Ontology (OWL 

RDF) as a metadata schema.  Twenty-two institutions 

(66.67%) provided access to finding aids in four or 

more formats.  Structure and exchange standards used 

to publish finding aids online are summarized in Table 

2. 

 

Publication Platforms 
Most institutions provided discovery of collections 

through multiple publication platforms.  The most 

frequent primary platform for publishing finding aids 

was some form of archival information system 

(75.76%), with only 33.33 percent publishing finding 

aids via an internal website.  ArchivesSpace was the 

dominant, identifiable commercial platform.  Twenty-

three institutions utilized ArchivesSpace (69.70%) out 

of the group, and of institutions where an archival 



 
 

information system could be identified that proportion 

was 92.00 percent.  Cross-links and/or records in the 

library catalog were common for most institutions 

(90.91%) as was participation in aggregated catalog 

WorldCat (96.97%).  WorldCat records are one of the 

primary sources of records for ArchiveGrid, and an 

equally high number of institutions had either catalog 

or finding aid records on the aggregate site (90.91%).  

Participation in an archival consortium was rare, with 

only three (9.09%) of the institutions identifying 

membership with the same regional consortium site.  

Publication platforms used to publish finding aids 

online are summarized in Table 2. 

 

Value-Added Discovery Features  
Discovery and access features not related to the 

format or platform of publication included technology 

features and instructional resources prepared by staff.  

ArchivesSpace features were common across most 

institutions, providing a linked, searchable subject 

index, although institutions not utilizing 

ArchivesSpace also provided linked index access to 

finding aids, totaling 78.79 percent.  While PDF files 

are the low-tech solution to publishing finding aids 

online, providing a printable PDF file also adds value 

to users.  ArchivesSpace platforms provided the 

ability to print a PDF file, however, the user access 

site appeared to be customizable and one institution 

using ArchivesSpace did not provide access to PDF 

files.  The most significant discovery feature for 

researchers was a curated research subject guide.  

These commonly provided the title and a description 

with links to published finding aids.  Subject guides 

for LGBTQ+ primary source materials were identified 

at 15 institutions (45.45%), published either by the 

library or the special collections department.  The 

quality of these guides varied, however, and some 

provided discovery and access for digital collections 

(which were not investigated in this study) or 

described collections with no online finding aid.  

Further, not all LGBTQ+ collections identified were 

included in curated subject guides.  Linked data in the 

finding aid pointing to either internal or external 

hyperlinks was provided by most institutions 

(78.79%).  Discovery features provided to add value 

to the online finding aids are summarized in Table 2.

 
Table 2. Discovery Platforms and Features 

Survey Results Low 
Moderately 
Low 

Moderately 
High 

High Grand Total 

Number Institutions 9 8 9 7 33 

Percent Institutions 27.27% 24.24% 27.27% 21.21% 100.00% 

Average Collections 381.6 905.6 1,856.6 4,432.9 1,770.2 

Structure and Exchange Standards 

EAD 0 0 3 1 4 12.12% 

XML 0 0 3 1 4 12.12% 

SGML 0 0 0 0 0 0.00% 

HTML 9 7 8 7 31 93.94% 

MARC 9 8 8 5 30 90.91% 

PDF 7 8 7 4 26 78.79% 

Publication Platforms 

Internal Website 3 2 4 2 11 33.33% 

Archival Information System 7 6 7 5 25 75.76% 

Library Catalog 9 8 8 5 30 90.91% 

Regional Archival 
Consortium 

1 1 0 1 3 9.09% 

ArchiveGrid -- Aggregate Site 7 7 9 7 30 90.91% 

WorldCat -- Union Catalog 9 8 9 6 32 96.97% 

Additional Discovery Features 

Research Subject Guid 2 4 6 3 15 45.45% 

Subject Index 8 5 7 6 26 78.79% 

Linked Data 7 5 8 6 26 78.79% 



R2. How many LGBTQ+ related collections were 

identified by searching the institutions’ discovery 

resources and how were the resources identified? 

The identified keywords and inclusion guidelines 

resulted in the identification of 424 LGBTQ+ 

collections at all but four of the institutions surveyed.  

The variation between institutions with low to high 

online finding aids is shown in Figure 1—which 

provides the total collection count and the number of 

LGBTQ+ collections identified—and Table 3.  The 

number of LGBTQ+ collections identified increased 

the more collections an institution published online, 

with the high group having a 290.57 percent increase 

over the low group.  The average number of LGBTQ+ 

collections ranged from 5.9 per institution for the low 

group to 29.6 per institution for the high group.  

Overall, LGBTQ+ made up less than one percent 

(0.73%) of the collections published online. 
 

Figure 1. Total and Identified LGBTQ+ Collections by Institution 
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Table 3. LGBTQ+ Collections Identified by Publication Volume Group 

Survey Results Low 
Moderately 
Low 

Moderately 
High 

High Grand Total 

Institutions 9 8 9 7 33 

Collections 3,434 7,245 16,709 31,030 58,418 

Average Collections 381.6 905.6 1,856.6 4,432.9 1,770.2 

LGBTQ+ Collections 53 61 103 207 424 

Average LGBTQ+ Collections 5.9 7.6 11.4 29.6 12.8 

Percent LGBTQ+ Collections 1.54% 0.84% 0.62% 0.67% 0.73% 

 

The number of LGBTQ+ collections identified at each 

institution ranged from zero to 141, with a median of 

five and an average of 12.8.  Pathways for discovery 

were coded for each of the methods with which a 

collection would have been identified based on the 

presence and location of keywords.  Table 4 shows a 

summary of discovery pathways and the descriptive 

statistics for the collections identified.  The most 

frequent pathway for discovering LGBTQ+ 

collections using the selected keywords and decision 

guidelines were via the finding aid search function 

(87.97%), library catalog linking to a finding aid 

(77.12%), links from the finding aid aggregate site 

ArchiveGrid (71.70%), the assignment of access 

points (69.58%), and links from a subject index 

(66.98%).  The selected keywords were found in the 

overall finding aid (excluding the controlled access 

points) most often in the scope and content notes 

(56.60%), followed by the 

biographical/administrative/historical narrative 

(49.29%), the abstract (38.21%), some other field 

(18.87%), or the title (15.80%).  Anecdotally, not all 

finding aids had each of these narrative components.  

The other field was coded when the subject term only 

appeared outside the main narrative fields; this 

primarily occurred for keywords in the container list, 

but other fields included an appraisal note, collection 

transfer note, and extent.  Appraisal and transfer notes 

provided administrative information.  The 

ArchivesSpace platform included additional structured 

fields to provide additional opportunities for 

discovery, including a field for classification, which 

some finding aids utilized for denoting collections as 

part of an LGBTQ history series.  This descriptive 

practice provided additional pathways to discovery 

that would allow users to connect via links to 

additional collections. 

 
Table 4. Pathways to Discovery for LGBTQ+ Collections Identified 

Discovery Pathways Total Count Percent Average Minimum Maximum Median 

LGBTQ+ Collections 424 100.00% 12.8 0 141 5.0 

via Finding Aid Search 373 87.97% 11.3 0 131 3.0 

via Library Catalog link 327 77.12% 9.9 0 125 2.0 

via Aggregate Site 304 71.70% 9.2 0 96 3.0 

via Access Point 295 69.58% 8.9 0 105 2.0 

via Subject Index Link 284 66.98% 8.6 0 107 2.0 

Keyword in Scope 240 56.60% 7.3 0 86 2.0 

Keyword in Biog/Hist 209 49.29% 6.3 0 61 2.0 

Keyword in Abstract 162 38.21% 4.9 0 69 1.0 

via Research Guide 154 36.32% 4.7 0 44 0.0 

Keyword in Other Field 80 18.87% 2.4 0 36 0.0 

Keyword in Title 67 15.80% 2.0 0 23 1.0 

 

 



R3. Were finding aids compliant with DACS’ 

required descriptive elements? 

LGBTQ+ finding aids providing EAD-XML files 

were analyzed in an exploratory summary of 

descriptive practices.  Only four of the 33 institutions 

provided public access to EAD-XML files, all of 

which fell into the moderately high and high 

categories for the number of published finding aids.  

Of the 424 LGBTQ+ collections identified, 208 

provided EAD-XML files for content analysis.  EAD 

tags identifying the descriptive rules for the finding 

aid (<descrules>) and links to related archival 

materials (<relatedmaterials>)–both considered added 

value elements–are summarized in Table 5.  Most of 

the finding aids included the statement of descriptive 

rules (147, 70.67%), all of which reported Describing 

Archives: A Content Standard.  Sixty-seven finding 

aids (32.21%) provided URL links for related archival 

materials.  URLs were reviewed and coded as internal 

for links within the same institution and external for 

links to other institutions.  Most of the links to related 

material were pointing to resources within the parent 

organization (29.33%) compared to those pointing to 

external resources (2.88%). 

 

LGBTQ+ collection finding aids were analyzed for 

compliance with Describing Archives: A Content 

Standard (SAA, 2020a) based on the presence of the 

required EAD tag for each required element in the 

upper level (<archdesc><did>).  Lower-level 

descriptive elements were also analyzed, however, 

these elements are only required at lower levels if they 

differ from the collection-level description.  This 

study was limited to counting the presence of EAD 

tags and determining the correct application of DACS 

elements concerning descriptions was outside the 

scope of this project.  The upper-level EAD tags 

required by DACS were present for all finding aids 

analyzed, except for missing date in two finding aids 

(99.04% compliance), creator(s) in 13 finding aids 

(93.75% compliance), and language of materials in 

five finding aids (97.60% compliance).  Overall, the 

analysis of EAD tags indicated a lack of compliance 

for 6.25 percent for the 208 finding aids analyzed at 

the upper level, due to an absence of required 

elements.  DACS compliance results are summarized 

in Table 6.  Most of the finding aids described multi-

level collections (97.12%), and most of the first 

subsequent levels described series (61.54%) or files 

(32.69%).  Elements with little or no inclusion at 

lower levels of description included repository, 

creator(s), the language of materials, and conditions 

governing access, all elements more appropriate at the 

collection level.  Half or more of the first subsequent 

levels of description included date (97.12%), scope 

and content (58.65%), title (56.25%), and extent 

(55.29%), indicating that these fields are the most 

likely to differ from the collection-level description. 

 

Table 5. EAD-XML Finding Aids Analyzed, Added Value Elements 

  Moderately High High Total 

Descriptive Elements Count Percent Count Percent Count Percent 

Descriptive Rules or Conventions 

Describing Archives: A Content 
Standard 

14 6.73% 133 63.94% 147 70.67% 

No Descriptive Rules 60 28.85% 1 0.48% 61 29.33% 

Related Archival Materials 

External Links  0 0.00% 6 2.88% 6 2.88% 

Internal Links 38 18.27% 23 11.06% 61 29.33% 

No Related Links 36 17.31% 105 50.48% 141 67.79% 

Grand Total 74 35.58% 134 64.42% 208 100.00% 

 

 



 
 

Table 6. DACS Compliance by Level and EAD Tag 

Required DACS 
Elements 

UPPER LEVEL 
<archdesc><did> 

LOWER LEVEL 
<archdesc><dsc> 

SINGLE 
LEVEL 

MULTI-LEVEL 
First Subsequent Level 

series file item subseries otherlevel 

Collection Count 208 100.00% 208 100.00% 6 2.88% 202 97.12% 128 61.54% 68 32.69% 4 1.92% 1 0.48% 1 0.48% 

<unitid> 208 100.00% 50 24.04%   0.00% 50 24.75% 40 31.25% 9 13.24%   0.00% 1 100.00%   0.00% 

<repository> 208 100.00%   0.00%   0.00%   0.00%   0.00%   0.00%   0.00%   0.00%   0.00% 

<unittitle> 208 100.00% 117 56.25%   0.00% 117 57.92% 87 67.97% 24 35.29% 4 100.00% 1 100.00% 1 100.00% 

<unitdate> 206 99.04% 202 97.12%   0.00% 202 100.00% 128 100.00% 68 100.00% 4 100.00% 1 100.00% 1 100.00% 

<physdesc> 208 100.00% 115 55.29%   0.00% 115 56.93% 109 85.16% 5 7.35%   0.00% 1 100.00%   0.00% 

<origination> 195 93.75% 2 0.96%   0.00% 2 0.99%   0.00% 2 2.94%   0.00%   0.00%   0.00% 

<scopecontent> 208 100.00% 122 58.65%   0.00% 122 60.40% 107 83.59% 13 19.12% 1 25.00% 1 100.00%   0.00% 

<accessrestrict> 208 100.00% 54 25.96%   0.00% 54 26.73% 52 40.63% 2 2.94%   0.00%   0.00%   0.00% 

<langmaterial> 
/<language> 

203 97.60% 2 0.96%   0.00% 2 0.99% 2 1.56%   0.00%   0.00%   0.00%   0.00% 

 

Table 7. Controlled Vocabularies Identified in Access Point Source 

Source Subject 
Personal 
Name 

Corporate 
Name 

Documentary 
Form 

Geographic 
Name 

Occupation Family Name Title Total 

Count 3,295 535 427 351 220 10 8 4 4,850 

Percent 5.98% 25.79% 43.09% 30.20% 34.09% 70.00% 75.00% 100.00% 14.78% 

Total 197 138 184 106 75 7 6 4 717 100.00% 

lcsh 187   3 9 70     1 270 37.66% 

ingest 2 69 80 1     3   155 21.62% 

naf/lcnaf   45 82       2 3 132 18.41% 

aat 2     95   7     104 14.50% 

local 5 18 8       1   32 4.46% 

viaf   6 11           17 2.37% 

geonames         5       5 0.70% 

lcgft 1               1 0.14% 

rbgenr       1         1 0.14% 



 
 

R4. How many and what type of controlled access 

points and narrative elements were in the finding 

aids, and what controlled vocabularies were 

identified? 

Each type of controlled access point was counted for 

all EAD-XML finding aids, resulting in a total count 

of 4,840 controlled access points across the 208 

finding aids analyzed.  Table 8 summarizes the 

number of controlled access points by type and 

institution category.  Most of the finding aids 

analyzed (64.42%) came from a single institution with 

a high volume of collections.  Subject access points 

are the most frequently assigned controlled access 

point (68.08%), followed by names (20.12%), 

documentary forms (7.25%), places (4.55%), and 

occupations (0.21%).  None of the finding aids 

analyzed had access points assigned for functions.  

Access points for names included personal names 

(11.03%), corporate names (8.80%), family names 

(0.16%), and titles (0.08%).  Overall, finding aids had 

an average of 23.3 access points assigned, with more 

assigned in the high institution (28.8) than the number 

assigned for moderately high volume institutions 

(13.4).  The institution with high volume assigned a 

higher proportion of subject (68.65% vs 65.19%) and 

name (20.80% vs 17.30%) access points, but fewer 

documentary form access points (6.17% vs 11.37%).  

The top 25 percent of access point terms are listed in 

Table 10 in the Appendix.  These 29 terms make up 

less than two percent of the total terms used; only 

seven of the terms are specific to LGBTQ+ 

terminology.  These terms included homosexuality, 

lesbians, gays, gay community, gay men, gay activists, 

and gay rights.  All identified terms (159) related to 

LGBTQ+ history (excluding personal names) are 

included in the Appendix. 

 

Of the 4,850 controlled access points assigned to the 

LGBTQ+ finding aids, 14.78 percent identified a 

controlled vocabulary or convention in the source 

attribute of the element.  Table 7 (previous page) 

summarizes the element value by controlled access 

point type.  The most frequent vocabularies identified 

included Library of Congress Subject Headings 

(37.66%), Library of Congress Name Authority File 

(18.41%), and Getty’s Art & Architecture Thesaurus 

(14.50%).  Local and ingest were identified in a 

combined 26.08 percent of elements and the Virtual 

International Authority File, GeoNames, Library of 

Congress Genre/Form Terms, and the Association of 

College and Research Libraries Rare Books Genre 

Terms made up the remaining 3.35 percent. 

 
Table 8. Controlled Access Points by Collection Volume Group 

Access Points Moderately High High Grand Total 

Collections 74 35.58% 134 64.42% 208 100.00% 

Average per Collection 13.4 28.8 23.3 

Subject 648 65.19% 2647 68.65% 3295 67.94% 

Names 172 17.30% 802 20.80% 974 20.08% 

Personal Name 82 8.25% 453 11.75% 535 11.03% 

Corporate Name 84 8.45% 343 8.90% 427 8.80% 

Family Name 3 0.30% 5 0.13% 8 0.16% 

Title 3 0.30% 1 0.03% 4 0.08% 

Documentary Form 113 11.37% 238 6.17% 351 7.24% 

Places 
                          Geographic Name 

51 5.13% 169 4.38% 220 4.54% 

Occupation 10 1.01% 0 0.00% 10 0.21% 

Function 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 

Total 994 20.49% 3,856 79.51% 4,850 100.00% 

 

 

 

 

 



 
 

Table 9. Narrative Elements in Finding Aids and Word Count 

Narrative Elements Moderately High High Grand Total 

Collections 74 134 208 100.00% 

Scope Avg Word Count 157.8 232.7 206.1 

Collections with Abstract 60 81.08% 117 87.31% 177 85.10% 

Abstract Avg Word Count 29.1 113.7 85.0 

Collections with Biog/Hist 62 83.78% 127 94.78% 189 90.87% 

Biog/Hist Avg Word Count 179.4 153.1 161.7 

 

The narrative elements analyzed included the scope 

and content note (which is a required element and 

included in all finding aids), the abstract, and the 

biographical/administrative historical statement.  The 

summary of the number and proportion of finding aids 

that included each narrative element and the average 

word count is presented in Table 9 by institution 

volume category.  The required scope narrative 

element had an overall average word count of 206.1.  

DACS (SAA, 2020a) does not differentiate between 

scope and abstract, however, EAD (LC, 2019) has 

tags for each, and 85.10 percent of finding aids 

provided an abstract in addition to the required scope.  

The average length of the abstract was 85 words.  

Most finding aids also contained a biographical 

statement (90.87%) with an average word count of 

189.  The institution making up the high category was 

more likely to include an abstract (87.31% versus 

81.08%) and biographical statement (94.78% versus 

83.78%).  The high category also had higher word 

counts for scope (232.7 versus 157.8) and abstract 

(117 versus 60), but lower for the biographical 

statement (153.1 versus 179.4).   

 

DISCUSSION 
The institutions in this study provided a range of 

variations for publishing finding aids online and 

providing discovery tools.  All the institutions 

surveyed provided finding aids online and most used 

well-known commercial archival information system 

platforms.  A small number, however, still provided 

PDF files or HTML web page finding aids with 

limited discovery tools.  The number of published 

finding aids varied widely.  Half of the institutions 

had published 1,000 or more finding aids online and 

the most prolific institutions numbered over 6,000 

finding aids published.  The average for the 

moderately high and high volume institutions was 

over 4,400 finding aids published.   

The low number of institutions providing public-

facing EAD-XML files was a surprise given the high 

number of EAD users identified by Eidson and Zamon 

(2019).  The public interface for the archival 

information system platform ArchiveSpace dominated 

the online publication of finding aids.  This result also 

varied from survey results, which showed a more 

balanced use of HTML websites and PDF uploads 

compared to platforms like ArchiveSpace, Archon, 

and Archivist Toolkit (Eidson and Zamon, 2019).  The 

lack of public access to EAD-XML files has 

implications for the web-harvesting of structured data.  

One institution used ArchiveSpace, but the public 

interface did provide EAD-XML files and may have 

been another integrated system or a customized 

interface.  Commercial platforms and ArchiveSpace 

specifically had been previously described by 

archivists as desirable for the low level of technical 

expertise needed to create structured metadata in 

EAD.  Despite archivists claiming they would 

continue to provide public access to EAD (Eidson and 

Zamon, 2019), providing public-facing access to 

EAD-XML files was not consistent.  SGML was 

included in this study based on the previous history of 

use (Frost, 2002; Prom, 2002), however, SGML was 

not identified in any of the document types.  Instead, 

the identified encoding standards identified included 

HTML or EAD-XML.   

 

The discovery platforms were consistent across the 

institutions studied, however, some practices stood out 

as adding discovery value.  The practice of providing 

only PDF files to finding aids was limited and 

typically was provided to print the HTML content.  In 

some cases, PDF files were provided alongside 

another publication format and likely represented 

legacy finding aids.  Most institutions provided 

multiple platforms for publishing descriptive records, 

primarily MARC records in a library catalog, which 



 
 

were typically linked to the finding aid resource.  

Most institutions also had records on aggregate 

external platforms WorldCat and ArchiveGrid, 

supporting findings of multiple discovery platforms 

from previous research (Sweetser and Orchard, 2019).  

The institutions studied largely did not indicate 

participation in regional consortiums, however, those 

that did were all members of the same organization, 

Virginia Heritage.  An unexpected finding was that 

nearly half of the institutions provided LGBTQ+ 

research subject guides, prepared by either the library 

or the special collections department that included 

primary sources.  Though many of these did not 

include links to internal collections or provided 

collections that did not meet the qualifications used 

for inclusion in this study, the presence of such a 

guide is a good start to providing access for 

researchers and inclusivity for the LGBTQ 

community. 

 

Over 420 LGBTQ+ collections were identified using 

the keywords and selection criteria specified in the 

methodology section.  This number would be higher if 

all keyword hits, even those with reasonable context, 

were included, though such collections could 

potentially contain newspaper clippings and articles 

that could easily be found via another source.  The 

goal of identifying unique, primary source materials 

for LGBTQ+ historical research required that some 

collections be excluded.  Relevant collections may 

have been excluded, but the nature of finding aids, 

with sometimes only titles at the series or folder level, 

make such an oversight possible for any research 

topic.  Despite finding many relevant collections, the 

proportion of these within the total number of finding 

aids published online was small.  The institutions with 

the largest online publication of finding aids had an 

average of 30 LGBTQ+ collections identified, but 

these institutions also had more resources published 

overall, so the proportion of LGBTQ+ collections was 

smaller.  The presence and in some cases abundance 

of LGBTQ+ primary source materials provided 

support for a shift in research institutions including 

such materials in their collection mandates and the 

increased interest in LGBTQ historical research 

(Maynard, 1991; Brown, 2011).   

 

The presence of records on multiple platforms and 

discovery features like linking and text-search 

capabilities provided various pathways to discovery 

for LGBTQ+ collections.  Through either the 

information system search function or custom search 

engines, keywords in text fields (excluding access 

points, which were considered separately) were the 

most frequent means of identifying collections.  

Internal and external links from library catalogs and 

aggregate sites were also frequent pathways.  Within 

the text of finding aids, keywords were most 

frequently found in the scope and content note.  

Access points are an important means to describe 

archival collection content, and the LGBTQ+ 

collections had relevant access points in nearly 70 

percent of the finding aids analyzed.  The aggregation 

of archival descriptive records on sites like WorldCat 

and ArchiveGrid is an invaluable means to identifying 

relevant primary source materials for research.  

Metadata harvesting benefits from standardized values 

and the consistent, accurate application of controlled 

access points.  Continued improvement in the 

application of descriptive standards enables discovery 

technologies to improve the ease and accuracy of 

identifying relevant research materials and connecting 

them to related content. 

 

The institutions providing public-facing EAD-XML 

finding aids were largely compliant with the dominant 

content standard, DACS.  Over 70 percent of the 

finding aids identified DACS as the source of 

descriptive rules, a large increase over the 44 percent 

found by Wisser and Dean (2013), and in line with 

self-reports for familiarity or use of DACS by Gracy 

and Lambert (2014).  Most of the finding aids 

complied with DACS at the upper level of description, 

based on the presence of EAD tags for required 

elements.  Only 6.25 percent of the finding aids 

analyzed were not in full compliance, with missing 

elements for the date, creator(s), and language of 

materials.  This high level of inclusion of descriptive 

elements shows evidence of progress since earlier 

studies of EAD implementation pointed to a lack of 

content and value standards (Prom, 2002; Carpenter 

and Park, 2009; Bron et al., 2013; Wisser and Dean, 

2013; Francisco-Revilla et al., 2014).  While this 

study did not investigate if content and value 

standards were applied correctly, the consistent 

presence of descriptive elements across different 

institutions and finding aids is promising. 

 

 



 
 

Analysis of the access points assigned to the identified 

LGBTQ+ collections found the majority were subject 

terms, which far exceed the frequency of the next 

type, combined names.  The high number of subject 

terms matched findings by Mascaro (2011), except on 

the lower number of proper names as access points.  

The high number of subject terms helps provide 

pathways to discovery and shows an effort to analyze 

content and provide a contextual description on the 

part of archivists.  Function access points were not 

included in any of the identified finding aids.  

Functions, occupations, and activities are frequently 

discussed together in DACS (SAA, 2021), and there is 

no EAD tag for activities (LC, 2019).  While the 

occupations element is more likely to be relevant for 

describing persons, there were organizations and 

corporate entities within the collections analyzed.  It is 

unclear whether access points for functions could 

have been applied and could signal a need for further 

investigation into how different types of access points 

are applied.  Controlled vocabularies were identified 

in a low number of the overall access points.  The top 

named sources for access points included those 

previously identified by Sweetser and Orchard (2019) 

except for LCNAF; LCSH, LCNAF, and Getty’s AAT 

were the top vocabularies identified.  Many of the 

finding aids listed the source as “ingest” or “local,” 

which made it difficult to make conclusions about 

how consistently controlled vocabularies are used and 

identified.  The narrative elements of a finding aid are 

often the most useful to researchers in determining the 

context and relevance of a collection.  The finding 

aids analyzed all included a scope note (a required 

element for DACS) and most provided either an 

abstract, a biographical statement, or both.  Word 

counts for the scope element were highest, and more 

words were used for all narrative elements by the high 

publication institutions.     

 

CONCLUSION 

The research institutions using ArchivesSpace likely 

utilized other commercial tools and technologies.  

However, a public-facing survey limited insight into 

how and why some institutions provided EAD-XML 

files and why others did not.  It is possible that the 

ease of use for some of these commercial information 

systems allows for less technical expertise to publish 

via the public interface, and the institutions providing 

more access are applying more technical solutions.  

Not needing to manually create structured metadata 

should not limit the public access to structured 

metadata.  More research is needed to understand the 

reasons for limiting access to EAD-XML files (or 

other structured metadata schemas) and the 

implications for web-harvesting and open data 

initiatives. 

 

This study used OpenRefine to extract structured 

metadata, which facilitated the analysis of finding 

aids.  The usefulness of OpenRefine for parsing, 

extracting, and counting EAD tags for a large set of 

finding aids provided an alternative to Excel 

spreadsheets.  OpenRefine was easy to learn, and 

operations were constructed by researching 

documentation and user forums.  OpenRefine is open 

source software and documentation for General 

Refine Expression Language (GREL) is maintained 

by a community of users (OpenRefine, n.d.).  

Additional research with OpenRefine and other 

metadata tools will provide a foundation of 

methodology for utilizing and analyzing structured 

metadata. 

 

While extracting and analyzing EAD tags, it became 

clear that some of the EAD3 rules had not been 

updated in finding aids.  This included the obsolete 

element <extref>, which was replaced by <archref> 

and an href or target attribute (LC, n.d., EAD3 Tag 

Library).  Incorrect usage or placement of elements 

within the hierarchy also created problems, including 

the element <langmaterial> which is a wrapper 

requiring either <language> or <languageset> sub-

elements (LC, 2019).  The inconsistent and incorrect 

use of standards was not a focus of this study, but 

understanding potential issues guided data analysis.  

Future research to update previous findings on 

inconsistent and inaccurate usage of EAD would be 

useful in light of the more consistent use of a content 

standard (Prom, 2002; Carpenter and Park, 2009; 

Bron et al., 2013; Wisser and Dean, 2013; Francisco-

Revilla et al., 2014). 
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APPENDIX [A] –Carnegie R1 Institutions in the Southeastern United States 

Basic = "Doctoral Universities" with Very High Research Activity and Region = "Southeastern 

states" 

 

Institution Location Control 

Auburn University Auburn, Alabama Public 

Clemson University Clemson, South Carolina Public 

Duke University 
Durham, North Carolina 

Private not-for-

profit 

Emory University 
Atlanta, Georgia 

Private not-for-

profit 

Florida International University Miami, Florida Public 

Florida State University Tallahassee, Florida Public 

George Mason University Fairfax, Virginia Public 

Georgia Institute of Technology-Main Campus Atlanta, Georgia Public 

Georgia State University Atlanta, Georgia Public 

Louisiana State University and Agricultural & 

Mechanical College 
Baton Rouge, Louisiana Public 

Mississippi State University Mississippi State, Mississippi Public 

North Carolina State University at Raleigh Raleigh, North Carolina Public 

The University of Alabama Tuscaloosa, Alabama Public 

The University of Tennessee-Knoxville Knoxville, Tennessee Public 

Tulane University of Louisiana 
New Orleans, Louisiana 

Private not-for-

profit 

University of Alabama at Birmingham Birmingham, Alabama Public 

University of Arkansas Fayetteville, Arkansas Public 

University of Central Florida Orlando, Florida Public 

University of Florida Gainesville, Florida Public 

University of Georgia Athens, Georgia Public 

University of Kentucky Lexington, Kentucky Public 

University of Louisville Louisville, Kentucky Public 

University of Miami 
Coral Gables, Florida 

Private not-for-

profit 

University of Mississippi University, Mississippi Public 

University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill Chapel Hill, North Carolina Public 

University of South Carolina-Columbia Columbia, South Carolina Public 

University of South Florida-Main Campus Tampa, Florida Public 

University of Southern Mississippi Hattiesburg, Mississippi Public 

University of Virginia-Main Campus Charlottesville, Virginia Public 

Vanderbilt University 
Nashville, Tennessee 

Private not-for-

profit 

https://doi.org/10.17723/aarc-82-02-20
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Virginia Commonwealth University Richmond, Virginia Public 

Virginia Polytechnic Institute and State 

University 
Blacksburg, Virginia Public 

West Virginia University Morgantown, West Virginia Public 

 

APPENDIX [B] –Website Survey Data Collection 

 

Institution ID     

Finding Aid Online Yes/No   

Count of online collections     

Access & Discovery 

Features 
E

n
co

d
in

g
 /

 E
x
ch

an
g
e 

S
ta

n
d

ar
d
s 

Encoded Archival Description (EAD) Yes/No 

 XML Yes/No 
 SGML Yes/No 
 Linked Open Data (RDF) Yes/No 
 MARC Yes/No 
 HTML webpage Yes/No 
 PDF file Yes/No 
 Other   
 

P
u
b
li

ca
ti

o
n
 P

la
tf

o
rm

 

Internal website publication Yes/No 

 

Archival information system 

(including content management, 

digital collection management, or 

archival data management) 

Yes/No 

 Regional Consortium Yes/No 

 Federated Archival Data Platform 

(ArchiveGrid) 
Yes/No 

 Local Library Catalog (OPAC)  Yes/No 

 National Library Catalog 

(OCLC/WorldCat) 
Yes/No 

 

A
d
d
tl

. 

fe
at

u
re

s Subject Research Guide Yes/No 
 Subject Index Yes/No 
 Other   

LGBTQ+ Pathways to 

Discovery 

L
G

B
T

Q
+

 C
o
ll

ec
ti

o
n
s 

Id
en

ti
fi

ed
 

Number of collections identified   

 Via research guide Yes/No 
 Via subject index Yes/No 
 Via controlled access point Yes/No 

   
List all 

identified 
 Via OPAC link Yes/No 
 Via keyword search term Yes/No 
 Keyword in Biog/Hist Yes/No 
 Keyword in Scope/Content Yes/No 
 Keyword in Abstract Yes/No 
 Other   

 Via external resource (ArchiveGrid) Yes/No 



 
 

APPENDIX [C] – Web Survey Data 

id findAids numColle EAD XML SGML linkData MARC HTML PDF Total intWeb archInfoSys regConsort aggData libCatalog natLibCat subResGuid subIndex 

nc_pu_ncch 1 6350 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 2 1 0 0 1 1 1 0 0 
ga_pu_unga 1 5343 0 0 0 1 1 1 0 3 1 0 0 1 1 1 0 1 
wv_pu_wvun 1 4542 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 4 0 1 0 1 1 1 0 1 
tn_pu_utnk 1 4256 0 0 0 1 0 1 1 3 0 1 0 1 0 0 1 1 
nc_pr_duke 1 4056 1 1 0 1 1 1 0 5 0 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 
va_pu_vpis 1 3247 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 4 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 
la_pr_tula 1 3236 0 0 0 1 0 1 1 3 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 
ky_pu_unky 1 2923 1 1 0 0 1 1 0 4 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 0 
ga_pr_emor 1 2147 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 6 1 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 
ak_pu_unak 1 2031 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 4 0 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 
al_pu_unal 1 1995 0 0 0 1 0 1 1 3 0 1 0 1 0 1 1 1 
tn_pr_vand 1 1741 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 4 0 1 0 1 1 1 0 1 
fl_pu_flsu 1 1656 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 4 0 1 0 1 1 1 0 1 
nc_pu_ncsu 1 1437 0 0 0 1 1 1 0 3 1 0 0 1 1 1 1 0 
fl_pr_unmi 1 1394 1 1 0 1 1 0 1 5 0 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 
ms_pu_soms 1 1385 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 4 1 1 0 1 1 1 0 1 
ky_pu_unlv 1 1091 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 4 0 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 
fl_pu_unfl 1 1043 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 4 0 1 0 1 1 1 0 1 
al_pu_aubu 1 971 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 3 0 1 0 1 1 1 0 0 
ga_pu_gast 1 882 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 4 0 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 
va_pu_unva 1 866 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 4 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 
la_pu_lsun 1 855 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 2 1 0 0 1 1 1 1 0 
ms_pu_unms 1 773 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 3 1 0 0 1 1 1 1 0 
ms_pu_msst 1 764 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 4 0 1 0 0 1 1 0 1 
sc_pu_uscc 1 584 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 4 0 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 
sc_pu_clem 1 580 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 4 0 1 0 1 1 1 0 1 
ga_pu_gait 1 541 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 4 0 1 0 1 1 1 0 1 
fl_pu_usfl 1 517 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 4 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 
va_pu_gmau 1 474 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 2 1 0 0 1 1 1 0 0 
va_pu_vacu 1 222 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 4 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 
fl_pu_ucfl 1 221 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 4 0 1 0 0 1 1 0 1 
al_pu_ualb 1 202 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 2 1 0 0 0 1 1 0 1 
fl_pu_fliu 1 93 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 4 0 1 0 1 1 1 0 1 

 



 
 

APPENDIX [D] – LGBTQ+ Collection Search Results 

id numColl resGuide subIndex accessPoint OPAClink kwSearch kwTitle kwAbstract kwScope kwBiog other extResource 

al_pu_aubu 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

sc_pu_clem 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

nc_pr_duke 141 44 107 105 125 131 23 69 86 61 17 96 

ga_pr_emor 46 22 35 34 39 43 5 22 27 28 36 44 

fl_pu_fliu 1 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 1 1 0 1 

fl_pu_flsu 2 0 1 1 1 1 0 0 1 1 0 2 

va_pu_gmau 3 0 0 2 0 3 0 0 1 2 1 3 

ga_pu_gait 1 0 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 0 1 

ga_pu_gast 31 23 26 25 19 31 7 18 23 23 2 18 

la_pu_lsun 8 6 0 1 8 8 0 6 2 1 0 8 

ms_pu_msst 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

nc_pu_ncsu 6 3 0 2 5 6 2 2 2 4 4 6 

al_pu_unal 6 0 6 6 0 5 2 3 4 3 1 6 

tn_pu_utnk 2 0 0 0 0 2 0 1 0 1 0 2 

la_pr_tula 28 0 20 20 0 22 3 0 16 16 1 17 

al_pu_ualb 1 0 0 1 1 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 

ak_pu_unak 7 4 4 3 5 5 1 0 4 2 2 1 

fl_pu_ucfl 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

fl_pu_unfl 3 0 2 2 0 3 0 2 3 2 0 3 

ga_pu_unga 13 0 9 9 8 12 2 2 6 8 3 8 

ky_pu_unky 15 3 0 10 15 11 1 3 7 9 2 8 

ky_pu_unlv 4 3 4 3 0 2 1 1 0 2 0 3 

fl_pr_unmi 13 6 7 7 13 11 3 2 9 2 1 9 

ms_pu_unms 10 10 0 1 10 7 0 2 1 1 5 7 

nc_pu_ncch 16 0 7 7 15 14 3 13 11 7 3 8 

sc_pu_uscc 3 1 2 2 3 2 1 2 0 0 0 3 

fl_pu_usfl 26 25 25 25 25 21 4 8 13 13 1 22 

ms_pu_soms 2 0 1 1 2 2 0 0 0 2 0 0 

va_pu_unva 5 0 2 2 0 3 1 0 1 1 1 1 

tn_pr_vand 6 0 5 5 6 3 0 1 2 1 0 6 

va_pu_vacu 18 0 15 15 18 16 6 1 15 12 0 15 

va_pu_vpis 5 4 4 4 5 4 1 3 3 3 0 4 

wv_pu_wvun 2 0 1 1 2 2 1 0 1 1 0 2 

 



 
 

APPENDIX [E] –Finding Aid Content Analysis 

 

DACS Required / Optimal or Added 
Value Elements 

EAD Data Collected 

1. Level of Description (indicates 
relationship) 

<archdesc> and <c> @level Summarize top and 
subsequent level 

2.1 Local/repository/country identifier  <unitid> Yes/No 

2.2 Name and location of repository  <repository> Yes/No 

2.3 Title <unittitle> Yes/No 

2.4 Date <unitdate> Yes/No 

2.5 Extent <physdesc>  Yes/No 

2.6 Name of creator(s) <origination> Yes/No 

2.7 Administrative/biographical 
history 

<bioghist> Yes/No 
+Word Count 

3.1 Scope and content <scopecontent> Yes/No 
+Word Count 

Abstract <abstract> Yes/No 
+Word Count 

4.1 Conditions governing access <accessrestrict> Yes/No 

4.5 Languages and scripts of the 
material 

<langmaterial> 
-sub-elements <language> or 
<languageset> 

Yes/No 

6.3 Related archival materials <relatedmaterials> Yes/No 
(identify as internal or 
external URLs) 

8.1.4 Descriptive rules or conventions <descrules> Yes/No 

Access Points, vocabulary source, type 
of heading 

<controlaccess> 
-controlled vocabulary: @source 
of sub-elements 
Names: 

<corpname>, 
<famname>, 
<persname>, 
<title> 

Places: 
<geogname> 

Subjects: 
<subject> 

Documentary forms: 
<genreform> 

Occupations, Functions, and 
Activities: 

<occupation> 
<function> 

Yes/No  
(blank or non-blank) 
+Count 
+Compile List and 
Frequency 

 

 

 



 
 

APPENDIX [F] – GREL Operations in OpenRefine 

Parse/Extract Level of Description 

value.parseXml().select("archdesc")[0].xmlAttr("level") 

 Repeat for: archdesc, c, and c01 (both <c> and <c01> are valid tags) 

Parse/Extract Required DACS Elements – Upper Level 

value.parseXml().select("archdesc")[0].select("did")[0].select("unitid")[0].xmlText() 

 Repeat for all elements: unitid, repository, unittitle, unitdate, physdesc (EAD tag for extent), origination 

(EAD tag for creator(s)), scopecontent, accessrestrict, langmaterial* 

*For language materials, another level of hierarchy is necessary, however, running both will catch those that 

entered a language without the required sub-element: 

value.parseXml().select("archdesc")[0].select("did")[0].select("langmaterial")[0].select("language")[0].xmlText

() 

Parse/Extract Required DACS Elements – Lower (First Subsequent) Level 

value.parseXml().select("archdesc")[0].select("dsc")[0].select("unitid")[0].xmlText() 

 Repeat for all elements: unitid, repository, unittitle, unitdate, physdesc (EAD tag for extent), origination 

(EAD tag for creator(s)), scopecontent, accessrestrict, langmaterial* 

*For language materials, another level of hierarchy is necessary, however, running both will catch those that 

entered a language without the required sub-element: 

value.parseXml().select("archdesc")[0].select("dsc")[0].select("langmaterial")[0].select("language")[0].xmlText

() 

Parse/Extract Optimal and Value-Added Elements 

value.parseXml().select("bioghist")[0].xmlText() 

value.parseXml().select("abstract”)[0].xmlText() 

value.parseXml().select("archref")[0].xmlAttr("href") 

 Also try value.parseXml().select("extref")[0].xmlAttr("xlink:href") to capture obsolete tag 

value.parseXml().select("descrules")[0].xmlText() 

Parse/Extract Controlled Access Points (creates array separated by “; “) 

forEach(value.parseXml().select("controlaccess")[0].select("corpname"), v, v.xmlText()).join("; ") 

 Repeat for all access point types: corpname, famname, persname, title, subject, geogname, occupation, 

and function 



 
 

Parse/Extract Controlled Access Points (creates an array separated by “; “) 

forEach(value.parseXml().select("controlaccess")[0].select("famname"), v, v.xmlAttr("source")).join("; ") 

 Repeat for all access point types: corpname, famname, persname, title, subject, geogname, occupation, 

and function 

Count Values in an Array (access points, controlled vocabularies) 

value.split(/; | -- |--/).length() 

 / / denotes regular expression to split on “; “, “ – “, OR “--“; the access points extracted were separated 

with “; “, but subdivided access points include double hyphens (some were identified with white space, 

so this was included) 

 Exclude the double hyphen if subdivisions will not be counted separately, for example with geographic 

access points that may only have one geographic term followed by topical or name terms: value.split(“; 

“).length() 

Prepare Narrative Text Field for Word Count 

1) Remove/strip punctuation: value.replace(/(\p{P}(?<!’)(?<!-))/, "") 

2) Common transformations built in: remove trailing/leading white space; and remove consecutive white 

space 

3) Count all words (based on white space split): value.split(" ").length() 

Additional Helpful Operations 

Custom text facet to examine/extract joined array value counts: value.split(/; | -- |--/) 

Correct missing/incorrectly interpreted accents: value.reinterpret("utf-8") 

APPENDIX [G] – EAD-XML Finding Aids Analyzed 

Institution Collection Name Collection ID URL 

fl_pr_unmi Zine Collection ASM0333 
https://atom.library.miami.edu/downloads/exports/ea
d/761e6675f9e54673cc778e7fdb2823d2.ead.xml  

fl_pr_unmi Arnaldo J. Lopez collection ASM0712 
https://atom.library.miami.edu/downloads/exports/ea
d/5642efcb88ed125d516151d438e1ad7c.ead.xml  

nc_pr_duke 
Rainbow Triangle Oral History Collection, 
1997-2006 

UA.29.03.0001 
https://archives.lib.duke.edu/catalog/uarainbowtriangl
e/xml  

nc_pr_duke 
Lois Wright Richardson Davis family papers, 
1851-1912 and undated 

RL.11567 https://archives.lib.duke.edu/catalog/ldavis/xml  

ga_pr_emor William M. Harley, Jr. papers, 1936-1961 Series No. 194 
https://findingaids.library.emory.edu/documents/eua0
194williamharley/EAD/  

nc_pr_duke 
Jean Gonzalez papers, 1977-2006 and 
undated 

RL.11015 https://archives.lib.duke.edu/catalog/gonzalezjean/xml  

nc_pr_duke Sarah Dyer Zine collection, 1985-2005 RL.01138 
https://archives.lib.duke.edu/catalog/sarahdyercollecti
on/xml  

nc_pr_duke Lisa Garmon papers, 1980-2007 RL.00435 https://archives.lib.duke.edu/catalog/garmonlisa/xml  

nc_pr_duke Margery Sved papers, 1972-1985 RL.11295 https://archives.lib.duke.edu/catalog/svedmargery/xml  

ky_pu_unky Amber Moon records 92m2 
https://exploreuk.uky.edu/dips/xt776h4crp71/data/92
m2.dao.xml 

https://atom.library.miami.edu/downloads/exports/ead/761e6675f9e54673cc778e7fdb2823d2.ead.xml
https://atom.library.miami.edu/downloads/exports/ead/761e6675f9e54673cc778e7fdb2823d2.ead.xml
https://atom.library.miami.edu/downloads/exports/ead/5642efcb88ed125d516151d438e1ad7c.ead.xml
https://atom.library.miami.edu/downloads/exports/ead/5642efcb88ed125d516151d438e1ad7c.ead.xml
https://archives.lib.duke.edu/catalog/uarainbowtriangle/xml
https://archives.lib.duke.edu/catalog/uarainbowtriangle/xml
https://archives.lib.duke.edu/catalog/ldavis/xml
https://findingaids.library.emory.edu/documents/eua0194williamharley/EAD/
https://findingaids.library.emory.edu/documents/eua0194williamharley/EAD/
https://archives.lib.duke.edu/catalog/gonzalezjean/xml
https://archives.lib.duke.edu/catalog/sarahdyercollection/xml
https://archives.lib.duke.edu/catalog/sarahdyercollection/xml
https://archives.lib.duke.edu/catalog/garmonlisa/xml
https://archives.lib.duke.edu/catalog/svedmargery/xml
https://exploreuk.uky.edu/dips/xt776h4crp71/data/92m2.dao.xml
https://exploreuk.uky.edu/dips/xt776h4crp71/data/92m2.dao.xml


 
 

ga_pr_emor 
Marvin Rhodes photographs, circa 1940-
2006 

Manuscript 
Collection No. 1503 

https://findingaids.library.emory.edu/documents/rhod
es1503/EAD/  

nc_pr_duke 
Reynolds Price papers, 1880-2014 and 
undated 

RL.01050 
https://archives.lib.duke.edu/catalog/pricereynolds/xm
l 

nc_pr_duke Amy Mariaskin Zine collection, 1995-2005 RL.00845 
https://archives.lib.duke.edu/catalog/mariaskinamy/x
ml 

ga_pr_emor 
Southeastern Arts, Media & Education 
project (Atlanta, Ga.) collection, 1972-1992 

Manuscript 
Collection No. 1271 

https://findingaids.library.emory.edu/documents/pici1
271/EAD/ 

nc_pr_duke Craven-Pegram Family papers, 1785-1966 RL.00267 https://archives.lib.duke.edu/catalog/cravpeg/xml  

ky_pu_unky Rory Barron research files and photographs 2017ms034 
https://exploreuk.uky.edu/dips/xt73j9608n40/data/20
17ms034.dao.xml  

ga_pr_emor Kenneth South papers, 1970-2015 
Manuscript 
Collection No. 1378 

https://findingaids.library.emory.edu/documents/south
1378/EAD/ 

nc_pr_duke 
Lesbian Health Resource Center records, 
1987-2005 

RL.00812 https://archives.lib.duke.edu/catalog/lhrc/xml 

nc_pr_duke Third Side Press records, 1991-2003 RL.01287 
https://archives.lib.duke.edu/catalog/thirdsidepress/x
ml 

ky_pu_unky 
Wade Hall Collection of American Letters: 
Rock Hudson letters 

2009ms132.0318 
https://exploreuk.uky.edu/dips/xt7dz02z616v/data/20
09ms132.0318.dao.xml  

nc_pr_duke 

Women's and Lesbian, Gay, Bisexual, and 
Transgender Movements (LGBT) periodicals 
collection, 1957-2017 

RL.01399 https://archives.lib.duke.edu/catalog/wlgbtpc/xml  

nc_pr_duke Allan Gurganus Papers, 1961-2019 RL.11748 
https://archives.lib.duke.edu/catalog/gurganusallan/x
ml 

nc_pr_duke 
Jim Grimsley papers, 1970-2018 and 
undated 

RL.00483 https://archives.lib.duke.edu/catalog/grimsley/xml  

nc_pr_duke Linda Damico papers, 1969-1979 RL.00285 https://archives.lib.duke.edu/catalog/damicolinda/xml  

nc_pr_duke 
Maria de Bruyn papers, 1988-2012 and 
undated 

RL.11102 
https://archives.lib.duke.edu/catalog/debruynmaria/x
ml 

nc_pr_duke Nancy Blood papers, 1967-1977 RL.00121 https://archives.lib.duke.edu/catalog/bloodnancy/xml  

nc_pr_duke 
Bill Brown zine collection, 1981-2011, 1981-
2011, bulk 1990-2005 

RL.10072 https://archives.lib.duke.edu/catalog/brownbill/xml  

nc_pr_duke 
Sacred Worth records, 1999-2014, bulk 
2011-2014 

UA.31.05.0002 
https://archives.lib.duke.edu/catalog/uasacredworth/x
ml 

nc_pr_duke 
Lesbian, Gay, Bisexual, and Transgender 
Task Force records, 1991-2010 

UA.09.02.0001 
https://archives.lib.duke.edu/catalog/ualgbttaskforce/x
ml 

ga_pr_emor Fortune Press collection, 1983 
Manuscript 
Collection No. 1508 

https://findingaids.library.emory.edu/documents/fortu
nepress1508/EAD/  

ga_pr_emor Bruce Garner papers, circa 1980-2000 
Manuscript 
Collection No. 1302 

https://findingaids.library.emory.edu/documents/garn
er1302/EAD/  

nc_pr_duke 
Southerners on New Ground records, 1993-
2015 

RL.01231 https://archives.lib.duke.edu/catalog/song/xml  

ga_pr_emor Rebecca Ranson papers, 1906-2013 
Manuscript 
Collection No. 1253 

https://findingaids.library.emory.edu/documents/ranso
n1253/EAD/  

nc_pr_duke Julia Penelope papers, 1966-1999 RL.01010 https://archives.lib.duke.edu/catalog/penelope/xml  

ga_pr_emor Alli Royce Soble papers, 1982-2018 
Manuscript 
Collection No. 1315 

https://findingaids.library.emory.edu/documents/soble
1315/EAD/ 

nc_pr_duke 
Common Woman Chorus records, 1985-
2015 and undated 

RL.00250 
https://archives.lib.duke.edu/catalog/commonwomanc
horus/xml  

nc_pr_duke 
New York Radical Feminists records, 1969-
2011 

RL.00948 
https://archives.lib.duke.edu/catalog/newyorkradfem/
xml  

nc_pr_duke 
Catherine Nicholson papers, 1897-2005 and 
undated, bulk 1974-2005 

RL.00950 
https://archives.lib.duke.edu/catalog/nicholsoncatheri
ne/xml  

ga_pr_emor 

President's Commission on Lesbian, Gay, 
Bisexual, and Transgender Concerns records, 
1991-1999 

Series No. 28 
https://findingaids.library.emory.edu/documents/eua0
028lgbt/EAD/  

https://findingaids.library.emory.edu/documents/rhodes1503/EAD/
https://findingaids.library.emory.edu/documents/rhodes1503/EAD/
https://archives.lib.duke.edu/catalog/pricereynolds/xml
https://archives.lib.duke.edu/catalog/pricereynolds/xml
https://archives.lib.duke.edu/catalog/mariaskinamy/xml
https://archives.lib.duke.edu/catalog/mariaskinamy/xml
https://findingaids.library.emory.edu/documents/pici1271/EAD/
https://findingaids.library.emory.edu/documents/pici1271/EAD/
https://archives.lib.duke.edu/catalog/cravpeg/xml
https://exploreuk.uky.edu/dips/xt73j9608n40/data/2017ms034.dao.xml
https://exploreuk.uky.edu/dips/xt73j9608n40/data/2017ms034.dao.xml
https://findingaids.library.emory.edu/documents/south1378/EAD/
https://findingaids.library.emory.edu/documents/south1378/EAD/
https://exploreuk.uky.edu/dips/xt7dz02z616v/data/2009ms132.0318.dao.xml
https://exploreuk.uky.edu/dips/xt7dz02z616v/data/2009ms132.0318.dao.xml
https://archives.lib.duke.edu/catalog/wlgbtpc/xml
https://archives.lib.duke.edu/catalog/gurganusallan/xml
https://archives.lib.duke.edu/catalog/gurganusallan/xml
https://archives.lib.duke.edu/catalog/grimsley/xml
https://archives.lib.duke.edu/catalog/damicolinda/xml
https://archives.lib.duke.edu/catalog/debruynmaria/xml
https://archives.lib.duke.edu/catalog/debruynmaria/xml
https://archives.lib.duke.edu/catalog/bloodnancy/xml
https://archives.lib.duke.edu/catalog/brownbill/xml
https://archives.lib.duke.edu/catalog/uasacredworth/xml
https://archives.lib.duke.edu/catalog/uasacredworth/xml
https://archives.lib.duke.edu/catalog/ualgbttaskforce/xml
https://archives.lib.duke.edu/catalog/ualgbttaskforce/xml
https://findingaids.library.emory.edu/documents/fortunepress1508/EAD/
https://findingaids.library.emory.edu/documents/fortunepress1508/EAD/
https://findingaids.library.emory.edu/documents/garner1302/EAD/
https://findingaids.library.emory.edu/documents/garner1302/EAD/
https://archives.lib.duke.edu/catalog/song/xml
https://findingaids.library.emory.edu/documents/ranson1253/EAD/
https://findingaids.library.emory.edu/documents/ranson1253/EAD/
https://archives.lib.duke.edu/catalog/penelope/xml
https://findingaids.library.emory.edu/documents/soble1315/EAD/
https://findingaids.library.emory.edu/documents/soble1315/EAD/
https://archives.lib.duke.edu/catalog/commonwomanchorus/xml
https://archives.lib.duke.edu/catalog/commonwomanchorus/xml
https://archives.lib.duke.edu/catalog/newyorkradfem/xml
https://archives.lib.duke.edu/catalog/newyorkradfem/xml
https://archives.lib.duke.edu/catalog/nicholsoncatherine/xml
https://archives.lib.duke.edu/catalog/nicholsoncatherine/xml
https://findingaids.library.emory.edu/documents/eua0028lgbt/EAD/
https://findingaids.library.emory.edu/documents/eua0028lgbt/EAD/


 
 

nc_pr_duke 
Richard Stephen Creed papers, 1959 April-
July 

RL.00268 
https://archives.lib.duke.edu/catalog/creedrichardstep
hen/xml  

nc_pr_duke Dan Kirsch papers, 1975-2004 RL.00784 https://archives.lib.duke.edu/catalog/kirschd/xml  

ga_pr_emor David A. Lowe papers, 1988-1992 
Manuscript 
Collection No. 1072 

https://findingaids.library.emory.edu/documents/lowe
1072/EAD/ 

nc_pr_duke 
Triangle Business and Professional Guild 
records, 1970-2006 

RL.01280 https://archives.lib.duke.edu/catalog/tbpg/xml  

nc_pr_duke 

Bill Burk collection of letters and 
photographs from Sherwin Carlquist, 1997-
2017 

RL.00174 https://archives.lib.duke.edu/catalog/burkbill/xml  

ga_pr_emor 
Office of Multicultural Programs and 
Services records, 1979-2016 

Series No. 56 
https://findingaids.library.emory.edu/documents/eua0
056multicultural/EAD/  

nc_pr_duke 
Atlanta Lesbian Feminist Alliance (ALFA) 
Periodicals collection, 1962-1994 

RL.00024 
https://archives.lib.duke.edu/catalog/alfaperiodicals/x
ml 

nc_pr_duke 
Walter C. Rivers transcribed letters on Walt 
Whitman's homosexuality, 1946 

RL.11282 https://archives.lib.duke.edu/catalog/riverswc/xml  

nc_pr_duke Chevalier d'Eon papers, 1778-1779 RL.11592 
https://archives.lib.duke.edu/catalog/deonchevalier/x
ml 

ga_pr_emor Thomas A. Summers Papers, 1920-2019 
Manuscript 
Collection No. 454 

https://findingaids.library.emory.edu/documents/P-
MSS454/EAD/  

nc_pr_duke William Cannicott Olson papers, 1956-1985 RL.00973 
https://archives.lib.duke.edu/catalog/olsonwilliamc/xm
l 

ky_pu_unky 
Lafayette Studios photographs: 1930s 
decade 

96PA101 
https://exploreuk.uky.edu/dips/xt702v2c8t1s/data/96p
a101.dao.xml 

nc_pr_duke Takey Crist papers, 1944-2002 and undated RL.00270 https://archives.lib.duke.edu/catalog/cristtakey/xml  

ga_pr_emor Network Q records, 1992-1996 
Manuscript 
Collection No. 1010 

https://findingaids.library.emory.edu/documents/netw
orkq1010/EAD/ 

nc_pr_duke 
Jeanne Audrey Powers papers, 1924-2015 
and undated 

RL.10181 
https://archives.lib.duke.edu/catalog/powersjeanneau
drey/xml  

nc_pr_duke Kathleen Hannan papers, 1979-2007 RL.00506 
https://archives.lib.duke.edu/catalog/hannankathleen/
xml  

ga_pr_emor 
Underrepresented Voices oral history 
collection, 2017-2021 

Series No. 305 
https://findingaids.library.emory.edu/documents/eua0
305underrep/EAD/  

ga_pr_emor 
Atlanta Gay Men's Chorus records, 1981-
2012 

Manuscript 
Collection No. 1251 

https://findingaids.library.emory.edu/documents/Atlan
taGayMensChorus1251/EAD/  

nc_pr_duke 
W. Eugene Smith Reference CD collection, 
1946-1971 

RL.10012 
https://archives.lib.duke.edu/catalog/smithweugene/x
ml 

nc_pr_duke 
Paula Kamen papers, 1970-2006 and 
undated, bulk 1991-2002 

RL.00765 https://archives.lib.duke.edu/catalog/kamenpaula/xml  

nc_pr_duke 
Atlanta Lesbian Feminist Alliance (ALFA) 
Archives, circa 1972-1994 

RL.00022 https://archives.lib.duke.edu/catalog/alfa/xml  

nc_pr_duke 
Walter H. Smith Collection of Beat 
Literature, 1950-2009 

RL.00095 
https://archives.lib.duke.edu/catalog/beatliterature/x
ml 

ky_pu_unky Appalachian Community Fund records 2009MS211 
https://exploreuk.uky.edu/dips/xt7r7s7hrg1b/data/200
9ms211.dao.xml  

ga_pr_emor 
Jon Arge photographs, circa 1972-2012 [bulk 
1992-2008] 

Manuscript 
Collection No. 1404 

https://findingaids.library.emory.edu/documents/arge1
404/EAD/ 

nc_pr_duke Phyllis Chesler papers, 1968-2003 RL.00221 https://archives.lib.duke.edu/catalog/chesler/xml  

ga_pr_emor Jesse R. Peel papers, 1956-2013 
Manuscript 
Collection No. 1231 

https://findingaids.library.emory.edu/documents/peel1
231/EAD/ 

ky_pu_unky 
Wade Hall Collection of American Letters: 
Kevin Trauth papers 

2009ms132.0892 
https://exploreuk.uky.edu/dips/xt72v698945v/data/20
09ms132.0892.dao.xml  

ga_pr_emor Ken Britt papers, 1994-2015 
Manuscript 
Collection No. 1418 

https://findingaids.library.emory.edu/documents/britt1
418/EAD/ 

nc_pr_duke Lara Cohen Zine collection, 1992-1996 RL.00242 https://archives.lib.duke.edu/catalog/cohenzine/xml  

nc_pr_duke Vincent Cianni photographs, 1983-2012 RL.10038 https://archives.lib.duke.edu/catalog/ciannivince/xml  

https://archives.lib.duke.edu/catalog/creedrichardstephen/xml
https://archives.lib.duke.edu/catalog/creedrichardstephen/xml
https://archives.lib.duke.edu/catalog/kirschd/xml
https://findingaids.library.emory.edu/documents/lowe1072/EAD/
https://findingaids.library.emory.edu/documents/lowe1072/EAD/
https://archives.lib.duke.edu/catalog/tbpg/xml
https://archives.lib.duke.edu/catalog/burkbill/xml
https://findingaids.library.emory.edu/documents/eua0056multicultural/EAD/
https://findingaids.library.emory.edu/documents/eua0056multicultural/EAD/
https://archives.lib.duke.edu/catalog/riverswc/xml
https://archives.lib.duke.edu/catalog/deonchevalier/xml
https://archives.lib.duke.edu/catalog/deonchevalier/xml
https://findingaids.library.emory.edu/documents/P-MSS454/EAD/
https://findingaids.library.emory.edu/documents/P-MSS454/EAD/
https://archives.lib.duke.edu/catalog/olsonwilliamc/xml
https://archives.lib.duke.edu/catalog/olsonwilliamc/xml
https://exploreuk.uky.edu/dips/xt702v2c8t1s/data/96pa101.dao.xml
https://exploreuk.uky.edu/dips/xt702v2c8t1s/data/96pa101.dao.xml
https://archives.lib.duke.edu/catalog/cristtakey/xml
https://findingaids.library.emory.edu/documents/networkq1010/EAD/
https://findingaids.library.emory.edu/documents/networkq1010/EAD/
https://archives.lib.duke.edu/catalog/powersjeanneaudrey/xml
https://archives.lib.duke.edu/catalog/powersjeanneaudrey/xml
https://archives.lib.duke.edu/catalog/hannankathleen/xml
https://archives.lib.duke.edu/catalog/hannankathleen/xml
https://findingaids.library.emory.edu/documents/eua0305underrep/EAD/
https://findingaids.library.emory.edu/documents/eua0305underrep/EAD/
https://findingaids.library.emory.edu/documents/AtlantaGayMensChorus1251/EAD/
https://findingaids.library.emory.edu/documents/AtlantaGayMensChorus1251/EAD/
https://archives.lib.duke.edu/catalog/smithweugene/xml
https://archives.lib.duke.edu/catalog/smithweugene/xml
https://archives.lib.duke.edu/catalog/kamenpaula/xml
https://archives.lib.duke.edu/catalog/alfa/xml
https://archives.lib.duke.edu/catalog/beatliterature/xml
https://archives.lib.duke.edu/catalog/beatliterature/xml
https://exploreuk.uky.edu/dips/xt7r7s7hrg1b/data/2009ms211.dao.xml
https://exploreuk.uky.edu/dips/xt7r7s7hrg1b/data/2009ms211.dao.xml
https://findingaids.library.emory.edu/documents/arge1404/EAD/
https://findingaids.library.emory.edu/documents/arge1404/EAD/
https://archives.lib.duke.edu/catalog/chesler/xml
https://findingaids.library.emory.edu/documents/peel1231/EAD/
https://findingaids.library.emory.edu/documents/peel1231/EAD/
https://exploreuk.uky.edu/dips/xt72v698945v/data/2009ms132.0892.dao.xml
https://exploreuk.uky.edu/dips/xt72v698945v/data/2009ms132.0892.dao.xml
https://findingaids.library.emory.edu/documents/britt1418/EAD/
https://findingaids.library.emory.edu/documents/britt1418/EAD/
https://archives.lib.duke.edu/catalog/cohenzine/xml
https://archives.lib.duke.edu/catalog/ciannivince/xml


 
 

ga_pr_emor Winston Johnson papers, 1972-2018 
Manuscript 
Collection No. 1455 

https://findingaids.library.emory.edu/documents/johns
on1455/EAD/ 

nc_pr_duke 
Duke Lesbian, Gay, Bisexual, Transgender, 
and Queer Alumni oral histories, 2015-2016 

UA.01.15.0016 
https://archives.lib.duke.edu/catalog/ualgbtqalumni/x
ml 

fl_pr_unmi Ruth and Richard Shack papers ASM0227 
https://atom.library.miami.edu/downloads/exports/ea
d/df36437837dce0fc5e59637772283fd2.ead.xml  

nc_pr_duke 
Resource Center for Women and Ministry in 
the South records, 1939-2018 

RL.01081 https://archives.lib.duke.edu/catalog/resource/xml  

ky_pu_unky 
Pride Community Services Organization 
publications 

2016ms055 
https://exploreuk.uky.edu/dips/xt71vh5cfp21/data/201
6ms055.dao.xml  

nc_pr_duke 
James T. Sears papers, 1918-2011 and 
undated, bulk 1950-2004 

RL.01162 https://archives.lib.duke.edu/catalog/searsjames/xml  

ky_pu_unky 
Wade Hall Collection of American Letter: 
Agnes H. Miller Letters 

2009ms132.0313 
https://exploreuk.uky.edu/dips/xt7p5h7bvw43/data/2
009ms132.0313.dao.xml  

ga_pr_emor Andrew Land papers, 1988-2018 
Manuscript 
Collection No. 1478 

https://findingaids.library.emory.edu/documents/land1
478/EAD/ 

ga_pr_emor 
Office of Lesbian/Gay/Bisexual/Transgender 
Life records, 1979-2012 

Series No. 208 
https://findingaids.library.emory.edu/documents/eua0
208lgbtoffice/EAD/  

nc_pr_duke Third Wave Foundation records, 1992-2011 RL.01288 https://archives.lib.duke.edu/catalog/thirdwave/xml  

ga_pr_emor 
Mary E. Hutchinson and Dorothy King 
papers, 1900-1988 

Manuscript 
Collection No. 1096 

https://findingaids.library.emory.edu/documents/hutc
hinson1096/EAD/  

nc_pr_duke Jasmine Clark photographs, 2013-2017 RL.11525 https://archives.lib.duke.edu/catalog/clarkjasmine/xml  

fl_pr_unmi Latin American Human Rights Collection ASM0714 
https://atom.library.miami.edu/downloads/exports/ea
d/8f49ca02c9a69991e10e8387205babb0.ead.xml  

nc_pr_duke Lightning Brown papers, 1983-1985 RL.00165 
https://archives.lib.duke.edu/catalog/brownlightning/x
ml 

nc_pr_duke Duke University Press records, 1812-2019 UA.07.08.0002 https://archives.lib.duke.edu/catalog/uadupress/xml  

nc_pr_duke 
North Carolina Lesbian and Gay Health 
Project records, 1983-1996 

RL.00935 https://archives.lib.duke.edu/catalog/nclghp/xml  

ga_pr_emor Carol Ann Duffy papers, 1970-2010 
Manuscript 
Collection No. 834 

https://findingaids.library.emory.edu/documents/duffy
834/EAD/ 

nc_pr_duke Gerard Gaskin photographs, 1995-2012 RL.11040 https://archives.lib.duke.edu/catalog/gaskingerard/xml  

ga_pr_emor 
Stephani Shope photographs, circa 1990-
2010 

Manuscript 
Collection No. 1492 

https://findingaids.library.emory.edu/documents/darn
ell1450/EAD/  

ga_pr_emor 
Evelyn Monahan and Rosemary Neidel-
Greenlee papers, circa 1914-2011 

Manuscript 
Collection No. 1201 

https://findingaids.library.emory.edu/documents/mon
ahan1201/EAD/  

nc_pr_duke 
John Zeigler papers, 1927-2013 (bulk 1942-
1946) 

RL.01429 https://archives.lib.duke.edu/catalog/zeiglerjohn/xml  

nc_pr_duke Mandy Carter papers. 1970-2013 RL.00195 https://archives.lib.duke.edu/catalog/cartermandy/xml  

nc_pr_duke 
Charles Baker Journals, 1859, 1861-1879, 
1900-1904 

RL.00067 https://archives.lib.duke.edu/catalog/bakercharles/xml  

ga_pr_emor James Murray Vise papers, 1988-2007 
Manuscript 
Collection No. 1407 

https://findingaids.library.emory.edu/documents/vise1
407/EAD/ 

nc_pr_duke 
Kate Millett papers, 1912-2002, bulk 1951-
2001 

RL.10070 https://archives.lib.duke.edu/catalog/millett/xml  

ky_pu_unky 
Manjushri V Bhapkar photographs of Cafe 
LMNOP and Fourth of July parade 

2020av017 
https://exploreuk.uky.edu/dips/xt734t6f4s67/data/202
0av017.dao.xml 

ga_pr_emor 
National Association of Black and White 
Men Together collection, circa 1980-1999 

Manuscript 
Collection No. 1071 

https://findingaids.library.emory.edu/documents/nabw
mt1071/EAD/ 

nc_pr_duke Aden Field papers, 1940s-2015 RL.11346 https://archives.lib.duke.edu/catalog/fieldaden/xml  

nc_pr_duke 

Harris Interactive press releases and media 
alerts on gay, lesbian, bisexual, and 
transgender issues, 2005-2008 

RL.00512 
https://archives.lib.duke.edu/catalog/harrisinteractive/
xml  

nc_pr_duke 
Southern Lesbian-Feminist Activist Herstory 
Project, 2011-2015 

RL.10066 
https://archives.lib.duke.edu/catalog/slfaherstoryproje
ct/xml 

https://findingaids.library.emory.edu/documents/johnson1455/EAD/
https://findingaids.library.emory.edu/documents/johnson1455/EAD/
https://archives.lib.duke.edu/catalog/ualgbtqalumni/xml
https://archives.lib.duke.edu/catalog/ualgbtqalumni/xml
https://atom.library.miami.edu/downloads/exports/ead/df36437837dce0fc5e59637772283fd2.ead.xml
https://atom.library.miami.edu/downloads/exports/ead/df36437837dce0fc5e59637772283fd2.ead.xml
https://archives.lib.duke.edu/catalog/resource/xml
https://exploreuk.uky.edu/dips/xt71vh5cfp21/data/2016ms055.dao.xml
https://exploreuk.uky.edu/dips/xt71vh5cfp21/data/2016ms055.dao.xml
https://archives.lib.duke.edu/catalog/searsjames/xml
https://exploreuk.uky.edu/dips/xt7p5h7bvw43/data/2009ms132.0313.dao.xml
https://exploreuk.uky.edu/dips/xt7p5h7bvw43/data/2009ms132.0313.dao.xml
https://findingaids.library.emory.edu/documents/land1478/EAD/
https://findingaids.library.emory.edu/documents/land1478/EAD/
https://findingaids.library.emory.edu/documents/eua0208lgbtoffice/EAD/
https://findingaids.library.emory.edu/documents/eua0208lgbtoffice/EAD/
https://archives.lib.duke.edu/catalog/thirdwave/xml
https://findingaids.library.emory.edu/documents/hutchinson1096/EAD/
https://findingaids.library.emory.edu/documents/hutchinson1096/EAD/
https://archives.lib.duke.edu/catalog/clarkjasmine/xml
https://atom.library.miami.edu/downloads/exports/ead/8f49ca02c9a69991e10e8387205babb0.ead.xml
https://atom.library.miami.edu/downloads/exports/ead/8f49ca02c9a69991e10e8387205babb0.ead.xml
https://archives.lib.duke.edu/catalog/brownlightning/xml
https://archives.lib.duke.edu/catalog/brownlightning/xml
https://archives.lib.duke.edu/catalog/uadupress/xml
https://archives.lib.duke.edu/catalog/nclghp/xml
https://findingaids.library.emory.edu/documents/duffy834/EAD/
https://findingaids.library.emory.edu/documents/duffy834/EAD/
https://archives.lib.duke.edu/catalog/gaskingerard/xml
https://findingaids.library.emory.edu/documents/darnell1450/EAD/
https://findingaids.library.emory.edu/documents/darnell1450/EAD/
https://findingaids.library.emory.edu/documents/monahan1201/EAD/
https://findingaids.library.emory.edu/documents/monahan1201/EAD/
https://archives.lib.duke.edu/catalog/zeiglerjohn/xml
https://archives.lib.duke.edu/catalog/cartermandy/xml
https://archives.lib.duke.edu/catalog/bakercharles/xml
https://findingaids.library.emory.edu/documents/vise1407/EAD/
https://findingaids.library.emory.edu/documents/vise1407/EAD/
https://archives.lib.duke.edu/catalog/millett/xml
https://exploreuk.uky.edu/dips/xt734t6f4s67/data/2020av017.dao.xml
https://exploreuk.uky.edu/dips/xt734t6f4s67/data/2020av017.dao.xml
https://findingaids.library.emory.edu/documents/nabwmt1071/EAD/
https://findingaids.library.emory.edu/documents/nabwmt1071/EAD/
https://archives.lib.duke.edu/catalog/fieldaden/xml
https://archives.lib.duke.edu/catalog/harrisinteractive/xml
https://archives.lib.duke.edu/catalog/harrisinteractive/xml
https://archives.lib.duke.edu/catalog/slfaherstoryproject/xml
https://archives.lib.duke.edu/catalog/slfaherstoryproject/xml


 
 

nc_pr_duke 
Mariette Pathy Allen photographs and 
papers, 1968-2003 

RL.00028 https://archives.lib.duke.edu/catalog/allenmp/xml  

nc_pr_duke Clarissa Sligh papers, 1950-2010 RL.01207 https://archives.lib.duke.edu/catalog/slighclarissa/xml  

nc_pr_duke 
Lisa Hazirjian papers, 1986-2001 and 
undated 

UA.30.01.0081 
https://archives.lib.duke.edu/catalog/uahazirjianlisa/x
ml 

ga_pr_emor 
Campus social and political action collection, 
1930-1991 

Series No. 248 
https://findingaids.library.emory.edu/documents/eua0
248socialandpoliticalaction/EAD/  

nc_pr_duke 
Reproductive Rights National Network 
records, 1970-1982 

RL.01060 https://archives.lib.duke.edu/catalog/r2n2/xml  

nc_pr_duke 
Student Organizations reference collection, 
1913-ongoing 

UA.01.11.0014 https://archives.lib.duke.edu/catalog/uastuorgrc/xml  

nc_pr_duke Sarah Wood Zine collection, 1990s RL.01411 https://archives.lib.duke.edu/catalog/woodsarah/xml  

nc_pr_duke Milo Guthrie papers, 1962-1987 RL.00488 https://archives.lib.duke.edu/catalog/guthrie/xml  

fl_pr_unmi Queer Studies Poster Project collection ASM0166 
https://atom.library.miami.edu/downloads/exports/ea
d/110d424a1d1422b3a8aade321087daf9.ead.xml  

nc_pr_duke Sarah Maitland Zine collection, 1997-2009 RL.00837 
https://archives.lib.duke.edu/catalog/maitlandsarah/x
ml 

nc_pr_duke Sara M. Evans papers, 1959-2005 RL.10161 https://archives.lib.duke.edu/catalog/evanssara/xml  

nc_pr_duke 
William Righter and Mary Wager Fisher 
papers, 1830-1934 

RL.00398 https://archives.lib.duke.edu/catalog/fisher/xml  

nc_pr_duke 

William Gedney photographs and papers, 
1887, circa 1920, 1940-1998 and undated, 
bulk 1955-1989 

RL.10032 https://archives.lib.duke.edu/catalog/gedney/xml  

fl_pr_unmi 
Leila Miccolis Brazilian Alternative Press 
collection 

ASM0654 
https://atom.library.miami.edu/downloads/exports/ea
d/71279cf4218f992e8fc58b5bb7873940.ead.xml  

nc_pr_duke Tim Portwood papers, 1975-1984 UA.30.01.0091 https://archives.lib.duke.edu/catalog/uaportwood/xml  

nc_pr_duke 
Karen J. Maj collection of Will Inman papers, 
1989-2003 

RL.11435 
https://archives.lib.duke.edu/catalog/majkarenwillinma
n/xml  

ga_pr_emor AIDS Survival Project records, 1987-2009 
Manuscript 
Collection No. 1443 

https://findingaids.library.emory.edu/documents/aidss
urvivalproject1443/EAD/  

ky_pu_unky Pam Elam papers 2004UA003 
https://exploreuk.uky.edu/dips/xt7ffb4wj333/data/200
4ua003.dao.xml  

nc_pr_duke 
Office of Student Activities and Facilities 
records, 1936-ongoing 

UA.09.05.0001 https://archives.lib.duke.edu/catalog/uaosaf/xml  

ga_pr_emor 
Southeastern Arts, Media & Education 
Project (Atlanta, Ga.) records, 1984-1996 

Manuscript 
Collection No. 1015 

https://findingaids.library.emory.edu/documents/same
1015/EAD/ 

ky_pu_unky 
Wade Hall Collection of American Letters: 
Clyde Morton Stallings letters 

2009ms132.0071 
https://exploreuk.uky.edu/dips/xt7vq814r208/data/20
09ms132.0071.dao.xml  

nc_pr_duke Dorothy Allison papers, 1965-2010 RL.00029 
https://archives.lib.duke.edu/catalog/allisondorothy/x
ml 

ga_pr_emor 
Dick Richards audiovisual recordings, 1976-
2007 

Manuscript 
Collection No. 1461 

https://findingaids.library.emory.edu/documents/richa
rd1461/EAD/  

nc_pr_duke Jess T. Dugan photographs, 2006-2017 RL.11524 https://archives.lib.duke.edu/catalog/duganjess/xml  

fl_pr_unmi César Trasobares papers ASM0086 
https://atom.library.miami.edu/downloads/exports/ea
d/ff5cb6d5007c0a3f7e1af9336d1f523c.ead.xml  

nc_pr_duke 
New England girls' summer camps 
photograph album, 1916-1917 

RL.00942 
https://archives.lib.duke.edu/catalog/newenglandsum
mercampphotos/xml  

nc_pr_duke Ronald Reis photographs, 1954-2014 RL.01078 https://archives.lib.duke.edu/catalog/reisronald/xml  

nc_pr_duke 
Atlanta Lesbian Feminist Alliance (ALFA) 
Financial papers, 1972-1994 

RL.00023 https://archives.lib.duke.edu/catalog/alfa2/xml  

nc_pr_duke 
Stuart Elliott papers, 1875-2014 and 
undated 

RL.11108 https://archives.lib.duke.edu/catalog/elliottstuart/xml  

nc_pr_duke Ladies of Llangollen collection, 1774-1991 RL.11554 
https://archives.lib.duke.edu/catalog/ladiesofllangollen
/xml  

https://archives.lib.duke.edu/catalog/allenmp/xml
https://archives.lib.duke.edu/catalog/slighclarissa/xml
https://archives.lib.duke.edu/catalog/uahazirjianlisa/xml
https://archives.lib.duke.edu/catalog/uahazirjianlisa/xml
https://findingaids.library.emory.edu/documents/eua0248socialandpoliticalaction/EAD/
https://findingaids.library.emory.edu/documents/eua0248socialandpoliticalaction/EAD/
https://archives.lib.duke.edu/catalog/r2n2/xml
https://archives.lib.duke.edu/catalog/uastuorgrc/xml
https://archives.lib.duke.edu/catalog/woodsarah/xml
https://archives.lib.duke.edu/catalog/guthrie/xml
https://atom.library.miami.edu/downloads/exports/ead/110d424a1d1422b3a8aade321087daf9.ead.xml
https://atom.library.miami.edu/downloads/exports/ead/110d424a1d1422b3a8aade321087daf9.ead.xml
https://archives.lib.duke.edu/catalog/maitlandsarah/xml
https://archives.lib.duke.edu/catalog/maitlandsarah/xml
https://archives.lib.duke.edu/catalog/evanssara/xml
https://archives.lib.duke.edu/catalog/fisher/xml
https://archives.lib.duke.edu/catalog/gedney/xml
https://atom.library.miami.edu/downloads/exports/ead/71279cf4218f992e8fc58b5bb7873940.ead.xml
https://atom.library.miami.edu/downloads/exports/ead/71279cf4218f992e8fc58b5bb7873940.ead.xml
https://archives.lib.duke.edu/catalog/uaportwood/xml
https://archives.lib.duke.edu/catalog/majkarenwillinman/xml
https://archives.lib.duke.edu/catalog/majkarenwillinman/xml
https://findingaids.library.emory.edu/documents/aidssurvivalproject1443/EAD/
https://findingaids.library.emory.edu/documents/aidssurvivalproject1443/EAD/
https://exploreuk.uky.edu/dips/xt7ffb4wj333/data/2004ua003.dao.xml
https://exploreuk.uky.edu/dips/xt7ffb4wj333/data/2004ua003.dao.xml
https://archives.lib.duke.edu/catalog/uaosaf/xml
https://findingaids.library.emory.edu/documents/same1015/EAD/
https://findingaids.library.emory.edu/documents/same1015/EAD/
https://exploreuk.uky.edu/dips/xt7vq814r208/data/2009ms132.0071.dao.xml
https://exploreuk.uky.edu/dips/xt7vq814r208/data/2009ms132.0071.dao.xml
https://findingaids.library.emory.edu/documents/richard1461/EAD/
https://findingaids.library.emory.edu/documents/richard1461/EAD/
https://archives.lib.duke.edu/catalog/duganjess/xml
https://atom.library.miami.edu/downloads/exports/ead/ff5cb6d5007c0a3f7e1af9336d1f523c.ead.xml
https://atom.library.miami.edu/downloads/exports/ead/ff5cb6d5007c0a3f7e1af9336d1f523c.ead.xml
https://archives.lib.duke.edu/catalog/newenglandsummercampphotos/xml
https://archives.lib.duke.edu/catalog/newenglandsummercampphotos/xml
https://archives.lib.duke.edu/catalog/reisronald/xml
https://archives.lib.duke.edu/catalog/alfa2/xml
https://archives.lib.duke.edu/catalog/elliottstuart/xml
https://archives.lib.duke.edu/catalog/ladiesofllangollen/xml
https://archives.lib.duke.edu/catalog/ladiesofllangollen/xml


 
 

nc_pr_duke 
Alliance of Queer Undergraduates at Duke 
(AQUADuke) records, 1973-1995 

UA.31.05.0001 https://archives.lib.duke.edu/catalog/uaaquaduke/xml  

nc_pr_duke Faith Holsaert papers, 1950-2011 RL.00566 https://archives.lib.duke.edu/catalog/holsaertfaith/xml  

nc_pr_duke Womonwrites records, 1979-2014 RL.01408 
https://archives.lib.duke.edu/catalog/womonwrites/xm
l 

nc_pr_duke 

American Civil Liberties Union of North 
Carolina records, 1960-2020; 1960-ongoing 
and undated 

RL.00012 https://archives.lib.duke.edu/catalog/acluofnc/xml  

nc_pr_duke 
Marcia M. Mathews papers and 
photographs, 1833-1976, bulk 1939-1976 

RL.11884 
https://archives.lib.duke.edu/catalog/mathewsmarcia
m/xml  

nc_pr_duke J. Claude Evans family papers, 1930-2002 RL.10008 https://archives.lib.duke.edu/catalog/evansfamily/xml  

nc_pr_duke Caroline Vaughan photographs, 1977-1992 RL.11510 
https://archives.lib.duke.edu/catalog/vaughancaroline/
xml  

nc_pr_duke Diane Weddington papers, 1956-2014 RL.01356 
https://archives.lib.duke.edu/catalog/weddingtondiane
/xml  

nc_pr_duke Henry Horenstein photographs, 1970-2013 RL.11564 
https://archives.lib.duke.edu/catalog/horensteinhenry/
xml  

ga_pr_emor Scott McCord papers, 1987-2001 
Manuscript 
Collection No. 1329 

https://findingaids.library.emory.edu/documents/mcco
rd1329/EAD/  

nc_pr_duke 
Frank Espada photographs and papers, 
1946-2010, bulk 1964-2000 

RL.00367 https://archives.lib.duke.edu/catalog/espadafrank/xml  

ky_pu_unky 
Wade Hall Collection of American Letters: 
Sue Fite correspondence 

2009ms132.0121 
https://exploreuk.uky.edu/dips/xt7bcc0ts56f/data/200
9ms132.0121.dao.xml  

nc_pr_duke Percy E. Ryberg papers, 1906-1991 RL.01127 https://archives.lib.duke.edu/catalog/rybergpercy/xml  

ky_pu_unky 
Wade Hall Collection of American Letters: 
Hester Hollingshead letters 

2009ms132.0032 
https://exploreuk.uky.edu/dips/xt7nk9315k5z/data/20
09ms132.0032.dao.xml  

nc_pr_duke 
Joshua Rashaad McFadden photographs, 
2015-2016 

RL.11527 
https://archives.lib.duke.edu/catalog/mcfaddenjoshua/
xml  

nc_pr_duke 
Pauline Bart papers, 1925-2008 and 
undated, bulk 1969-1995 

RL.10069 https://archives.lib.duke.edu/catalog/bartpauline/xml  

fl_pr_unmi 
University of Miami LGBTQ History 
Collection 

ASU0292 
https://atom.library.miami.edu/downloads/exports/ea
d/0c186f82ba5b5f0dfefbc1de9ac58f3c.ead.xml  

ga_pr_emor 
Karate for Women Atlanta records, 1970-
1985 

Manuscript 
Collection No. 1426 

https://findingaids.library.emory.edu/documents/karat
eforwomen1426/EAD/  

ky_pu_unky 
Lexington lesbian and gay community 
collection 

95m2 
https://exploreuk.uky.edu/dips/xt7bzk55hp02/data/95
m2.dao.xml 

fl_pr_unmi Firefly Zine collection ASM0148 
https://atom.library.miami.edu/downloads/exports/ea
d/4b29d87b5af3f9aa61de19da5ad4454a.ead.xml  

ga_pr_emor 
Whose Beloved Community? Black Civil and 
LGBT Rights conference video, 2014 

Series No. 261 
https://findingaids.library.emory.edu/documents/eua0
261whosebelovedcommunity/EAD/  

nc_pr_duke Carl V. Corley papers, 1930s-1999 RL.00258 https://archives.lib.duke.edu/catalog/corley/xml  

nc_pr_duke 
Bettye Lane photographs, 1959-2007, bulk 
1970s-1980s 

RL.00793 https://archives.lib.duke.edu/catalog/lanebettye/xml  

nc_pr_duke Front Page records, 1975-2004 and undated RL.00421 https://archives.lib.duke.edu/catalog/front/xml 

ky_pu_unky 
Wade Hall Collection of American Letters: 
George B. Eckert letters 

2009ms132.0182 
https://exploreuk.uky.edu/dips/xt7ksn012n97/data/20
09ms132.0182.dao.xml  

nc_pr_duke 

Modern Language Association of America. 
Gay and Lesbian Caucus. Lesbian and Gay 
Studies Newsletter Archives, 1974-1998 

RL.00904 https://archives.lib.duke.edu/catalog/moderngay/xml 

nc_pr_duke 
Campus Groups Reference collection, 1892-
ongoing 

UA.01.11.0075 https://archives.lib.duke.edu/catalog/uacampgrp/xml  

nc_pr_duke 
Marilyn Crafton Smith Papers, 1978-1993 
and undated 

RL.11194 https://archives.lib.duke.edu/catalog/smithmarilyn/xml  

nc_pr_duke 
Joe H. Hernandez scrapbook, 1943-1965 and 
undated 

RL.11444 
https://archives.lib.duke.edu/catalog/hernandezjoeh/x
ml 

https://archives.lib.duke.edu/catalog/uaaquaduke/xml
https://archives.lib.duke.edu/catalog/holsaertfaith/xml
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https://exploreuk.uky.edu/dips/xt7bcc0ts56f/data/2009ms132.0121.dao.xml
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https://archives.lib.duke.edu/catalog/rybergpercy/xml
https://exploreuk.uky.edu/dips/xt7nk9315k5z/data/2009ms132.0032.dao.xml
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https://archives.lib.duke.edu/catalog/mcfaddenjoshua/xml
https://archives.lib.duke.edu/catalog/mcfaddenjoshua/xml
https://archives.lib.duke.edu/catalog/bartpauline/xml
https://atom.library.miami.edu/downloads/exports/ead/0c186f82ba5b5f0dfefbc1de9ac58f3c.ead.xml
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https://exploreuk.uky.edu/dips/xt7bzk55hp02/data/95m2.dao.xml
https://exploreuk.uky.edu/dips/xt7bzk55hp02/data/95m2.dao.xml
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https://findingaids.library.emory.edu/documents/eua0261whosebelovedcommunity/EAD/
https://archives.lib.duke.edu/catalog/corley/xml
https://archives.lib.duke.edu/catalog/lanebettye/xml
https://exploreuk.uky.edu/dips/xt7ksn012n97/data/2009ms132.0182.dao.xml
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https://archives.lib.duke.edu/catalog/smithmarilyn/xml
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https://archives.lib.duke.edu/catalog/hernandezjoeh/xml


 
 

nc_pr_duke Mab Segrest papers, 1889-2014 RL.01164 https://archives.lib.duke.edu/catalog/segrestmab/xml  

nc_pr_duke 
Jere Link papers, 1914-2016 and undated, 
bulk 1975-2006 

RL.11690 https://archives.lib.duke.edu/catalog/linkjere/xml  

nc_pr_duke 
Robin Morgan papers, 1940s-2019 and 
undated, bulk 1970-2019 

RL.00913 https://archives.lib.duke.edu/catalog/morganrobin/xml  

nc_pr_duke 
LGBTQ ephemera collection, 1964-2006 and 
undated 

RL.10183 https://archives.lib.duke.edu/catalog/lgbtq/xml  

nc_pr_duke 
John Seelye Papers, 1862-2015 and undated, 
bulk 1955-2007 

RL.11381 https://archives.lib.duke.edu/catalog/seelyejohn/xml  

ga_pr_emor Billy Howard photographs, 1986-2016 
Manuscript 
Collection No. 1365 

https://findingaids.library.emory.edu/documents/howa
rd1365/EAD/  

ga_pr_emor 
American Music Show (Television show) 
video recordings, 1981-2005 

Manuscript 
Collection No. 1256 

https://findingaids.library.emory.edu/documents/amer
icanmusicshow1256/EAD/  

nc_pr_duke Girl Germs Posters, 1996-1999 RL.00454 https://archives.lib.duke.edu/catalog/girlgerms/xml  

fl_pr_unmi 
Howard Davis-Artifacts Artist Group 
collection 

ASM0221 
https://atom.library.miami.edu/downloads/exports/ea
d/a5954593667f7b2d618f5652cf5af064.ead.xml  

ga_pr_emor Campus offices collection, 1940-2001 Series No. 244 
https://findingaids.library.emory.edu/documents/eua0
244campusoffices/EAD/  

nc_pr_duke 
Carson McCullers papers, 1941-1995 and 
undated (bulk 1945-1970), bulk 1945-1970 

RL.00868 
https://archives.lib.duke.edu/catalog/mccullerscarson/
xml  

nc_pr_duke New Day Films archive, 1968-2018 RL.10180 https://archives.lib.duke.edu/catalog/newdayfilms/xml  

nc_pr_duke Eleanor Foa Dienstag papers, 1955-2011 RL.11862 https://archives.lib.duke.edu/catalog/foadienstag/xml  

nc_pr_duke 
Division of Student Affairs Reference 
collection, 1987-ongoing 

UA.01.11.0051 https://archives.lib.duke.edu/catalog/uastuaffrc/xml  

nc_pr_duke Boyte Family papers, 1941-2018 RL.00138 https://archives.lib.duke.edu/catalog/boyte/xml  

ga_pr_emor Atlanta Prime Timers records, 1996-2014 
Manuscript 
Collection No. 1308 

https://findingaids.library.emory.edu/documents/atlpri
metimers1308/EAD/  

nc_pr_duke 
Bingham Center Women's Zine collection, 
1992-2017 

RL.01406 
https://archives.lib.duke.edu/catalog/womenszinecolle
ction/xml  

nc_pr_duke John Howard papers, 1950-2013 RL.10076 https://archives.lib.duke.edu/catalog/howardjohn/xml  

nc_pr_duke 
Vice President for Student Affairs records, 
1923-[ongoing] 

UA.09.02.0002 
https://archives.lib.duke.edu/catalog/uavpstudentaffai
rs/xml  

nc_pr_duke 
Will Inman correspondence with Steven 
Finch, 1984-1989 

RL.11270 https://archives.lib.duke.edu/catalog/inmanwill/xml  

nc_pr_duke Will Inman papers, 1910-2009 RL.00614 https://archives.lib.duke.edu/catalog/inman/xml  

nc_pr_duke John G. Younger papers, 1976-2001 UA.29.02.0090 https://archives.lib.duke.edu/catalog/uayoun/xml  

nc_pr_duke 
Ladyslipper, Inc. records, 1965-2011 and 
undated 

RL.10140 https://archives.lib.duke.edu/catalog/ladyslipper/xml  

ga_pr_emor John M. Clum papers, 2013-2015 
Manuscript 
Collection No. 1401 

https://findingaids.library.emory.edu/documents/clum
1401/EAD/ 

nc_pr_duke 
Associated Students of Duke University 
records, 1965-1991 

UA.31.02.0003 https://archives.lib.duke.edu/catalog/uaasdu/xml  

nc_pr_duke 
Transgender Oral History Project zine distro 
project papers, 1992-2013 and undated 

RL.11033 
https://archives.lib.duke.edu/catalog/transgenderoralh
istproj/xml  

nc_pr_duke 
Tarheel Leather Club Newsletters, 1990-
1992 

RL.01274 
https://archives.lib.duke.edu/catalog/tarheelleather/x
ml 

nc_pr_duke 
East Coast Homophile Organizations records, 
1964- 

RL.00349 
https://archives.lib.duke.edu/catalog/eastcoasthomop
hile/xml  

fl_pr_unmi Eduardo Machado Papers CHC5164 
https://atom.library.miami.edu/downloads/exports/ea
d/787ded04242674c8920be5bf43e2581d.ead.xml  

nc_pr_duke 
Bobbye S. Ortiz papers, 1919-1993 and 
undated, bulk 1950-1990 

RL.00978 https://archives.lib.duke.edu/catalog/ortiz/xml  

nc_pr_duke 
Jimmy Creech papers, 1972-2014 and 
undated 

RL.11114 https://archives.lib.duke.edu/catalog/creechjimmy/xml  

https://archives.lib.duke.edu/catalog/segrestmab/xml
https://archives.lib.duke.edu/catalog/linkjere/xml
https://archives.lib.duke.edu/catalog/morganrobin/xml
https://archives.lib.duke.edu/catalog/lgbtq/xml
https://archives.lib.duke.edu/catalog/seelyejohn/xml
https://findingaids.library.emory.edu/documents/howard1365/EAD/
https://findingaids.library.emory.edu/documents/howard1365/EAD/
https://findingaids.library.emory.edu/documents/americanmusicshow1256/EAD/
https://findingaids.library.emory.edu/documents/americanmusicshow1256/EAD/
https://archives.lib.duke.edu/catalog/girlgerms/xml
https://atom.library.miami.edu/downloads/exports/ead/a5954593667f7b2d618f5652cf5af064.ead.xml
https://atom.library.miami.edu/downloads/exports/ead/a5954593667f7b2d618f5652cf5af064.ead.xml
https://findingaids.library.emory.edu/documents/eua0244campusoffices/EAD/
https://findingaids.library.emory.edu/documents/eua0244campusoffices/EAD/
https://archives.lib.duke.edu/catalog/mccullerscarson/xml
https://archives.lib.duke.edu/catalog/mccullerscarson/xml
https://archives.lib.duke.edu/catalog/newdayfilms/xml
https://archives.lib.duke.edu/catalog/foadienstag/xml
https://archives.lib.duke.edu/catalog/uastuaffrc/xml
https://archives.lib.duke.edu/catalog/boyte/xml
https://findingaids.library.emory.edu/documents/atlprimetimers1308/EAD/
https://findingaids.library.emory.edu/documents/atlprimetimers1308/EAD/
https://archives.lib.duke.edu/catalog/womenszinecollection/xml
https://archives.lib.duke.edu/catalog/womenszinecollection/xml
https://archives.lib.duke.edu/catalog/howardjohn/xml
https://archives.lib.duke.edu/catalog/uavpstudentaffairs/xml
https://archives.lib.duke.edu/catalog/uavpstudentaffairs/xml
https://archives.lib.duke.edu/catalog/inmanwill/xml
https://archives.lib.duke.edu/catalog/inman/xml
https://archives.lib.duke.edu/catalog/uayoun/xml
https://archives.lib.duke.edu/catalog/ladyslipper/xml
https://findingaids.library.emory.edu/documents/clum1401/EAD/
https://findingaids.library.emory.edu/documents/clum1401/EAD/
https://archives.lib.duke.edu/catalog/uaasdu/xml
https://archives.lib.duke.edu/catalog/transgenderoralhistproj/xml
https://archives.lib.duke.edu/catalog/transgenderoralhistproj/xml
https://archives.lib.duke.edu/catalog/tarheelleather/xml
https://archives.lib.duke.edu/catalog/tarheelleather/xml
https://archives.lib.duke.edu/catalog/eastcoasthomophile/xml
https://archives.lib.duke.edu/catalog/eastcoasthomophile/xml
https://atom.library.miami.edu/downloads/exports/ead/787ded04242674c8920be5bf43e2581d.ead.xml
https://atom.library.miami.edu/downloads/exports/ead/787ded04242674c8920be5bf43e2581d.ead.xml
https://archives.lib.duke.edu/catalog/ortiz/xml
https://archives.lib.duke.edu/catalog/creechjimmy/xml


 
 

fl_pr_unmi 
Students Toward a New Democracy 
(S.T.A.N.D.) records 

ASM0665 
https://atom.library.miami.edu/downloads/exports/ea
d/018b1d3ea470dbb00e3dd6438af19bfb.ead.xml  

nc_pr_duke OutRight records, 1983-1995 RL.00984 https://archives.lib.duke.edu/catalog/outright/xml 

nc_pr_duke 
Minnie Bruce Pratt papers, 1870s-2005, bulk 
1975-2005 

RL.01046 
https://archives.lib.duke.edu/catalog/prattminniebruce
/xml  

ga_pr_emor Alice Walker papers, circa 1930-2014 
Manuscript 
Collection No. 1061 

https://findingaids.library.emory.edu/documents/walk
er1061/EAD/  

ga_pr_emor 
Neighbor's Network (Atlanta, Ga.) records, 
1936-1998 (bulk 1987-1998) 

Manuscript 
Collection No. 1009 

https://findingaids.library.emory.edu/documents/neigh
borsnetwork1009/EAD/  

nc_pr_duke 
Triangle Community Works records, 1974-
2008 

RL.01309 
https://archives.lib.duke.edu/catalog/trianglecommuni
tyworks/xml 

nc_pr_duke Beth York papers, 1968-2015 RL.01423 
https://archives.lib.duke.edu/catalog/yorkelizabeth/xm
l 

ga_pr_emor Teri Darnell photographs, circa 2005-2017 
Manuscript 
Collection No. 1450 

https://findingaids.library.emory.edu/documents/darn
ell1450/EAD/  

fl_pr_unmi Florida LGBTQ+ History collection ASM0231 
https://atom.library.miami.edu/downloads/exports/ea
d/3812a55dce945bdb6ef283ab66ef5cf5.ead.xml  

nc_pr_duke 
Women's Center records, 1970-2005, bulk 
1983-2005 

UA.09.17.0001 
https://archives.lib.duke.edu/catalog/uawomensctr/xm
l 

ga_pr_emor Ed W. Stansell papers, 1984-1997 
Manuscript 
Collection No. 1065 

https://findingaids.library.emory.edu/documents/stans
ell1065/EAD/  

ga_pr_emor 
Lesbian, Gay, Bisexual, Transgender, Queer 
collection, 1969-2019 

Manuscript 
Collection No. 1249 

https://findingaids.library.emory.edu/documents/lgbtc
ollection1249/EAD/  

nc_pr_duke 
Charles Torrence Nesbitt papers, 1899-1947 
and undated 

RL.00940 
https://archives.lib.duke.edu/catalog/nesbittcharlest/x
ml 

nc_pr_duke 
Ian Young Correspondence on The Male 
Muse, 1972-1974 

RL.01426 https://archives.lib.duke.edu/catalog/youngian/xml  

nc_pr_duke Sally Tatnall papers, 1953-2016 and undated RL.11335 https://archives.lib.duke.edu/catalog/tatnallsally/xml  

ga_pr_emor Hugo Fernandes photographs,2008-2014 
Manuscript 
Collection No. 1334 

https://findingaids.library.emory.edu/documents/ferna
ndes1334/EAD/  

nc_pr_duke 
Victoria Ortiz papers, 1923-1999 and 
undated, bulk 1960-1990 

RL.00979 https://archives.lib.duke.edu/catalog/ortizvictoria/xml  

ga_pr_emor Len Prince papers, 1969-2016 
Manuscript 
Collection No. 1339 

https://findingaids.library.emory.edu/documents/princ
e1339/EAD/ 

nc_pr_duke 
Mama Galore drag photograph album, 
1980s-1995 

RL.11061 https://archives.lib.duke.edu/catalog/mamagalore/xml  

 
APPENDIX [H] – SUPPLEMENTARY TABLES 

Table 10. Top 25% of Access Points and EAD Tag Location 

Access Point corpname genreform geogname subject Total 

United States     15 116 131 

20th century 3   14 48 65 

History 8   19 37 64 

North Carolina 2   8 38 48 

Sallie Bingham Center for 
Women's History and Culture 

46       46 

Photographs   27 5 7 39 

Georgia       39 39 

Homosexuality 1     37 38 

Feminism       37 37 

Social life and customs 1   19 13 33 

Social conditions 1   16 15 32 

Correspondence   1   30 31 

https://atom.library.miami.edu/downloads/exports/ead/018b1d3ea470dbb00e3dd6438af19bfb.ead.xml
https://atom.library.miami.edu/downloads/exports/ead/018b1d3ea470dbb00e3dd6438af19bfb.ead.xml
https://archives.lib.duke.edu/catalog/prattminniebruce/xml
https://archives.lib.duke.edu/catalog/prattminniebruce/xml
https://findingaids.library.emory.edu/documents/walker1061/EAD/
https://findingaids.library.emory.edu/documents/walker1061/EAD/
https://findingaids.library.emory.edu/documents/neighborsnetwork1009/EAD/
https://findingaids.library.emory.edu/documents/neighborsnetwork1009/EAD/
https://archives.lib.duke.edu/catalog/trianglecommunityworks/xml
https://archives.lib.duke.edu/catalog/trianglecommunityworks/xml
https://archives.lib.duke.edu/catalog/yorkelizabeth/xml
https://archives.lib.duke.edu/catalog/yorkelizabeth/xml
https://findingaids.library.emory.edu/documents/darnell1450/EAD/
https://findingaids.library.emory.edu/documents/darnell1450/EAD/
https://atom.library.miami.edu/downloads/exports/ead/3812a55dce945bdb6ef283ab66ef5cf5.ead.xml
https://atom.library.miami.edu/downloads/exports/ead/3812a55dce945bdb6ef283ab66ef5cf5.ead.xml
https://archives.lib.duke.edu/catalog/uawomensctr/xml
https://archives.lib.duke.edu/catalog/uawomensctr/xml
https://findingaids.library.emory.edu/documents/stansell1065/EAD/
https://findingaids.library.emory.edu/documents/stansell1065/EAD/
https://findingaids.library.emory.edu/documents/lgbtcollection1249/EAD/
https://findingaids.library.emory.edu/documents/lgbtcollection1249/EAD/
https://archives.lib.duke.edu/catalog/nesbittcharlest/xml
https://archives.lib.duke.edu/catalog/nesbittcharlest/xml
https://archives.lib.duke.edu/catalog/youngian/xml
https://archives.lib.duke.edu/catalog/tatnallsally/xml
https://findingaids.library.emory.edu/documents/fernandes1334/EAD/
https://findingaids.library.emory.edu/documents/fernandes1334/EAD/
https://archives.lib.duke.edu/catalog/ortizvictoria/xml
https://findingaids.library.emory.edu/documents/prince1339/EAD/
https://findingaids.library.emory.edu/documents/prince1339/EAD/
https://archives.lib.duke.edu/catalog/mamagalore/xml


 
 

Lesbians       31 31 

Southern States     4 24 28 

Gays       28 28 

Women     2 23 25 

Periodicals   5   19 24 

Gay community       22 22 

Gay men       22 22 

Duke University 14     5 19 

Gay activists       18 18 

Black-and-white photographs   17     17 

Audiocassettes   16     16 

Video recordings   16     16 

Gay rights       15 15 

Diaries   9   6 15 

Pictorial works     7 8 15 

Women's rights       15 15 

AIDS (Disease)       15 15 

Grand Total 76 91 109 668 944 

 
Table 11. LGBTQ+ Related Terms Assigned as Access Points 

Access Point Count 

Homosexuality 38 

Lesbians 31 

Gays 28 

Gay men 22 

Gay community 22 

Gay activists 18 

AIDS (Disease) 15 

Gay rights 15 

Gay liberation movement 14 

Lesbian community 13 

Sexual minorities 13 

Lesbianism 12 

Gender identity 10 

Lesbian activists 10 

Lesbian feminism 9 

AIDS activists 8 

Transgender people 8 

Gay pride celebrations 7 

Gay bars 7 

Sexual orientation 7 

Gay and lesbian studies 7 

Homosexuality and education 6 

Bisexuality 6 

Female impersonators 6 

Same-sex marriage 5 

Human Rights Campaign (U.S.) 5 



 
 

Human rights 4 

Gay couples 4 

Drag shows 4 

Gay theater 4 

Coming out (sexual orientation) 4 

Gays' writings 4 

Transsexuals 4 

Lesbian mothers 3 

Gay rights movement 3 

Gay consumers 3 

Gay college students 3 

Gay culture 3 

Lesbian bars 3 

HIV-positive persons 3 

Gay college teachers 3 

Old Lesbians Organizing for Change 3 

Lesbian culture 3 

Bisexual college students 3 

Lesbian dramatists 3 

Ladyslipper, Inc. 3 

Gay artists 3 

Gay teenagers 3 

Identity 3 

Gay parents 2 

North Carolina Lesbian and Gay Health Project 2 

Lesbian consumers 2 

Gay pride parades 2 

Transgender youth 2 

Gay and lesbian rights 2 

Lesbian college students 2 

Atlanta Lesbian Feminist Alliance 2 

Lesbian couples 2 

Gender nonconformity 2 

Gay men's writings, American 2 

HIV (viruses) 2 

Transsexual college students 2 

Homophobia in higher education 2 

Duke University. Lesbian, Gay, Bisexual and Transgender Task Force 2 

Lesbian authors 2 

Lesbians' writings, American 2 

Gay military personnel 1 

Gay men in literature 1 

ACLU Lesbian and Gay Rights Project 1 

Homophobia 1 

Raleigh Religious Network for Gay and Lesbian Equality 1 

Gay youth 1 



 
 

Transgenderism 1 

ACT UP (Organization) 1 

African American gays 1 

Gay broadcasters 1 

OutRight (Durham, N.C.) 1 

Homosexuality and literature 1 

Sex change 1 

Homosexuality and literature-Periodicals 1 

Transgender Oral History Project 1 

Homosexuality in art 1 

Transvestites 1 

Homosexuality on television 1 

Emory University. Office of Lesbian, Gay, Bisexual, and Transgender Life 1 

Gay business enterprises 1 

Gays in advertising 1 

Human Rights Archive (Duke University) 1 

Ordination of gays 1 

Human Rights Campaign (U.S) 1 

Queer studies 1 

Gay choirs 1 

Salons 1 

ACT (Durham, N.C.) 1 

Gay men's writings, English 1 

Identity (Psychology) 1 

Transgender college students 1 

Gay clergy 1 

Gay musicians 1 

Bisexuals 1 

Transsexualism 1 

Lesbian and Gay Community Center (Charlotte, N.C.) 1 

Triangle Community Works! 1 

Lesbian and Gay Studies Newsletter 1 

Emory University. Committee on Lesbian, Gay, and Bisexual Concerns 1 

Forum Homosexualithat und Literatur 1 

Emory University. President's Commission on Sexuality, Gender Diversity, and Queer Equality 1 

Coalition for Positive Sexuality 1 

Gay and lesbian film festivals 1 

Gays in the military 1 

Ordination of lesbians 1 

AIDS (Disease) and art 1 

Older gays 1 

AIDS Legacy Project 1 

OutCharlotte 1 

Gays' writings, American 1 

Pride Community Services Organization 1 

Lesbian couples as parents 1 



 
 

Queer theory 1 

Drag balls 1 

Safe sex in AIDS prevention 1 

Drag performance 1 

Gay and Lesbian Caucus for the Modern Languages-Periodicals 1 

AIDS (Disease) in adolescence 1 

Sex instruction for lesbians 1 

Lesbian feminist theory 1 

Sexual minority youth 1 

Lesbian Health Resource Center 1 

Television programs for gays 1 

Gay lesbians 1 

Transgender military personnel 1 

Lesbian music 1 

Transgender Oral History Project. Trans Oral History Project 1 

Lesbian partner abuse 1 

Gender-nonconforming people 1 

Lesbian theater 1 

Duke University. Center for LGBT Life 1 

Heterosexism 1 

Lesbianism in literature 1 

Triangle Business and Professional Guild 1 

East Coast Homophile Organizations 1 

Gay and lesbian people 1 

African American lesbians 1 

Daughters of Bilitis 1 

Lesbians' writings-Periodicals 1 

Emory University. Committee on Lesbian, Gay, and Bisexual Life 1 

LGBT history 1 

Emory University. Office of Lesbian/Gay/Bisexual Life 1 

LGBT history and activism 1 

Amethyst: A journal for lesbians and gay men 1 

Mama Galore (Theater group) 1 

Drag queens 1 

Modern Language Association of America. Gay and Lesbian Caucus 1 

Gay erotic literature, English 1 

National Black Lesbian and Gay Leadership Forum (U.S.) 1 

Homosexuality in opera 1 

National Lesbian Conference (1991 : Atlanta, Ga.) 1 

Gay authors 1 

AID Atlanta (program) 1 

Grand Total (times assigned for 159 terms) 546 
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INTRODUCTION 

The popularity of digital information has highlighted 

the importance of web resources becoming accessible 

and usable for diverse populations close to home and 

afar. For public libraries, meeting community needs 

has gone beyond physical resources and assistance, 

extended to continuous resources of their creation, 

such as library websites. Web accessibility has been 

mandated in many private, public, and government 

business sectors. The United States government has 

required accessibility standards to be implemented for 

those who need assistive technologies to navigate web 

pages for federal and academic institutions (W3C, 

2021d).  

The World Wide Web Consortium (W3C) explained 

web accessibility as the awareness of disabilities 

within the design and development of all areas of the 

Web to remove information barriers (World Wide 

Web Consortium [W3C], 2021b). As a worldwide 

leader in both areas, the World Wide Web Consortium 

began the Web Accessibility Initiative (WAI)—a joint 

effort with disability organizations, governments, and 

other entities to understand information barriers and 

develop practical standards for inclusive information 

flow on the Web.  

Modern web design and content did not automatically 

comply with the current accessibility standards despite 

improvements and regulations to content management 

systems. Template web designs were often considered 

a visual art form, ignoring that the visible item cannot 

always be seen and may act more as a censor by 

limiting the information path. As web accessibility 

compliance was a specialty of its own, browser-based 

web tools have appeared over time to automate 

accessibility analyses and facilitate simplified human-

led evaluations of site content.  

 

Web Content Accessibility Guidelines, also known as 

WCAG, version 2.1 (WCAG2.1) was introduced in its 

first iteration in 2017 and builds on without replacing 

previous guidelines. “For web accessibility—making 

the World Wide Web equally accessible for all users, 

regardless of physical or cognitive ability—WCAG 

2.0 by the World Wide Web Consortium (W3C) is the 

gold standard. Its AA level of compliance is the main 

reference point for accessibility standards the world 

over, including the United Nations, European Union, 

and the United States, among others” (Stemler, 2018). 

WCAG2.1 has 17 key differences. This study 

measured library website compliance on WCAG2.1. 

 

Problem Statement 
The purpose of this webometrics study was to 

compare free browser-based accessibility tools and 

determine the WCAG2.1 compliance levels of 

Mississippi Gulf Coast public library websites based 

on homepage analysis through free browser-based 

accessibility tools—ARC Toolkit, Lighthouse, 

Accessibility Insights for the Web, and Axe 

Accessibility. 

 

Research Questions 
R1: What WCAG2.1 compliance areas did free 

browser-based accessibility tools test?   

R2: What WCAG2.1 compliance level(s) did public 

library websites meet in the Mississippi Gulf Coast 

region per ARC Toolkit?  

R3: What WCAG2.1 compliance level(s) did public 

library websites meet in the Mississippi Gulf Coast 

region per Lighthouse?  

R4: What WCAG2.1 compliance level(s) did public 

library websites meet in the Mississippi Gulf Coast 

region per Accessibility Insights for the Web?  

R5: What WCAG2.1 compliance level(s) did public 

library websites meet in the Mississippi Gulf Coast 

region per Axe Accessibility?  

R6: Did the free browser-based accessibility tools 

provide a consistent evaluation of WCAG2.1 

standards?   

 

Definitions 
assistive technology: “hardware and/or software that 

acts as a user agent, or along with a mainstream user 

agent, to provide functionality to meet the 



 
 

requirements of users with disabilities that go beyond 

those offered by mainstream user agents” (W3C, 

2018). 

 

Cascading Style Sheets (CSS): “language for 

describing the presentation of Web pages, including 

colors, layout, and fonts” (W3C, 2018). 

 

captions: “synchronized visual and/or text alternative 

for both speech and non-speech audio information 

needed to understand the media content” (W3C, 

2018). 

 

conformance: “satisfying all the requirements of a 

given standard, guideline or specification” (W3C, 

2018). 

 

content (Web content): “information and sensory 

experience to be communicated to the user by means 

of a user agent, including code or markup that defines 

the content’s structure, presentation, and interactions” 

(W3C, 2018). 

 

contrast ratio: “(L1 + 0.05) / (L2 + 0.05), where L1 is 

the relative luminance of the lighter of the colors, and 

L2 is the relative luminance of the darker of the 

colors” (W3C, 2018). 

Extensible Markup Language (XML): “simple text-

based format for representing structured information” 

(W3C, 2015). 

 

Hypertext Markup Language (HTML): “language for 

describing the structure of Web pages” (W3C, 2016). 

 

keyboard shortcut: “alternative means of triggering an 

action by the pressing of one or more keys” (W3C, 

2018). 

 

label: “text or other component with a text alternative 

that is presented to a user to identify a component 

within Web content” (W3C, 2018). 

 

Scalable Vector Graphics (SVG): “markup language 

for describing two-dimensional graphics applications 

and images, and a set of related graphics script 

interfaces” (W3C, 2010). 

 

structure: “the way the parts of a Web page are 

organized in relation to each other and the way a 

collection of Web pages is organized” (W3C, 2018). 

 

style property: “property whose value determines the 

presentation (e.g. font, color, size, location, padding, 

volume, synthesized speech prosody) of content 

elements as they are rendered by user agents” (W3C, 

2018). 

 

technology (Web content): “mechanism for encoding 

instructions to be rendered, played or executed by user 

agents” (W3C, 2018). 

 

user agent: “any software that retrieves and presents 

Web content for users” (W3C, 2018). 

user interface component: “a part of the content that is 

perceived by users as a single control for a distinct 

function” (W3C, 2018). 

 

Web page: “a non-embedded resource obtained from a 

single URI using HTTP plus any other resources that 

are used in the rendering or intended to be rendered 

together with it by a user agent” (W3C, 2018). 

 

Delimitations  
The Mississippi libraries evaluated were limited to the 

“Coastal Region" designated by the Mississippi 

Library Commission's public library directory (2020). 

Web accessibility assessments were limited to the 

main library system home pages. Accessibility 

evaluations were limited to the free versions of 

browser-based accessibility tools and developer 

directives. Manual evaluations were limited to errors 

flagged in accessibility tool reports. 

 

Assumptions 
Webpages were assumed to be current and properly 

managed. Free browser-based tools were assumed to 

contain accurate, current, and factual information and 

accurate and current coding for site assessment and 

reporting according to current WCAG 2.1 

accessibility standards. 

 

Importance of the Study 

The information provided in this study may assist web 

accessibility evaluation in public libraries and 

compliance checks in other institution types to meet 

web accessibility milestones. The study contributed to 



 
 

the overall literature on web accessibility and 

assessment tools. 

 

LITERATURE REVIEW 

Web Accessibility Guidelines 

The American Library Association (ALA) defined 

accessibility as “making your data understandable by 

all users, considering users with special needs and 

abilities" (2021b). Traditionally, libraries strived to 

adhere to U.S. regulations and international standards 

for accessibility, including the Americans with 

Disability Act, Communications Act, and 

Rehabilitation Act, so web accessibility was a logical 

next step for the community resource (U.S. Access 

Board, 2017; U.S. Department of Justice, 2017). 

Barbara Tearle gave a practical example of 

compliance in a 2004 publication targeting libraries' 

compliance to the Special Educational Needs and 

Disability Act 2001. Tearle discussed the accessibility 

adjustments made in a law library to promote 

independence in research for people with disabilities. 

Specific changes made to the library website included 

text layout, text font, and color contrast to improve the 

site’s compatibility with assistive technologies and 

site usage for people with visual impairments (Tearle, 

2004). 

Nearing the turn of the century, the World Wide Web 

Consortium generated and published the inaugural list 

of best practices to develop accessible web content, 

called the Web Content Accessibility Guidelines. The 

Web Content Accessibility Guidelines (WCAG) were 

meant to demystify accessibility compliance, describe 

best practices for user-centric web design, and guide 

accessibility and usability assessments in current sites 

(W3C, 2021b). According to W3C, the fundamental 

benchmarks driving the Web Content Accessibility 

Guidelines are the Four Principles of Accessibility 

(W3C, 2021e). WCAG presented best practices to 

oversee and standardize each of the four content and 

information areas: perceivable, operable, 

understandable, and robust (W3C, 2021e). Within 

these four areas, the World Wide Web Consortium 

established the requirements that: content and 

information must be perceived by at least one user 

sense, interfaces must be user-friendly and action 

appropriate, information and interfaces must be 

simple with limited usage instruction required, and 

content must meet and continue to fulfill accessibility 

standards for use with assistive technologies (2021e). 

Examples include captions, labels, content and text 

structure, contrast ratio, keyboard shortcut, site 

navigation, style property, unique element identifier, 

and complete markup language (W3C, 2021a). 

Three levels were used to rank testable criteria: A, 

AA, and AAA (W3C, 2021c). Level A was minimal 

compliance with web accessibility guidelines. Level 

AA was essential compliance with WCAG for user 

accessibility. Level AAA was high-level compliance. 

In 2018, W3C stated Level AAA should not “be 

required as a general policy for entire sites because it 

is not possible to satisfy all Level AAA Success 

Criteria for some content." The AA level was the 

success rating recommended to ensure the optimum 

user experience (W3C, 2018). Examples of 

organizations that aimed for the AA rating included 

the American Library Association and the University 

of Southern Mississippi (ALA, 2021a; University of 

Southern Mississippi, 2019).  

 

Web Accessibility Evaluation and Research 

One study discussed the automated evaluation of 

homepages to determine web accessibility issues per 

the Web Content Accessibility Guidelines (Lazar, 

Beere, Greenidge, and Nagappa, 2003). The authors 

determined website compliance and automated tool 

were measurable using site homepages. In this study, 

automated accessibility checks were not exclusive, 

requiring manual site checks for complete evaluation 

(2003). Similarly, in 2020, another study assessed web 

accessibility evaluation tools and methodologies. 

Alsaeedi (2020) discussed the variability of 

accessibility tool reporting in (for-purchase) 

accessibility software and studied the homepage 

exclusively because they were “indicators for other 

webpages and the starting points for visitors” (2020). 

 

The comparative analysis of different approaches to 

compliance testing indicated the benefits and 

downfalls of potential evaluation methods for web 

accessibility. The group noted that web assessment 

methods were rarely classified, researched, or 

compared (Zahran, Al-Nuaim, Rutter, and Benyon, 

2010). The lack of information was attributed 

potentially to the misuse of evaluation terminology 

(Web vs. Website), which misrepresented the intent of 

the studies analyzed (Zahran et al., 2010). The group 

argued for a two-method evaluation that included 

automatic and human-led testing using an older 



 
 

research method in tandem with newer evolving 

techniques for a checks-and-balances approach 

(Zahran et al., 2010). 

Cynthia Ng addressed the benefits of universal design 

for web accessibility in her 2017 best practices guide. 

Ng noted the limitations of automated accessibility 

tools due to false positive and false negative reporting 

and recommended manually evaluating automated 

compliance reports. Ng discussed the significance of 

understanding online content development and web 

accessibility best practices before any report 

interpretation or error resolution. For example, Ng 

remarked on the lack of user experience captured in 

automated tools and recommended human evaluation 

as regular accessibility checks (2017).   

Spina discussed the continued lack of accessibility 

compliance in library websites per WCAG 2.1 

guidelines due to a lack of funds, personnel, and 

guidance. The author discussed the importance of 

prioritizing accessibility compliance in budgets and 

workflows and adding layers of compliance testing 

and training, such as capturing the perspective of 

assistive technology users, to create a thorough 

assessment of compliance beyond the limitations of 

web accessibility tools (Spina, 2019). Specifically, 

Spina stated, “automated accessibility testing using 

free or subscription-based tools is a central element of 

accessibility work” to overcome resource deficiencies 

(2019).  

 

Researchers Panda and Chakravarty evaluated IIT 

libraries’ web accessibility through a browser-based 

accessibility tool compatible with multiple browsers 

(2020). The study concluded that the accessibility tool 

used followed the best practices set in the Web 

Content Accessibility Guidelines and was an 

acceptable measurement of compliance for website 

inclusivity (2020). Another study reported on 

university websites using automated tools and barrier 

walkthrough of the WCAG framework defined within 

the accessibility tools in 2019. The authors discussed 

the importance of applying human-led assessments of 

web accessibility along with available automated tools 

to design inclusive websites for multiple disabilities 

(Acosta-Vargas et al., 2019). 

 

Similar to the previous studies, this study analyzed 

web accessibility through website sampling based on 

Web Content Accessibility Guidelines in automated 

and manual forms. The evaluation included automated 

assessments of web accessibility using browser-based 

tools based on the best practices outlined in the Web 

Content Accessibility Guidelines. Additionally, 

manual tests evaluated the suggestions, errors, and 

warnings reported by the free browser-based 

accessibility tools. The combination of automated and 

manual compliance assessments offset the downfalls 

of using one evaluation method. 

 

METHODOLOGY 

Five Mississippi Gulf Coast public library website 

homepages were assessed for web accessibility 

compliance on three levels: A, AA, and AAA. The 

library sites were evaluated as they appeared during 

the assessment in September 2021. The library home 

pages reviewed were the Hancock County Library 

System site (https://hancocklibraries.info), the 

Harrison County Library System site 

(https://harrison.lib.ms.us/), the Jackson-George 

Regional Library site (http://www.jgrls.org/), the 

Long Beach Public Library site 

(https://longbeach.lib.ms.us/), and the Pearl River 

County Library site (https://pearlriver.lib.ms.us/). In 

this webometrics study, the libraries were assigned a 

unique identifier (L1, L2, L3, L4, and L5) for 

anonymity. The following four free browser-based 

tools were utilized to evaluate the homepages of the 

Hancock, Harrison, Jackson-George, Pearl River, and 

Long Beach public libraries: Axe Accessibility, 

Accessibility Insights for the Web, ARC Toolkit, and 

Lighthouse. 

 

Information Sources and Procedures 

The browser-based tools were used in free developer 

modes in Google Chrome, Mozilla Firefox, and 

Microsoft Edge per the evaluation tool standards. The 

level of compliance was based on the reports 

delivered by the automated tools and guided, manual 

evaluations. The home sites were accessed in online 

mode through the three browsers Google Chrome, 

Mozilla Firefox, and Microsoft Edge. 

  

Accessibility tools were included in each applicable 

browser type as an extension. Each tool extension was 

enabled (via the browser extension bar or developer 

tool) within the browser tab where the public library 

home page was open. For optimum results, the 



 
 

evaluation followed on-screen prompts and guidelines 

provided by the developers of the accessibility tool. 

The accessibility area evaluated in each report was 

reviewed to determine the WCAG 2.1 compliance 

sections tested by the free browser-based accessibility 

tools.  

 

All data were collected and stored in HTML and 

XML documents. Success criteria compliance areas 

were referred to by WCAG category: perceivable 

(discernable by human sense), operable (usable by 

human or machine), understandable (intelligible), and 

robust (variable and sustainable) (2021e). Failure to 

meet WCAG success criteria were noted as errors. 

Data collection included the unique library identifiers, 

errors reported per browser by each accessibility tool, 

false positive or negative results from manual 

evaluation of reported errors, and the category, level, 

and rule violation of each error. The results of the 

study were formatted as graphs and tables in Excel.  

 

The web accessibility level for each public library 

resulted from a one-time compliance check; therefore, 

the level cannot be applied continuously without 

additional testing. 

 

Limitations 
Public library homepages were reviewed once in 

September 2021, and analyses were based on the one-

time data collection for each public library page with 

supposedly accurate and working web accessibility 

tools. The results of this study cannot be generalized 

to all public libraries or libraries within Mississippi. 

 

RESULTS 

R1: What WCAG2.1 compliance areas did free 

browser-based accessibility tools test? 
Approximately twenty-two percent of the seventy-

eight WCAG success criteria were tested via 

automatic tools (see Table 1). All tools audited at least 

one rule in the perceivable, operable, understandable, 

and robust WCAG categories (see Figure 1 for 

percentages and Table 1 for rule list). The perceivable 

category accounted for eight of the seventeen (47%) 

success criteria. Five of the seventeen criteria (29%) 

were in the operable category. Understandable and 

robust categories held two tested success criteria 

(12%) each.  

 

 

 
 

Figure 1. WCAG Category Percentage Reported by Tools  
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WCAG Rule Level ARC LH AI AXE 

Perceivable           

  1.1.1 non-text content A X X X X 

  1.2.2 captions (prerecorded) A X X X X 

  1.2.3 audio description or media alternative (prerecorded) A X - - - 

  1.3.1 info and relationships A X X X X 

WCAG Rule (continued) Level ARC LH AI AXE 

Perceivable           

  1.3.5 identify input purpose AA X - - - 

  1.4.3 contrast (minimum) AA X X X X 

  1.4.4 resize text AA X - - - 

  1.4.12 text spacing AA - - X - 

Operable           

  2.1.1 keyboard A X - - - 

  2.4.1 bypass blocks A X X X X 

  2.4.2 page titled A X X X X 

  2.4.4 link purpose (in context) A X X X X 

  2.4.6 headings and labels AA X - - - 

Understandable           

  3.1.1 language of page A X X X X 

  3.3.2 labels or instructions A X - - - 

Robust           

  4.1.1 parsing A X X X X 

  4.1.2 name, role, value A X X X X 

Table 1. Tested Criteria per Tool based on All Reports  

 

 

ARC Toolkit tested sixteen success criteria with 

seventy-five percent on Level A and the remaining on 

Level AA (see ARC in Table 1). Lighthouse audited 

ten rules with ninety percent on Level A and the 

remaining on Level AA (see LH in Table 1). 

Accessibility Insights for the Web tested eleven with 

almost eighty-two percent on Level A and the 

remaining on Level AA (see AI in Table 1). Nine 

were in Level A. Two were in Level AA. Axe 

Accessibility tested ten rules, with ninety percent on 

Level A and the remaining on Level AA (see AXE in 

Table 1). Level AAA was not tested on any level by 

any tool. 

 

R2: What WCAG2.1 compliance level(s) did public 

library websites meet in the Mississippi Gulf Coast 

region per ARC Toolkit? 
 

ARC Toolkit evaluated accessibility in Google 

Chrome (see Figure 2 and Table 2). The audit reported 

at least one error in each of the four categories. The 

tool highlighted thirteen issues (see Table 2). Twelve 

of the thirteen issues violated WCAG 2.1 

conformance on Level A, and the thirteenth violated 

conformance on Level AA. Google Chrome reported a 

total of 129 errors. Twenty-four errors simultaneously 

violated two WCAG areas.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 
 

 

 
Figure 2. Library Errors per ARC Toolkit  

 

 

Issue Google Chrome 

 L1 L2 L3 L4 L5 

image text - - 11 - 3 

SVG text - - 2 - - 

form label 2 3 - 1 1 

color contrast 9 14 - 22 30 

block bypass - 1 - 1 1 

frame title 1 1 - - - 

document title - - 1 1 - 

link name 1 5 2 7 - 

HTML language - - - - 1 

duplicate id 1 - 1 - - 

allowed aria 1 - - - - 

aria role 1 - - - - 

required aria - - - 4 - 

 

Table 2. ARC Toolkit Errors in Google Chrome  

 

All errors were rated serious or critical to user impact 

(Deque University, 2021). The critical user impact 

rate accounted for more than twenty-two percent of 

the total errors. All errors were on Level A or AA. 

Approximately forty-two percent of the errors were on 

Level A, with fifty-two percent rated critical to user 

impact. On Level AA, all errors were rated serious to 

user impact (Deque University, 2021). The disabilities 

affected were blind, cognitive, colorblindness, deaf, 

deafblind, low vision, and mobility (Deque 

University, 2021). Manual accessibility checks were 

performed on reported errors. Automatic accessibility 

tools correctly identified success criteria failures. 

According to ARC Toolkit data, the libraries did not 

successfully meet all required criteria for WCAG 2.1 

compliance on any level in Google Chrome. 

Additionally, five of the thirteen issues (block bypass, 

form label, frame title, image text, and link name) 

violated Section 508 of the Rehabilitation Act (29 

U.S.C. § 794d) (Deque University, 2021; U.S. Access 

Board, 2001; U.S. Access Board, 2021).  
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R3: What WCAG2.1 compliance level(s) did public 

library websites meet in the Mississippi Gulf Coast 

region per Lighthouse? 
Lighthouse evaluated accessibility in Google Chrome 

and Microsoft Edge (see Figure 3 and Table 3). The 

audit reported at least one error in each of the four 

categories. The tool highlighted nine main issues 

across the four WCAG areas (see Table 3). Eight of 

the nine issues violated WCAG 2.1 conformance on 

Level A, and the ninth violated conformance on Level 

AA. Google Chrome reported a total of 105 errors 

(see Figure 3). Sixteen of those errors violated two 

WCAG areas and rules. The critical user impact rate 

accounted for less than twelve percent of the total 

errors. Approximately twenty-nine percent of the 

errors were on Level A, with thirty-eight percent rated 

critical to user impact. Microsoft Edge reported a total 

of 66 errors (see Figure 3). Sixteen of those errors 

violated two WCAG areas and rules. The critical user 

impact rate accounted for more than ten percent of the 

total errors. Approximately thirty-nine percent of the 

errors were on Level A, with twenty-six percent rated 

critical to user impact.  

 

In both browsers, all errors were rated serious or 

critical to user impact (Deque University, 2021). All 

errors were on Level A or AA. On Level AA, all 

errors were rated serious to user impact. The 

disabilities affected were blind, cognitive, color-

blindness, deaf, deafblind, low vision, and mobility 

(Deque University, 2021). 

 

 

 
Figure 3. Library Errors per Lighthouse  

 

 

Issue Google Chrome Microsoft Edge 

  L1 L2 L3 L4 L5 L1 L2 L3 L4 L5 

image text - 1 - - 2 - 1 - - 2 

form label 1 1 - - 1 1 1 - - 1 

color contrast 13 9 - 22 30 13 1 - 13 13 

frame title 1 - - - - 1 - - - - 

document title - - 1 1 - - - 1 1 - 

link name 1 5 2 7 - 1 5 2 7 - 

HTML language  - - - - 1 - - - - 1 

duplicate id - 1 - - - - 1 - - - 

allowed aria 1 1 1 1 1 - - - - - 

Table 3.  Lighthouse Errors in Google Chrome and Microsoft Edge 
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Manual accessibility checks were performed on 

reported errors. Automatic accessibility tools correctly 

identified success criteria failures with one exception: 

hierarchical headings. According to Lighthouse data, 

the libraries did not successfully meet all required 

criteria for WCAG 2.1 compliance on any level in 

Google Chrome or Microsoft Edge. In both browsers, 

four of the issues (form label, frame title, image text, 

and link name) violated Section 508 of the 

Rehabilitation Act (29 U.S.C. § 794d) (Deque 

University, 2021; U.S. Access Board, 2001; U.S. 

Access Board, 2021).  

 

R4: What WCAG2.1 compliance level(s) did public 

library websites meet in the Mississippi Gulf Coast 

region per Accessibility Insights for the Web? 
Accessibility Insights for the Web evaluated 

accessibility in Google Chrome and Microsoft Edge 

(see Figure 4 and Table 4). The audit reported at least 

one error in each of the four categories. The tool 

highlighted nine main issues (see Table 4). Eight of 

the nine issues violated WCAG 2.1 Level A, and the 

ninth failed Level AA conformance. Google Chrome 

reported a total of 107 errors. Sixteen of those errors 

violated two WCAG areas and rules. The critical user 

impact rate accounted for more than thirteen percent 

of the total errors. Approximately thirty percent of the 

errors were on Level A, with forty-two percent rated 

critical to user impact. Microsoft Edge reported a total 

of 100 errors. Sixteen of those errors violated two 

WCAG areas and rules. The critical user impact rate 

accounted for seven percent of the total errors. 

Approximately twenty-six percent of the errors were 

on Level A, with twenty-seven percent rated critical to 

user impact.  

 

 
Figure 4. Library Errors per Accessibility Insights for the Web  

 

Issue Google Chrome Microsoft Edge 

  L1 L2 L3 L4 L5 L1 L2 L3 L4 L5 

image text - 1 - - 2 - 1 - - 2 

form label 1 1 - - 1 1 1 - - 1 

color contrast 13 9 - 22 30 13 9 - 22 30 

frame title 1 - - - - 1 - - - - 

document title - - 1 1 - - - 1 1 - 

link name 1 5 2 7 - 1 5 2 7 - 

HTML language  - - - - 1 - - - - 1 

duplicate id - 1 - - - - 1 - - - 

allowed aria 2 2 1 1 1 - - - - - 

Table 4. Accessibility Insights for the Web Errors in Google Chrome and Microsoft Edge  
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In both browsers, all errors were rated serious or 

critical to user impact (Deque University, 2021). All 

errors were on Level A or AA. On Level AA, all 

errors were rated serious to user impact. The 

disabilities affected were blind, cognitive, 

colorblindness, deaf, deafblind, low vision, and 

mobility (Deque University, 2021). Manual 

accessibility checks were performed on reported 

errors. Automatic accessibility tools correctly 

identified success criteria failures. According to 

Accessibility Insights for the Web data, the libraries 

did not successfully meet all required criteria for 

WCAG 2.1 compliance on any level in Google 

Chrome or Microsoft Edge. In both browsers, four of 

the issues (form label, frame title, image text, and link 

name) violated Section 508 of the Rehabilitation Act 

(29 U.S.C. § 794d) (Deque University, 2021; U.S. 

Access Board, 2001; U.S. Access Board, 2021). 

 

R5: What WCAG2.1 compliance level(s) did public 

library websites meet in the Mississippi Gulf Coast 

region per Axe Accessibility? 
Axe Accessibility evaluated accessibility in Google 

Chrome, Microsoft Edge, and Mozilla Firefox (see 

Figure 5 and Table 5). The audit reported at least one 

error in each of the four categories. The tool 

highlighted eleven main issues (see Table 5). Ten of 

the eleven issues violated WCAG 2.1 conformance on 

Level A, and the eleventh violated conformance on 

Level AA. Google Chrome reported a total of 136 

errors (see Figure 5). Sixteen of those errors violated 

two WCAG areas and rules. The critical user impact 

rate accounted for more than ten percent of the total 

errors. Approximately twenty-five percent of the 

errors were on Level A, with forty-one percent rated 

critical to user impact. Microsoft Edge reported a total 

of 121 errors (see Figure 5). Sixteen of those errors 

violated two WCAG areas and rules. The critical user 

impact rate accounted for less than six percent of the 

total errors. Approximately twenty-two percent of the 

errors were on Level A, with twenty-six percent rated 

critical to user impact. Mozilla Firefox reported a total 

of 135 errors (see Figure 5). Sixteen of those errors 

violated two WCAG areas and rules. Critical user 

impact rate accounted for less than six percent of the 

total errors. About twenty percent were Level A 

errors, with twenty-six percent rated critical to user 

impact. 

 

 

 

 
Figure 5. Library Errors per Axe Accessibility  
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Issue Google Chrome Microsoft Edge Mozilla Firefox 

  L1 L2 L3 L4 L5 L1 L2 L3 L4 L5 L1 L2 L3 L4 L5 

image text - 1 - - 2 - 1 - - 2 - 1 - - 2 

video caption 1 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 

form label 1 1 - - 1 1 1 - - 1 1 1 - - 1 

th data cells - 1 - - - - 1 - - - - 1 - - - 

color contrast 16 18 5 32 31 17 11 12 23 31 15 18 5 32 38 

frame title 1 - - - - 1 - - - - 1 - - - - 

document title - - 1 1 - - - 1 1 - - - 1 1 - 

link name 1 5 2 7 - 1 5 2 7 - 1 5 2 7 - 

HTML 

language  
- - - - 1 - - - - 1 - - - - 1 

duplicate id - 1 - - - - 1 - - - - 1 - - - 

allowed aria 3 1 1 1 - - - - - - - - - - - 

Table 5. Axe Accessibility Errors in All Browsers  

 

In both browsers, all errors were rated serious or 

critical to user impact (Deque University, 2021). All 

errors were on Level A or AA. On Level AA, all 

errors were rated serious to user impact. The 

disabilities affected were blind, cognitive, 

colorblindness, deaf, deafblind, low vision, and 

mobility (Deque University, 2021). Manual 

accessibility checks were performed on reported 

errors. Automatic accessibility tools correctly 

identified success criteria failures. According to 

Accessibility Insights for the Web data, the libraries 

did not successfully meet all required criteria for 

WCAG 2.1 compliance on any level in Google 

Chrome, Microsoft Edge, Mozilla Firefox. In all 

browsers, five of the issues (form label, frame title, 

image text, link name, and th data cells) violated 

Section 508 of the Rehabilitation Act (29 U.S.C. § 

794d) (Deque University, 2021; U.S. Access Board, 

2001; U.S. Access Board, 2021). 

 

R6: Did the free browser-based accessibility tools 

provide a consistent evaluation of WCAG2.1 

standards? 
All tools reported at least one error in all four 

categories. Browser availability altered per tool (see 

Figure 6 and Table 6). ARC Toolkit was compatible 

with Google Chrome only, therefore, not compared 

across browsers (see ARC in Figure 6 and Table 6). 

Lighthouse reports in Google Chrome and Microsoft 

Edge were identical with two exceptions: the number 

of color contrast errors varied by browser and 

Microsoft Edge reported no errors for allowed ARIA 

attributes (see LH in Figure 6 and Table 6). 

Accessibility Insights for the Web reports in Google 

Chrome and Microsoft Edge were identical with one 

exception: Microsoft Edge reported no errors for 

allowed ARIA attributes (see AI in Figure 6 and Table 

6). Axe Accessibility reports in Google Chrome, 

Microsoft Edge, and Mozilla Firefox were identical 

with two exceptions: the number of color contrast 

errors varied in all browsers, and Microsoft Edge and 

Mozilla Firefox reported no errors for allowed ARIA 

attributes (see AXE in Figure 6 and Table 6). Mozilla 

Firefox was only compatible with Axe Accessibility; 

therefore, no tool comparison was available across the 

browser. 

 

ARC Toolkit reported the highest number of image 

text issues (14) (see Table 6). The tool reported eleven 

more errors than the three noted by Lighthouse, 

Accessibility Insights for the Web, and Axe 

Accessibility. Lighthouse and Accessibility Insights 

for the Web matched eighty-nine percent of errors 

recorded in Google Chrome and eighty-eight percent 

in Microsoft Edge. Axe Accessibility reported the 

highest number of errors (136), and ARC Toolkit 

reported the second highest (129) in Google Chrome 

(see ARC and AXE in Figure 6 and Table 6).

 



 
 

 
Figure 6. Tool Errors per Browser  

 

Issue Google Chrome Microsoft Edge Mozilla Firefox 

  ARC LH AI AXE ARC LH AI AXE ARC LH AI AXE 

image text 14 3 3 3 - 3 3 3 - - - 3 

SVG text 2 - - - - - - - - - - - 

video-caption - - - 1 - - - - - - - - 

form label 7 3 3 3 - 3 3 3 - - - 3 

th-has-data-cells - - - 1 - - - 1 - - - 1 

color contrast 75 74 74 102 - 40 74 94 - - - 108 

block bypass 3 - - - - - - - - - - - 

frame title 2 1 1 1 - 1 1 1 - - - 1 

document title 2 2 2 2 - 2 2 2 - - - 2 

link name 15 15 15 15 - 15 15 15 - - - 15 

HTML language  1 1 1 1 - 1 1 1 - - - 1 

duplicate id 2 1 1 1 - 1 1 1 - - - 1 

allowed aria 1 5 7 6 - 0 0 - - - - - 

aria role 1 - - - - - - - - - - - 

required aria 4 - - - - - - - - - - - 

Table 6. Tool Errors in All Browsers  

 

 

Axe Accessibility reported the highest number of 

errors (121), and Accessibility Insights for the Web 

reported the second highest (100) in Microsoft Edge 

(see AI and AXE in Figure 6 and Table 6). Axe 

Accessibility was the highest (135) and only audit 

available for Mozilla Firefox (see AXE in Figure 6 

and Table 6). Overall, Axe Accessibility reported the 

largest number of issues in each of the three browsers 

when compared to other tools (see AXE in Figure 6 

and Table 6). The higher amount of errors was 

directly contributed to the color contrast issue, which 

failed WCAG 1.4.3 contrast (minimum) success 

criteria. The average difference was twenty-eight in 

Google Chrome and thirty-seven in Microsoft Edge. 

 

DISCUSSION 

This study tested the accessibility of public library 

websites along the Mississippi Gulf Coast in 
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September 2021. Assessments were based on WCAG 

success criteria on three levels: A, AA, and AAA. The 

home pages of Harrison, Hancock, Long Beach, Pearl 

River, and Jackson-George libraries were assessed via 

four free versions of browser-based accessibility tools 

(Axe Accessibility, Accessibility Insights for the Web, 

ARC Toolkit, and Lighthouse) in the browsers Google 

Chrome, Microsoft Edge, and Mozilla Firefox. Errors 

were documented and checked for false positive and 

false negative reporting. The accessibility tools did 

not assess Level AAA, so all errors were on Level A 

or AA. Zero of five libraries completed the success 

criteria for Levels A or AA. Level A errors were rated 

serious or critical to user impact, while all Level AA 

were rated serious. The disabilities affected by non-

conformance to web accessibility standards were 

blind, cognitive, colorblindness, deaf, deafblind, low 

vision, and mobility. Several errors (block bypass, 

form label, frame title, image text, link name, and th 

data cells) also violated Section 508 of the 

Rehabilitation Act (29 U.S.C. § 794d) (Deque 

University, 2021; U.S. Access Board, 2001; U.S. 

Access Board, 2021). 

 

Similar to research by Panda and Chakravarty, the 

free browser-based accessibility tools reported errors 

in all four WCAG 2.1 categories (perceivable, 

operable, understandable, and robust). Manual error 

testing concluded all but one issue type reported were 

properly identified. Lighthouse incorrectly registered 

errors instead of warnings for hierarchical headings. 

Hierarchical headings were not specified as a 

requirement for WCAG compliance (W3C, 2021a). 

As with research by Ng, Acost-Vargas et al., and 

Zahran et al., manual evaluation was required to 

discern the accuracy of automated tool reports. 

Additional discrepancies were discovered in reporting. 

An incorrect error total was reported in one report 

provided by ARC Toolkit. The automatic assessment 

stated a total of 25 errors occurred in the L2 audit. The 

audit listed 24 errors. Another issue was proprietary 

Lighthouse scoring (Google Developers, 2021). The 

tool scored L4 at 84 in Google Chrome despite 31 

errors and 91 in Microsoft Edge though L4 

documented the highest number of error instances 

(21). For comparison, Lighthouse determined L5 had 

the largest quantity of issues (35) in Google Chrome 

and scored 63, and the second highest in Microsoft 

Edge (17) with a score of 59. The weighted average 

algorithm used by Lighthouse for internal ranking 

may generate false confidence of WCAG 

conformance and failed to allow for comparison 

across tools, browsers, libraries, or internally by the 

libraries. Lighthouse and Accessibility Insights for the 

Web reported the highest percentage of identical 

errors (~88%) in Google Chrome and Microsoft Edge. 

Axe Accessibility recorded fewer matching errors 

with other tools. Compared to Lighthouse and 

Accessibility Insights for the Web, Axe Accessibility 

reported a sixty-four percent match rate in Google 

Chrome and seventy-eight percent in Microsoft Edge. 

ARC Toolkit rated the least similar, with identical 

numbers reported at a low twenty-three percent 

compared Lighthouse, Accessibility Insights for the 

Web, and Axe Accessibility. 

 

Discrepancies were also found by accessibility tool, 

including tool availability by browser, same-tool 

evaluation by browser, and tool reports, hindering 

method assessment similar to research by Zahran et al. 

Browser availability limited the number of evaluations 

and comparisons by browser and tool, which directly 

affected the results of the study. ARC Toolkit was 

provided for Google Chrome only. Accessibility 

Insights for the Web and Lighthouse were available 

for Google Chrome and Microsoft Edge. Axe 

Accessibility was the only tool available for all three 

browsers (Google Chrome, Microsoft Edge, and 

Mozilla Firefox) and the only tool available to Mozilla 

Firefox. Reporting issues discovered in the 

accessibility tool through the only three-way browser 

assessment were the exclusion the video caption and 

aria allowed errors that were reported in Google 

Chrome. Another issue with the automated 

accessibility tools was the reports highlighted errors 

with WCAG rule information but excluded the 

conformance information on warnings and passing 

criteria. Assessment of false negatives or false 

positives was obstructed without the WCAG 

information; therefore, excluded from this study. 

Manual tests were performed on only identified errors 

for this reason. 

 

CONCLUSION 

The World Wide Web Consortium developed Web 

Content Accessibility Guidelines to support continuity 

in accessible designs and conformance to mandated 

disability regulations by U.S. law. Libraries invested 

in web accessibility were best prepared to assist 

virtually serviced communities. For automated and 



 
 

manual assessments, knowledge of the WCAG 

success criteria, web languages, and disabilities was 

required. If the user did not hold the necessary 

knowledge or skillset to read or edit technical reports 

or languages, analyses and corrections would be 

practically impossible. Another barrier to 

conformance was if the content management system 

used for web design prevented code manipulation.  

 

Future researchers were suggested to assess 

library accessibility through fewer tools and 

expanded manual evaluations. Accessibility 

Insights for the Web reports were based on a 

limited selection from axe core, which was 

developed for Axe Accessibility. Axe 

Accessibility was the only tool available on all 

three browsers (Microsoft, 2021). Due to the 

compared limited scope, Accessibility Insights for 

the Web could be eliminated and replaced in 

future studies with Axe Accessibility. Manual 

success criteria tested would expand to include all 

criteria tested by the automated tools for full 

report analyses. Future studies would yield 

greater results if the evaluation of manual-only 

testable regions was included and manual 

evaluation of all reported elements, including 

errors, warnings, and passes, were conducted for 

a comprehensive web accessibility report. 

Furthermore, persons afflicted with one or more 

of the tested impairments would add depth to the 

study (Schmutz, Sonderegger, and Sauer, 2017).  
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INTRODUCTION 

"When children cannot identify with a book or see 

their lives celebrated through stories, it may have a 

negative impact on their self-image. The message they 

get is that their lives and their stories are not import-

ant" (Willett, 1995, as cited in Koss, 2015, p.32). For 

children, stories are a safe way to experience the 

world and relate to aspects of their own life. Stories 

are an integral part of society. They demonstrate how 

characters handle issues, allow readers to see them-

selves in situations without experiencing them 

firsthand, and allow individuals to build emotional 

awareness and empathy by witnessing a different 

perspective.  

Children and parents may benefit from reading books 

that are representative of their own lives and those 

that include different dynamics to broaden their 

experience and understanding of the people around 

them (Cole, E. and Valentine, D., 2000). This study 

established how inclusive the picture book collection 

of the Lonesome Pine Regional Library was based on 

the Rainbow List of LGBTQ+ family-themed stories. 

The Lonesome Pine Regional Library (LPRL) system 

is located in Southwest Virginia and includes several 

locations and counties. The population sizes varied 

between branches and counties, as can be seen in 

Tables 1-4 below.   

WISE CO. POPULATION 0-5 UNDER 18 

WISE 36,130 4.8% 19.4% 

BIG STONE GAP             5,245 4.6% 17.6% 

COEBURN 1,598 8% 24.6% 

ST PAUL   866 2.7% 17.9% 

WISE CO. TOTAL 36,130 4.8% 19.4% 

Table 1: Wise County Demographics (Wise County, Virginia, 2020; Big Stone Gap, Virginia, 2020; Coeburn 

town, Virginia, 2020; St. Paul, Virginia, 2020). 

 

LEE CO. POPULATION 0-5 UNDER 18 

PENNINGTON  GAP    1,624 5.1% 18.9% 

ROSE HILL               729 N/A N/A 

LEE CO. TOTAL           22,173 4.5% 18.5% 

Table 2: Lee County Demographics (Lee County, Virginia, 2020; Pennington Gap town, Virginia, 2020; Rose 

Hill, Virginia, 2020). 

 

SCOTT CO.  POPULATION 0-5 UNDER 18 

GATE CITY        2,043 7.7% 26.5% 

SCOTT CO. TOTAL      21,576   4.0% 18.4% 

Table 3: Scott County Demographics (Scott County, Virginia, 2020; Gate City town, Virginia, 2020). 

 

DICKENSON CO. POPULATION 0-5 UNDER 18 

CLINTWOOD       1,377 5.4% 18.7% 

HAYSI         484 3.4% 9.6% 

DICKENSON CO. TOTAL    14124 4.9% 19.6% 

Table 4: Dickenson County Demographics (Clintwood, Virginia, 2020; Dickenson County, Virginia, 2020; 

Haysi, Virginia, 2020). 



The demographic information showed Wise County 

was the largest county within the LPRL system while 

Dickenson County was the smallest. Although some 

branches were located in very low population areas, 

taken as a whole, the LPRL system encompassed over 

94,000 individuals across four counties. The potential 

number of patrons utilizing services from LPRL 

warranted a collection analysis to see how the 

LGBTQ+ community was being represented within 

the focus of this study. The importance of this study 

was that it adds to the scholarly LIS literature. 

Additionally, it may be useful for studying similar 

methodology in future research and assessing 

inclusivity in children's collections within the 

Lonesome Pine system or in small and rural libraries. 

Purpose Statement 

The purpose of this study was to assess the ownership 

of Rainbow List LGBTQ+ picture books within the 

Lonesome Pine Regional Library. 

Research Questions 

R1: What fiction picture books that are on the 

Rainbow List are available in the LPRL system? 

R2: What did the ownership of these books look like 

by branch?  

R3: Which LGBTQ+ group was most represented in 

book ownership?  

Definitions: 

Collection assessment: "The systematic evaluation of 

the quality of a library collection to determine the 

extent to which it meets the library's service goals and 

objectives and the information needs of its clientele. 

Deficiencies are addressed through collection 

development” (ODLIS, 2020). 

Picture book: "The phrase "picture book" is 

commonly used to describe a book, most often written 

for children, in which the content is conveyed through 

the use of words and pictures in combination or 

through pictures alone. A picture book differs from an 

illustrated book in that the pictures it contains form an 

essential part of the structure of the book. Due to 

physical factors in the bookbinding process, picture 

books are conventionally 32 pages long" ("Guide to 

picture books," 2021).  

Rainbow list: "An annual annotated bibliography 

consisting of quality LGBTQIA+ literature intended 

for readers from birth to age 18” (Rainbow book list, 

2021). 

LGBTQ+: "Pertaining collectively to people who 

identify as lesbian, gay, bisexual, or transgender, and 

to people with gender expressions outside traditional 

norms, including nonbinary, intersex, and other queer 

people (and those questioning their gender identity or 

sexual orientation), along with their allies” 

(Dictionary.com, 2021). 

Delimitations 

The study was limited to fiction picture books from 

the Rainbow List, a list of book titles depicting 

LGBTQ+ themes sponsored by the American Library 

Association. The study excluded nonfiction picture 

books. The study also excluded board books because 

they did not meet the definition of picture books 

which are 32 pages long. Any books that appeared on 

multiple lists were only listed once. The duration of 

the study was limited to 13 years, from 2008 to 2021, 

from its inaugural year to the present. The study is 

limited to the books found in the nine branches of the 

Lonesome Pine Regional Library system in Southwest 

Virginia.  

Assumptions 

It was assumed that the list of materials made 

available in the Lonesome Pine Regional Library 

online catalog is accurate, complete, and properly 

identifiable. It was assumed the information gathered 

from the LOC catalog, WorldCat, Goodreads, and 

Amazon were accurate and up to date. 

Importance of Study 

This study determined the number of picture books 

listed on the Rainbow List in the last 13 years that 

have been purchased by the LPRL system. Given that 

the Rainbow List is an authority on books dealing 

with LGBTQ+ themes, weight and consideration 

should be given to its choices when determining book 

selections for public libraries. A library should strive 

to offer a well-balanced collection of books from 

multiple perspectives, lifestyles, and voices. The 

importance of this study was that it focused on a 

potentially underserved population by illuminating the 

gap of available materials in children’s picture books 

within the LPRL system. The research conducted 

could be used to further analyze collections in that 

specific system or contribute to general research into 

small library collection gaps.  

 

 

 

 



LITERATURE REVIEW 

Literature Related to Topic 

LGBTQ+ issues and themes are represented in a 

myriad of forms in today's society. Adult, young 

adult, and even juvenile books have become a place 

where nontraditional couples and family types have 

been portrayed. However, when it comes to stories for 

babies and younger children, diversity is not as 

common. Books allow children to safely see an 

external world that helps them relate to people and 

things around them (Cole and Valentine, 2000). 

Taking a step beyond the literal message, the 

illustrations present in easy books have a profound 

impact on their own. Koss (2015) observed that 

children relate their own identity and place in the 

world based on what they see in pictures. The stories 

read to children embed themselves far deeper than the 

surface level of picture books and served as a bridge 

to help them connect aspects of their reality to what 

they see and hear.  

This study analyzed the collection of LPRL in relation 

to the Rainbow List to determine if or how LGBTQ+ 

groups were represented in book ownership. Using 

popular lists to research collections is an avenue that 

librarians and libraries have to assess subjects like 

diversity, among other things. Using a different 

popular list, Koss et al. (2018) chose to analyze racial 

diversity among the chosen winners of the Caldecott 

Awards. Koss et al. (2018) asked the important 

question, "If books are artifacts, what might an 

examination of them reveal? What do they show about 

who is represented and what is valued at particular 

time periods?" (p.4). Library collections hold many 

such artifacts, and by analyzing them for aspects of 

diversity, perhaps libraries can discover if it has areas 

of weakness that need to be fortified with materials 

from different perspectives.  

Books have a particular power to transport a reader's 

imagination to different places through the words on 

their pages. Young (2019) noted that children engage 

with books as "mirrors," meaning they see something 

familiar about themselves or their lives reflected back. 

Alternatively, they see books as "windows" that let 

them get a look into a life or experience that is 

different from their own (p.62). Having books that 

illustrate a range of family configurations and norms 

is essential in connecting to children who live in 

nontraditional homes. This study may help determine 

if a community is truly represented in all forms that a 

family may take, as Lo (2019) observed, whether in 

the number or gender of parents in a household.  

Koss and Paciga (2020) analyzed diversity among the 

winners of the Newbery Medal to determine the range 

of inclusivity. Evaluating a library's collection is one 

way to see if the books include a well-rounded mix of 

viewpoints or if more can be done to provide 

additional materials to patrons. Walker and Poggiali 

(2020) stated that collection data from other libraries 

are utilized to determine the materials libraries own to 

help them guide purchasing decisions later. While this 

study did not offer specific recommendations on book 

purchases for public libraries, it may help the LPRL 

system ascertain if gaps are present in their LGTBQ+ 

collection and how they can be addressed. 

Previous Studies Using Similar Methodology 

This study used quantitative analysis to assess LPRL 

for availability, book ownership, and LGBTQ+ 

representation in picture books. A study by Graziano 

(2016) analyzed the LGBTQ+ collection at Concordia 

University for gaps in ownership of materials by using 

the library catalog and repository to compile the data 

for the total number of citations and their percentage 

compared to the total number and percentage of 

citations held by the university. This study used the 

online catalog for the regional system to search for the 

chosen titles from the Rainbow List and compared 

them to the results of available materials each branch 

had in its possession.   

Koss et al. (2018) chose to analyze diversity within 

the Caldecott award winners since its inception to 

determine if there was an imbalance. This study used 

a method akin to Koss et al. by utilizing the 

information from the Rainbow List since its inception 

to determine the LGBTQ+ group represented in LPRL 

picture books, availability, and ownership. The 

Rainbow List, along with other booklists, were used 

by Creel and McMullin (2018) to analyze the 

LGBTQ+ holdings of the public libraries within the 

ten largest cities in the United States. The online 

catalogs were searched for all of the materials found 

on the lists to determine how many copies were 

owned, the content (what LGBTQ+ group was 

represented in the book), and how the books were 

classified. This study used a very similar research 

method of employing the use of the online catalog to 

analyze the holdings of public libraries, the details of 

book ownership, and LGBTQ+ representation. 

Additional sources such as WorldCat and Goodreads 

were used to assess content when needed. However, it 

was restricted to analyzing content from the Rainbow 

List.  



Although this study did not utilize a circulation 

analysis as some of the studies presented in the 

review, it did conduct a collection analysis across all 

branches of the LPRL system to evaluate ownership. 

Relatedly, it used a popular list, as did other studies, 

to gauge the level of diversity among materials. The 

method used by Gavigan (2014) is similar in that 

several libraries were compared to see how their 

holdings were the same or different. Ali and Jan 

(2020) analyzed the distribution of the digital 

collection for the Library of Congress in a similar 

manner in which this study will conduct research. 

This study follows a similar method as the library's 

holdings' information was taken from the online 

catalog, and the results were determined based on the 

criteria. This study will ultimately use quantitative 

methods to determine the balance of LGBTQ+ family 

types within the LPRL system. 

Literature Review Findings 

The goal of extending a well-rounded collection of 

materials that includes LGBTQ+ friendly resources in 

libraries has been ongoing. Many of the studies in this 

literature review dealt with themes of LGBTQ+ 

representation and diversity, as did this study. Taken 

as a whole, many aspects of previous research, 

including methods such as using a published list to 

conduct a collection assessment and focusing on 

LGBTQ+ representation, all helped shape an image of 

the ongoing work to balance collections and 

representation. The research conducted in this study 

was used to discover if LPRL included enough 

materials to show a variety of LGBTQ+ families in 

their picture book collection and how those materials 

were spread out through the different branches to 

highlight if improvements could be made to balance 

their collections. This research had the potential to 

add to future LIS research on LGBTQ+ diversity in 

small or rural public library children’s collections.   

 

METHODOLOGY 

Evaluating collections is one way libraries and 

librarians ensure that the materials they offer cover a 

topic or subject thoroughly. A quantitative collection 

assessment was used to assess the number of volumes 

that represent a specific subject, topic, or theme. Each 

library branch was assessed to see the number of 

volumes in their collection. The regional system in 

this study encompassed nine branches, and each was 

searched for the same book titles to see which ones 

were present in the system, which branches carried 

them, how they were categorized, and which branch 

owned the most books. The books held by the regional 

system were assessed to determine which LGBTQ+ 

group was most represented in the collections.  

This study focused on fiction picture books (or 

beginning readers as picture books were classified as 

in the 2008 Rainbow List alone) because LGBTQ+ 

themes are not as common in these types of books as 

they are in genres for older children, teens, and adults. 

This study excluded all nonfiction picture books and 

board books on the Rainbow List.  

Information Sources and Procedures 

This study used the Rainbow List to gather a list of 

recommended LGBTQ+ fiction picture books for each 

of the thirteen years being studied. The online catalog 

of the LPRL system was used to assess which of the 

nine library branches have the chosen books. Using 

the Library of Congress online access catalog, 

WorldCat online catalog, GoodReads, and Amazon, 

the content was then evaluated to see what LGBTQ+ 

groups were represented within each book. The data 

for each question were put into an excel spreadsheet 

and reported in a Word document. The data for titles 

owned by the LPRL system was compiled by listing 

the title of each fiction picture book from the Rainbow 

List in an excel spreadsheet chronologically, 

beginning with the titles on the 2008 list. Each title 

was marked with an “X” under the available column if 

the book was present in the system. An ''X" was 

marked in the not available column if the book was 

not present in the system. The results for the number 

of titles were obtained by adding the number of Xs for 

books owned by the regional system in the available 

column to gather a grand total. The findings were 

presented in a Word document. 

The data for the books by ownership was gathered by 

searching the online catalog for the titles owned by 

LPRL and determining which branches have a copy of 

the book. Each of the book titles and the names for 

each library branch was listed in an excel spreadsheet. 

Each branch that possessed a copy of the book 

received an “X” in the field for that title. The number 

of “Xs” were then tallied per branch to determine 

which branch owned the most titles. Each title was 

also checked for the category it is shelved in by 

information obtained by the online library catalog. 

The totals for book ownership and each category were 

listed in a Word document. 



To determine which LGBTQ+ group was most 

represented in book ownership, the titles owned by the 

library system were placed in an Excel spreadsheet 

along with the names of the LGBTQ+ groups. Groups 

that did not fall into the lesbian, gay, bisexual, 

transgender, or queer category was categorized as 

"other” on the spreadsheet. An “X” was placed in the 

corresponding title field for each group that was 

represented in the book. The findings for each 

category were tallied by adding the number of X’s. 

The results from the excel spreadsheets were 

presented in a Word document. This study was limited 

to the holdings of the LPRL system in Southwest 

Virginia and was not generalizable.  

Limitations 

This study was limited by the accuracy of the library 

catalog. Additionally, it was impossible to search 

book holdings that had been deleted from the system, 

so the possibility existed that some titles might have 

been owned by LPRL in the past but not the present.  

RESULTS 

R1: What fiction picture books that are on the 

Rainbow List are available in the LPRL system? 

The Rainbow List contained 63 fiction picture books 

from 2008 – 2021. The titles of each picture book 

were searched in the online catalog of the LPRL to 

determine which books were available in the system. 

In 2008, picture books were categorized as "beginning 

readers" on the rainbow list but listed as "picture 

books" in the following years. Of the 63 titles, only 

seven were purchased by the LPRL system (4.41%). 

The books purchased were named on the Rainbow 

List in the years 2008, 2010, 2018, and 2019. A full 

list of the fiction picture books on the Rainbow List 

can be found in Appendix 1. The titles available in the 

LPRL system are shown below in Table 5. 

 

 

 

Title Author Year on Rainbow List 

Mini Mia and Her Darling Uncle Pija Lindenbaum 2008 

And Tango Makes Three Justin Richardson and 

Peter Parnell 

2008 

In Our Mother's House Patricia Polacco 2010 

A Family is a Family is a Family Sara O'Leary 2018 

Neither Airlie Anderson 2019 

Prince & Knight Daniel Haack and Stevie 

Lewis 

2019 

The True Adventures of Esther, the Wonder Pig Steve Jenkins and Derek 

Walter 

2019 

Table 5: Books on the Rainbow List that are Owned by LPRL 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



R2: What did the ownership of these books look 

like by branch? 

The titles present in the LPRL were further analyzed 

by each branch to determine how the holdings were 

distributed throughout the system. Of the seven books 

owned by LPRL, six of the books were each held in 

only two branches, although those locations varied. 

The book In Our Mother's House, was only found in 

one branch location. This made In Our Mother’s 

House the least owned LGBTQ+ book in the system 

for the purpose of this study. The results of book 

ownership are pictured below in Table 6.  

Furthermore, results indicate that the number of books 

on the Rainbow List owned by the LPRL system was 

not distributed evenly among the branches. The 

Clintwood library owned the most titles present on the 

Rainbow list, with a total of four titles in their 

collection. St. Paul, Scott, and Wise branches each 

owned two titles present on the Rainbow List. The Big 

Stone, Pennington Gap, and Coeburn branches each 

owned one title from the Rainbow List, while the 

Rose Hill and Haysi branches did not own any titles 

from the list. A visual representation of the number of 

fiction picture books present on the Rainbow List and 

the number of books owned by the LPRL system is 

pictured in Figure 1 below. 

 

Book Titles Branch(s) Total Number of Holdings 

Mini Mia and Her Darling Uncle 1. Clintwood 

2. Coeburn 

2 

And Tango Makes Three 1. Clintwood 

2. St. Paul 

2 

A Family is a Family is a Family 1. Pennington Gap (Lee) 

2. Wise 

2 

Neither 1. Clintwood 

2. Scott (Gate City) 

2 

Prince & Knight 1. Big Stone 

2. Scott (Gate City) 

2 

The True Adventures of Esther the Wonder Pig 1. Clintwood 

2. St. Paul 

2 

In Our Mother's House 1. Wise 1 

Table 6: RBL Picture Book Ownership by Branch 

 

 

Figure 1: RBL Picture Book Ownership for the System  

 

Books on the list = 63
Number of books owned by LPRL = 7

11% 

89% 



Book Category 

Mini Mia and Her Darling Uncle Easy Books 

A Family is a Family is a Family Easy Books 

Neither Easy Books 

And Tango Makes Three Juvenile Fiction 

In Our Mother's House Juvenile Fiction 

The True Adventures of Esther, the Wonder Pig Juvenile Nonfiction 

Prince & Knight Nonfiction 

Table 7: LPRL Book Categorization  

Book ownership of the Rainbow List was also 

analyzed to determine how the books from the list 

were categorized in the system. Even through all of 

the books were picture books, 57% were categorized 

as other than Easy Books—the systems picture book 

designation. As shown in Table 7, three of the books 

were categorized as easy books, two were categorized 

as juvenile fiction books, one was categorized as a 

juvenile nonfiction book, and one was categorized as 

an adult nonfiction book.  

 

 

 

R3: Which LGBTQ+ group was most represented 

in book ownership?  

Book ownership was further dissected to calculate 

how LGBTQ+ groups were represented per branch 

and in the LPRL system as a whole. The LGBTQ+ 

group most represented in book ownership was gay, 

with five books total. Lesbian had two books total, 

and ''other” had one book. There were no picture 

books in the system from the Rainbow List that 

represented bisexual, transgender, or queer groups. 

The book A Family is a Family is a Family depicted 

several different types of families, including gay and 

lesbian groups, and so was counted in each of those 

categories. The totals for LGBTQ+ group 

representation by LPRL are pictured in Table 8 and 

Figure 3. The totals for LGBTQ+ group representation 

by branches are pictured in Table 9. 

 

 

Book Gay Lesbian Bisexual Transgender Queer Other 

Mini Mia and Her Darling Uncle X      

And Tango Makes Three X      

In Our Mother's House  X     

A Family is a Family is a Family X X     

Neither      X 

Prince & Knight X      

The True Adventures of Esther  

the Wonder Pig 

X      

Results 5 2 0 0 0 1 

Table 8: LGBTQ+ Representation in Book Ownership 

 

 



 

 

Group Clintwood Wise Penn. 

Gap 

St. Paul Scott Big 

Stone 

Coeburn Haysi Rose 

Hill 

Lesbian  XX X       

Gay XXX X X XX X X X   

Bisexual          

Transgender          

Queer          

Other X    X     

Table 9: LGBTQ+ Representation by Branch 

  

 

 
Figure 2: LGBTQ+ Book Representation per Branch 

 

 

Book ownership was analyzed by the library branches 

to see how LGBTQ+ groups were represented per 

location. Big Stone had one book with gay 

representation. Clintwood had three books with gay 

representation and one in the other category. Coeburn 

had one book with gay representation. Pennington 

Gap had one book that represented both gay and 

lesbian groups. St. Paul had two books with gay 

representation. Scott had one book with gay 

representation and one in the other category. Wise had 

one book with gay representation and one book with 

both gay and lesbian representation. The results of 

LGBTQ+ groups represented by branch location 

holdings are pictured below in Table 9 and Figure 2. 

DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION 

This study had the potential to contribute to the 

research of LGBTQ+ diversity among children’s 

picture book collections in small libraries. As Young 

(2019) noted, there is a lack of comprehensive 

diversity among picture books that have been studied 

for some time. While diversity research is ever-

expanding, some notable themes, such as orientation, 

are not as prevalent in stories geared toward young 

readers and can affect how children relate to others 

and themselves (Young, 2019). The results of this 

study indicated a gap in the collections of the LPRL 

system when it comes to ownership of LGBTQ+ 

fiction picture books recommended on the Rainbow 

List. LPRL has seven of the 63 fiction picture books 
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named on the Rainbow List. The books purchased by 

LPRL are contained to four years on the Rainbow List 

2008, 2010, 2018, and 2019. Seven of the nine LPRL 

branches own these books; the Haysi and Rose Hill 

branches do not own any books from the Rainbow 

List. Of the seven branches, Clintwood owned the 

most LGBTQ+ fiction picture books from the 

Rainbow list despite being one of the smaller branches 

in terms of demographics. Clintwood has a population 

of roughly 1,300 individuals according to the 

information in Table 4 and is located in the smallest 

county within the LPRL system. Yet, its collection 

was the broadest in terms of this study. The branches 

of Wise and Scott County, although they are two of 

the larger branches and serve a combined population 

of over 57,000 according to Tables 1 and 3, only held 

two books in their collections. Although there were a 

small number of books available in the LPRL system, 

those books did not deviate far within the LGBTQ+ 

spectrum. Groups were represented in a limited way 

among book ownership, with only three LGBTQ+ 

groups present in the collections. This suggested that 

the limited offerings in the number of available 

materials are even more so when the range of 

representation is considered. Gay was the most 

represented group overall with five books in the 

system, lesbian groups were represented in two books, 

and one book, Neither, represented the 'other' 

category. The demographic data in Tables 1-4 show a 

population of over 90,000 people within the service 

area of LPRL. The number of individuals within the 

LPRL umbrella versus the seven LGBTQ+ picture 

books in their children’s collection shows a disparity 

in how LGBTQ+ patrons and families are served and 

represented in the area.  

The books were categorized in various ways. Three of 

the books were categorized as easy books, which are 

fiction picture books geared toward children ages 

three to seven. Two books were categorized as 

juvenile fiction, which caters to children from eight 

years old to preteens. One book was categorized as 

juvenile nonfiction, as it tells the true story of a couple 

and their pet pig. One book, Prince & Knight, was 

categorized as an adult nonfiction book despite being 

a fiction picture book intended for children. All of the 

picture books owned by the library system in this 

study are geared toward young children in the easy 

book category. Mislabeled books, while notably are 

not confined to this study. Creel and McMullen 

(2018) noticed some titles being cataloged as adult 

material in their study as well and even noted an 

instance in an Indiana library where LGBTQ+ books 

were put in the adult section, impacting accessibility. 

To catalog books inappropriately, whether 

deliberately or accidentally, hampers the use and 

effectiveness of library materials. It also highlights the 

potential for bias, discrimination, and censorship in 

libraries. Recommendations for LPRL are to consult 

book lists or resources that specialize in LGBTQ+ 

book recommendations for children and youth when 

selecting books to purchase and choose items to begin 

filling in the collection gap.  

Future research into LPRL LGBTQ+ collections 

would benefit from analyzing the children, juvenile, 

and young adult books to determine if and to what 

extent additional LGBTQ+ materials have been 

incorrectly categorized. Research into how the 

collections are categorized and how the categories are 

determined may help free future materials from 

becoming hard to access for their target audience. 

Future research into the ordering process could 

determine the methods and drive behind purchasing 

decisions, including analyzing the personnel in charge 

of ordering materials and how they self-identify. An 

evaluation of the book lists, journals, or resources that 

are consulted when making purchasing decisions 

could detect if changing to more diverse resources 

would help or if the appropriate resources are being 

utilized to their full extent.  
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Appendix 1 

The complete list of fiction picture books on the Rainbow Lists 2008-2021 

Books Author(s) Available  Unavailable  

*Emma and Meesha My Boy: A Two Mom 

Story 

Kaitlyn Considine  X 

*Antonio's Card/La Tarjeta de Antonio Rigoberto Gonzolez  X 

*Monicka's Papa is Tall Heather Jopling  X 

*Ryan's Mom is Tall Heather Jopling  X 

*Mini Mia and Her Darling Uncle Pija Lindenbaum X  

*And Tango Makes Three Justin Richardson and 

Peter Parnell 
X  

Uncle Bobby's Wedding Sarah Brannen  X 

10,000 Dresses Marcus Ewert  X 

Hello My Name is Bob Linas Alsenas  X 

Daddy, Papa, and Me Leslea Newman  X 

In Our Mother’s House Patricia Polacco X  

Pink! Lynne Rickards  X 

For You and No One Else Edward Van de Vendel  X 

Gertrude is Gertrude is Gertrude is Gertrude Jonah Winter  X 

Dogs Don’t Do Ballet Anna Kemp  X 

Tutus Aren’t My Style Linda Skeers  X 

Be Who You Are Jennifer Carr  X 

Donovan’s Big Day Leslea Newman  X 

Willie and Uncle Bill Amy Schwartz  X 

Morris Micklewhite and the Tangerine Dress Christine Baldacchino  X 

Not Every Princess Jeffrey Bone and Lisa 

Bone 
 X 

I Am Jazz Jessica Herthel and Jazz 

Jennings 
 X 



This Day in June Gayle E. Pittman  X 

Red: A Crayon’s Story Michael Hall  X 

Heather Has Two Mommies Leslea Newman  X 

Families Shelly Rotner and Sheila 

M. Kelly 
 X 

Stella Brings the Family Miriam B. Schiffer  X 

Zak’s Safari Christy Tyner  X 

Worm Loves Worm J.J. Austrian  X 

Big Bob, Little Bob James Howe  X 

I’m a Girl Yasmeen Ismail  X 

Introducing Teddy: A Gentle Story About 

Gender and Friendship 

Jessica Walton  X 

Home at Last Vera Williams and Chris 

Raschka  
 X 

It's Okay to Sparkle Jackson Avery  X 

Bunnybear Andrea J. Loney  X 

A Family is a Family is a Family Sara O'Leary X  

Neither Airlie Anderson X  

A Day in the Life of Marlon Bundo Marlon Bundo and Jill 

Twiss 
 X 

The Adventures of Honey & Leon Alan Cumming and Grant 

Shaffer 
 X 

Phoenix Goes to School Michelle Finch and 

Phoenix 
 X 

Love is Love Michael Genhart  X 

Prince & Knight Daniel Haack and Stevie 

Lewis 
X  

The True Adventures of Esther the Wonder Pig Steve Jenkins and Derek 

Walter 
X  

Julian is a Mermaid Jessica Love  X 

Cuando Amamos Cantamos/When We Love 

Someone We Sing to Them 

Ernesto J. Martines, Maya 

C. Gonzalez, and Felicia 

J.G. Martinez 

 X 

A Church for All Gayle E. Pittman  X 

Sewing the Rainbow Gayle E. Pittman  X 



Pride: The Story of Harvey Milk and the 

Rainbow Flag 

Rob Sanders  X 

Jerome by Heart Thomas Scotto  X 

Ho’onani: Hula Warrior Heather Gale and Mika 

Song 
 X 

Maiden and Princess Daniel Haack, Isabel 

Galupa, and Becca Human 
 X 

Jacob’s Room to Choose Sarah Hoffman, Ian 

Hoffman, and Chris Case 
 X 

When Aiden Became a Brother Kyle Lukoff and Kaylani 

Juanita 
 X 

My Footprints Bao Phi and Basia Tran  X 

A Plan for Pops Heather Smith and Brooke 

Kerrigan 
 X 

From Archie to Zack Vincent X. Kirsch  X 

Papa, Daddy, and Riley Seamus Kirst   X 

Call Me Max Kyle Lukoff   X 

I’m Not a Girl Maddox Lyons and 

Jessica Verdi 
 X 

Plenty of Hugs Fran Manushkin  X 

My Rainbow DeShanna Neal and 

Trinity Neal 
 X 

My Maddy Gayle E. Pittman  X 

Auntie Uncle: Drag Queen Hero Ellie Royce  X 

 

For more information about the Rainbow Book List, visit: https://glbtrt.ala.org/rainbowbooks/  
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INTRODUCTION 

The First Amendment stated, "Congress shall make no 

law respecting an establishment of religion, or 

prohibiting the free exercise thereof; or abridging the 

freedom of speech, or of the press; or the right of the 

people peaceably to assemble, and to petition the 

Government for a redress of grievances" ("Bill of 

Rights: A transcription," 2021). Due to past injustices 

endured, the authors of the Bill of Rights felt it 

imperative to abolish the opportunity for the U.S. 

government to interfere with personal religious 

beliefs. The same was true of the freedoms of speech, 

press, and peaceful assembly. Although many 

situations unbecoming of a democratic republic have 

arisen since America’s birth, the First Amendment has 

remained a solemn sentry reminding the country of its 

identity. 

 

In the 20th century, the spirit of this amendment was 

captured in the term intellectual freedom (IF), which 

became the guiding focal point in the Library and 

Information Science (LIS) community's mission 

(ALA, 2019). Although this phrase had been used 

often in different capacities (not directly tied to the 

First Amendment) before its rebirth as a library core 

value, the concept garnered a new urgency in 

America's sociopolitical atmosphere and renewed the 

cause of those foundational rights. Unfortunately, as 

the fervor has grown, so too has a disconcerting rift 

within the LIS community. Due to the controversial 

content of some items in library collections, librarians 

and support staff from both conservative and liberal 

perspectives have sometimes struggled with providing 

personally offensive materials for their patrons. Stark 

differences of opinion have divided colleagues; 

however, United States history has demonstrated that 

First Amendment rights (a.k.a. IF) can have the power 

to unite even those most staunchly opposed—they 

may not have the same political beliefs but they can 

agree on the importance of the First Amendment and 

Intellectual Freedom. 

Purpose Statement 

This study examined the legal history and evolution of 

the LIS core value of intellectual freedom in the 

United States of America, explained how the 

convictions of both conservative and liberal ideations 

are rooted in this common national foundation, and, 

thereby, endeavored to reconcile perceived enemies 

and dispel misconceptions and prejudices within the 

world of information science. 

Research Questions 

R1. What is intellectual freedom’s place in the history 

of the United States and how does it support diverse 

perspectives?  

R2. How has the American concept of intellectual 

freedom evolved since the First Amendment's 

establishment?   

R3. What are some documented examples of the 

varied ideologies that have been expressed by 

members of the LIS professional community in the 

last twenty years?  

R4. How does the first amendment (the foundation of 

intellectual freedom) allow adherence to such 

fundamentally different ideological viewpoints?  

Definitions: 

Conservative: n. one who adheres to traditional 

methods or views; adj. tending or disposed to 

maintain existing views, conditions, or institutions: 

traditional ("Definition of conservative," n.d.). 

 

Documentary Analysis: a form of qualitative research 

that uses a systematic procedure to analyze 

documentary evidence and answer specific research 

questions (Frey, 2018). 

 

Intellectual Freedom: idiom. freedom that allows 

people to think about or study what they want 

("Definition of intellectual freedom," n.d.). 



   
 

 
 

Liberal: n. one who is open-minded or not strict in the 

observance of orthodox, traditional, or established 

forms or ways; adj. broad-minded; not bound by 

authoritarianism, orthodoxy, or traditional forms 

("Definition of liberal," n.d.). 

 

Delimitations 

Primary documentation such as transcripts of original 

historical documents, digitized court case files, and 

legitimately documented interview questions were 

utilized for this historical study. All journal articles 

referenced were scholarly and peer-reviewed. Articles 

and documents published in languages other than 

English were excluded. Additionally, abstracts and 

book reviews were excluded. The following databases 

found through the EBSCO Host research platform 

were used: Legal Collection and Library and 

Information Science Source. JSTOR and DeGruyter 

open access databases were also used to access 

scholarly articles; the ProQuest database U.S. 

Newsstream was used to locate newspaper sources; 

and the HeinOnline Academic database was used to 

find legal resources. The following reputable websites 

were also used: FindLaw, ALA, National Archives, 

Library of Congress, and The Free Speech Center. 

The period covered in this historical analysis was 

1776 to 2020.  

 

Assumptions 

First, the accuracy and completeness of the 

information contained within the databases accessed 

via EBSCO Host and ProQuest were assumed; so too 

was the JSTOR database expected to be accurate and 

complete. Secondly, the accuracy and completeness of 

the indices for these databases were also assumed, 

which assured the most efficient retrieval of 

information relating to the research subject. Thirdly, 

the accuracy and completeness of the FindLaw, ALA, 

National Archives, Library of Congress, and The First 

Amendment Encyclopedia websites were also 

assumed as they are all regulated by trustworthy 

institutions. 

Importance of Study 

This study addressed the concept’s evolution through 

legal history and connecting conservative and liberal 

perspectives and emphasized common values that may 

be appreciated equally within the LIS community. 

LITERATURE REVIEW 

As the most prominent core value of modern library 

ethics, intellectual freedom (IF) has suffered no lack 

of discussion in the LIS community. Scores of articles 

(scholarly, peer-reviewed, and otherwise) were found 

on the topic. None that followed its evolution through 

legal history or specifically focused on its ability to 

provide common ground for both conservative and 

liberal library staff perspectives were discovered. 

There were several articles with contents that applied 

to the discussion in various ways. Each one was either 

similar to this study in methodology or fell into one of 

three categories concerning intellectual freedom and 

librarianship: history, theory and practice, and 

ideological perspectives.  

 

History 

Since this study was built on historical analysis, it was 

prudent to look at historically based articles regarding 

IF. Joyce Latham delved into the infrequently 

mentioned connection between the modern rendering 

of IF and the Chicago Public Library. Latham began 

with the background behind the composition of the 

first known IF policy (Chicago Public Library's IF 

Policy released in 1936). She contended that it (rather 

than the Des Moines Public Library policy) should 

have been recognized as the predecessor of the 

American Library Association's (ALA) IF policies and 

then defined IF based on the principles and 

circumstances of that original policy (2009). Caitlin 

Ratcliffe also offered a fascinating spin on the 

historical analysis of intellectual freedom by 

suggesting that the 21st century definition of IF was 

rooted in the European Enlightenment. To illustrate 

this idea, Ratcliffe unfolded the development of the 

phrase "intellectual freedom" from the mid-18th 

century through the early 20th century using religious, 

political, and educational primary documents and 

posited that IF is a universal value based on its origin 

and evolution. Dr. Jennifer Steele presents a historical 

look at censorship in America that references several 

legal cases for documentation. She also defends IF as 

the foundational concept in the fight against 

censorship and discusses the importance of 

incorporating the LBR in library workplace ethics 

(2020).  Also primarily using documented court cases, 

G. Edward White chronicled the evolution of 

commercial first amendment rights in America 



   
 

 
 

beginning 60 years following the implementation of 

the Agricultural Marketing Agreement Act of 1937 

(2014). Although written from slightly different 

perspectives from this study, each of these analyses 

richly complemented and supported the content. 

 

Theory and Practice 

An investigation of scholarly databases showed that 

most peer-reviewed articles focused on issues related 

to the theories and philosophies surrounding IF. 

Oltmann (2016a) zeroed in on three free speech 

theories that govern expression and access: “the 

marketplace of ideas, democratic ideals, and 

individual autonomy” (p.1). This article addressed the 

literary gap that significantly ignores IF theory and 

favors ethics. In 2017, Oltmann addressed the ethical 

principle of diversity in the library. Herein, she 

defined IF in the context of providing a platform for 

all individuals within the community served by a 

library and touted the library’s important 

communication role in the volatile political climate of 

today’s society. Contributing further perspective to 

the subject, Bossaller and Budd challenged the reader 

to consider whether IF should protect hate speech as it 

effectively drowns out the voice of another. 

Interestingly, they argued that the resulting imposition 

of fear and shame infringe upon the First Amendment 

right to freedom of speech (Bossaller & Budd, 2015). 

Burke added to that conversation when she explored 

the tolerance of racist literature in library collections 

based on age and community demographics. Burke 

concluded that librarians should diligently study 

reasons for collection challenges and proactively 

prepare to defend IF through well-developed 

collection policies as well as extensive knowledge of 

legal and ethical rights (2010). Dresang boldly 

addressed the ever-present paradoxes in the battle to 

preserve IF as well. In one article, she exposed 

exceptions practiced by LIS leaders and frankly 

discussed the inevitable confusion regarding IF 

defense exacerbated by a swiftly changing political 

climate (2006). These writings that illuminated the 

theoretical shades and nuances woven into the fabric 

of LIS clarified the professional complexities with 

which all librarians grapple daily. 

 

 

 

Ideological Perspectives 

The last three articles explored various perspectives 

within LIS and how they relate to the profession. 

Oltmann shared the interview results of 15 library 

directors regarding their approach toward IF and the 

Library Bill of Rights (LBR). This qualitative study 

involved public librarians in the state of Kentucky. It 

reflected their personal views of IF and how 

community climates gray some of the areas painted as 

black and white by the LBR (Oltmann, 2016b). Only 

one of the sampling of studies did not directly address 

IF. Instead, Kendrick and Damasco provided an 

insightful look into the experiences of "academic 

librarians who identify as socially or politically 

conservative" via a mixed interview group of 17 

credentialed librarians and thereby questioned the 

neutral stance claimed by American libraries. The 

conclusion of the study clearly stated that multiple 

North American library associations regularly violate 

neutrality standards by actively promoting political 

agendas unrelated to LIS interests (Kendrick & 

Damasco, 2015, p. 2). James LaRue (a former ALA 

Office for Intellectual Freedom director) candidly 

shared wisdom gained from the seasons of life and 

how experiences deepened and matured his 

perspective of IF (2019). These widely varying 

viewpoints provided valuable context for this 

historical analysis conducted to encourage the LIS 

profession's unification (on at least one fundamental 

level). 

 

Similar Methodology 

Some articles were comparable to this analysis in 

either organizational structure or content support 

materials. Ratcliffe’s (2020) research was a 

stylistically close equivalent since it also chronicled 

the evolution of IF through primary documentation. 

The main subject and the process were similar, but the 

scope was international and categorically broader in 

perspective.  With the obvious kinship between the 

subjects of IF and censorship, Steele’s historical 

analysis somewhat resembled this study in both 

content and approach. White’s study of the legal 

evolution of First Amendment rights specifically 

relating to the regulation of American commercial  

 

 



   
 

 
 

speech bore notable similarities as well. Each of these 

academic journal articles shared useful insight and 

exemplified analytical expertise pertinent to this body 

of research. 

 

Literature Conclusion  

Each article within these respective informational 

areas served as support for the research in this 

historical analysis. Those within the historical 

category offered extensive background and 

contemporary knowledge for this study. The vast 

supply of theoretical and practical documentation and 

discourse provided in the second section magnified 

the complicated details embedded within librarianship 

(particularly relating to IF) that are often glossed over 

with idealistic rhetoric. These small revelations lent 

relevance to the ideas in this analysis. The three 

articles that share varying ideological perspectives 

within the realm of LIS offered evidence for this 

study's claims regarding the polarizations currently 

within librarianship. Finally, those studies possessing 

similar characteristics to this analysis supplied 

valuable examples for conduction and compilation of 

this kind of research. These authors provided a sturdy 

platform for this historical analysis and practical 

application of intellectual freedom.  

 

METHODOLOGY 

This project was a legal historical analysis of 

intellectual freedom with a practical application (via 

documentary analysis) to related complex issues 

existent within the modern LIS profession.  

 

Information Sources and Procedures 

Since this study endeavored to show the legal 

evolution of intellectual freedom from the Declaration 

of Independence to present circumstances, national 

government documents, documentation of court cases, 

government meeting proceedings, newspaper articles, 

and other primary documentation were utilized. 

Quoted answers in relevant interviews found in 

scholarly journal articles were used to demonstrate 

conflicting personal perspectives in librarianship. 

These were found by searching the Library and 

Information Science Source (LISS) database using the 

terms “conservative librarians,” “diverse voices,” and 

“intellectual freedom.” U.S. founding documents were 

accessed through the National Archives online 

website. Applicable landmark court cases were first 

selected from subject-relevant lists provided by the 

First Amendment Encyclopedia, the American Bar 

Association (ABA) Journal, and the ALA website. 

Legal case descriptions and proceedings were then 

located on the FindLaw website, in the HeinOnline 

Academic database, or in the EBSCO Host Legal 

Collection database using the official titles of the 

cases. The ProQuest U.S. Newsstream database 

provided digital access to newspaper articles, and the 

LISS database also supplied academic journal articles 

with similar methodology and themes. The search 

terms employed were “intellectual freedom,” “First 

Amendment,” “history of intellectual freedom,” and 

“history of the First Amendment.” The databases 

mentioned were accessed via the University of 

Southern Mississippi Libraries’ online database portal, 

and the websites referenced were accessed via the 

Google Chrome internet search engine.  

 

Notes were taken on the information provided by 

these sources and organized chronologically (for 

historical content) and by subject using coding 

techniques (for documentary analysis) within a Word 

document. All content was compiled in the following 

order: 1) founding documents along with 

corresponding meeting minutes, letters, and pamphlets 

2) court case documentation separated by century and 

organized chronologically under that subheading 3) 

table with coded interview documentation.  

 

Limitations 

Due to the brevity of time allowed for this research 

project and the extended time necessary to secure IRB 

approval for human subjects, it was necessary to 

conduct documentary analysis of interview transcripts 

and autobiographical testimony. Because of this 

necessity, results were limited to the interview 

questions, individuals, times, and places used for their 

respective studies. These restrictions render the 

findings ungeneralizable. Also, legal information was 

limited only to those cases available online through 

FindLaw or the Legal Collection and HeinOnline 

databases.   

 

 

 

 



   
 

 
 

RESULTS 

R1. What is intellectual freedom’s place in the 

history of the United States and how does it support 

diverse perspectives? 

 

Inextricable ties to the First Amendment make IF a 

valuable part of America’s historical narrative and an 

ally to diversity. When the Library Bill of Rights was 

adopted by the ALA Council in 1939, IF became the 

LIS embodiment of the First Amendment. The First 

Amendment secured the rights of free expression for 

the American people; the concept of IF clarified that 

dissemination of those uninhibited ideas is a natural 

byproduct of such freedom (ALA, 2019). Judith 

Haydel explained that the freedom of expression 

clause of the First Amendment “encompasses 

intellectual freedom, which includes an individual’s 

right to receive information on a wide range of topics 

from a variety of viewpoints” (Haydel, 2009, para. 1). 

Therefore, as the identity of IF is essentially rooted 

within First Amendment rights, its history is also 

traceable to the conception of that fundamental 

American doctrine.  

 

To understand IF’s ability to support a myriad of 

diverse opinions, one must follow its connection to 

the roots of the First Amendment and the churning 

political atmosphere of that time. Prior to the 

ratification of the Constitution, the founding fathers 

were embroiled in a continuous debate that was 

proliferated through letters, pamphlets, and intense 

meetings. The Declaration of Independence boldly 

conveyed the colonies’ willful severance from British 

governance in 1776, but the fledgling nation’s 

difficult task of forging a strong government based on 

unshakeable principles had just begun. The Federalists 

and Anti-Federalists (two political parties that formed 

as a result of strong contentions) could not agree on 

the balance of power between the national and state 

governments or the level of representation each state 

should receive. Some states heralded religious 

tolerance while others fought to retain contracts that 

required government leaders to pledge allegiance to 

specific Christian denominations and creeds. Some 

decried the injustice of slavery while slaveholders 

defended their right to own slaves. The weak support 

provided by the Articles of Federation had afforded a 

modicum of order, but the need for a more substantial 

foundation was apparent. The Constitution was 

drafted and initially ratified by 6 of the 13 states, but 9 

states were required to activate the new document. 

Following a campaign encouraging states to ratify the 

Constitution and make amendments afterwards, the 

majority vote was secured (National Archives, 2019).  

 

As promised to the reluctant ratifiers, the Bill of 

Rights was written shortly thereafter. Wisely, James 

Madison zeroed in on protecting the individual rights 

of American citizens rather than altering the 

government framework. The First Amendment of the 

Bill of Rights secured five freedoms for which 

citizens of this young democracy had been willing to 

die: freedom of religion, speech, press, assembly, and 

petition (National Archives, 2018). This single, 

legally empowering statement granted equal rights to 

the religious and the non-religious, politicians and 

their constituents on all sides of the issues, and to 

adherents of all ideations. As illuminated by Haydel, 

the more modern terminology of IF was essentially a 

rebranding of the spirit of these liberties which 

effectively released United States citizens to truly be a 

self-governing democratic-republic and essentially 

created a strong common foundation to support a 

diverse people (Haydel, 2009, para. 1). Without the 

First Amendment, the current understanding of IF 

would not exist, and such diversity would have no 

foundation upon which to stand and flourish. 

 

R2. How has the American concept of intellectual 

freedom evolved since the First Amendment's 

establishment?   

The First Amendment endowed American citizens 

with freedom of expression (aka., IF), but its 

interpretation and application have varied over time. 

That evolution may be captured via landmark court 

cases based on the First Amendment and the 

surrounding events. As is observable in available 

documentation, acclimation to these new freedoms 

was gradual. Consequently, there are not as many 

court cases utilizing the First Amendment in the late 

1700s and all of the 1800s as are found in the 

twentieth century and beyond (MTSU, n.d.a).  

18th Century 

The late eighteenth century (Figure 1) witnessed the 

turbulent birth of the United States of America as a 



   
 

 
 

democratic republic. The Declaration of Independence 

was drawn up and signed by America’s founding 

fathers in 1776, but the Constitution and Bill of Rights 

were not fully ratified until 1791. Less than ten years 

after that, Congress passed the Alien and Sedition 

Acts which greatly complicated the process of 

becoming an American citizen, granted the president 

power to deport any immigrant he deemed to be a 

threat, and declared it illegal to “write, print, utter or 

publish...any false, scandalous and malicious 

writing...with intent to defame the...government or to 

stir up sedition within the United States” (McNamara, 

2009, para. 2). This prompted Thomas Jefferson and 

James Madison to covertly pen the Virginia and 

Kentucky Resolutions of 1798 to declare the Alien 

and Sedition Acts unconstitutional and condemn the 

violations of freedom of speech and freedom of the 

press (Dow, 2009, para. 1-2). These demonstrations of 

determined vigilance over these freedoms segued 

America into the nineteenth century which presented a 

whole new set of challenges.  

 

19th Century 

The nineteenth century (Figure 1) largely played out 

as a tug-of-war between First Amendment freedoms 

and the former rigid, micromanagement style of 

governance. Thomas Jefferson became president in 

1801 and ended the battle initiated at the end of the 

previous century by pardoning all those affected by 

the Sedition Act of 1798 (McNamara, 2009). In the 

1804 case People v. Croswell, Harry Crosswell was 

convicted of libel for using the press to allege that 

James Callendar was compensated by President 

Thomas Jefferson for defaming George Washington 

and John Adams. Although Crosswell was convicted, 

Supreme Court Judge James Kent set a new precedent 

by declaring that one accused of libel should be able 

to prove the truth of the claims. The lower court in 

this case had followed traditional procedures which 

did not allow such a defense (Vile, 2008a, para. 2). 

Freedom of the press necessitated this change.  

 

In 1813, People v. Phillips became the first known 

case concerning priest-penitent privilege (the right of 

a priest not to share information heard during 

confession). Father Kohlmann was granted exemption 

from testifying about a theft, and a victory was won 

for religious freedom (Vile, 2008b, para. 2). In 1836, 

in direct contradiction to free speech principles, 

Congress enacted a gag order forbidding antislavery 

discussions due to the volatile atmosphere 

surrounding the subject. The order was reversed in 

1844. Union Army General Ambrose Burnside 

ignored free press parameters in 1863 when he 

ordered the suspension of the Chicago Tribune 

newspaper in response to recurring comments critical 

of government policies and choices. President Lincoln 

nullified the suspension three days after its issuance. 

 

 
Figure 1: 1776-1899  



   
 

 
 

Ironically, Lincoln ordered General John A. Dix to 

suppress the presses of the New York World and New 

York Journal of Commerce newspapers and arrest 

their executive editors in the following year.Both 

editors had published a forged presidential declaration 

ordering the draft of 400,000 more soldiers. Lincoln 

rescinded those orders just two days later (MTSU, 

n.d.b, paras. 23; 25-26).  

 

Ratification of the 14th Amendment occurred in 1868. 

It declared that no state should “deprive any person of 

life, liberty, or property, without due process of law; 

nor deny to any person within its jurisdiction the equal 

protection of the laws” (National Archives, 2021). 

This was significant because many federal court 

judges considered the Bill of Rights inapplicable to 

state law prior to this amendment’s institution 

(MTSU, n.d.b, para. 21). In 1873, the Comstock Law 

became the first official federal legislation regarding 

obscenity. It stated that no materials deemed obscene 

(essentially anything of a sexual or reproductive 

nature) could legally be circulated by mail (MTSU, 

n.d.b, para. 28). 

 

20th Century 

The free speech and press claims dominated several 

First Amendment supreme court cases and important 

events in the early part of the twentieth century 

(Figure 2). This was likely due to the nature of the 

prominent issues (immigration, socialism, World War 

I, and other monumental concerns) of that time frame 

(MTSU, n.d.b, para. 29). Patterson v. Colorado, 

whose subject was a political cartoon and articles that 

poked fun at a state supreme court, was the first 

Supreme Court free press case since the First 

Amendment’s inception. Leaving application of the 

14th Amendment to state law in question, the US 

Supreme Court claimed not to have jurisdiction of this 

matter and ruled that it must be decided by local law 

(Findlaw, n.d.14).  In Schneck v. US, Justice Oliver 

Wendell Holmes upheld the guilty conviction based 

on the Espionage Act and instituted the “clear and 

present danger” test to determine whether speech 

would be considered a threat to national peace and, 

therefore, would be unprotected by First Amendment 

rights (Findlaw, n.d.18, paras. 11-12). In a seemingly 

contradictory declaration of dissent in Abrams v. US, 

Holmes disagreed with this conviction based on the 

Espionage Act and under similar circumstances to 

Schneck v. US and emphasized that “the ultimate good 

desired is better reached by free trade in ideas” in a 

truly free society  (Findlaw, n.d.2, para. 32). To 

protect the freedoms under attack due to fears 

generated by a world at war, the American Civil 

Liberties Union was established by Roger Baldwin in 

1920 (MTSU, n.d.b, para. 37). Stromberg v. 

California, a case involving a young woman who used 

a red flag to demonstrate her defiance of the 

government of the United States, was referenced as 

the first case which recognized “that protected speech 

may be nonverbal, or a form of symbolic expression” 

(MTSU, n.d.b, para. 44). In 1939, the ALA adopted 

the Library Bill of Rights (LBR) which captured the 

essence of IF (and the First Amendment by extension) 

in words (ALA, 2013, para. 2); the Office for 

Intellectual Freedom was established almost 30 years 

later to defend the freedoms outlined in the LBR 

(ALA, 2021c, para. 1). The famous “fighting words” 

doctrine was introduced in the 1942 Supreme Court 

case Chaplinsky v. NH when potentially inflammatory 

language was denied free speech protection (Findlaw, 

n.d.7). Justice William O. Douglas tempered that 

denial in the Terminiello v. Chicago case when he 

stated that free speech was meant to “invite dispute” 

and that “it may indeed best serve its high purpose 

when it induces a condition of unrest, creates 

dissatisfaction with conditions as they are, or even 

stirs people to anger” (Findlaw, n.d.20, para. 6). 

 

Five legal events (Figure 2 and Figure 3) of the 20th 

century pertained to the American flag: Minersville 

School District v. Gobitis (1940), West Virginia State 

Board of Education v. Barnette (1943), the passage of 

the Flag Protection Act (1989), Texas v. Johnson 

(1989), and U.S. v. Eichman (1990) [MTSU, n.d.b, 

paras. 55, 58, 113-115]. In the Minersville School 

District v. Gobitis case, the expulsion of two school 

students from a family who adhered to the tenets of 

the Jehovah’s Witness religion elicited a legal 

challenge based on First Amendment rights (Findlaw, 

n.d.12). 

 

 

 

 

 



   
 

 
 

 
Figure 2: 1900-1949 

 

The family lost the case, but the ruling was overturned 

three years later in West Virginia State Board of 

Education v. Barnette when the U.S. Supreme Court 

determined that forcing someone to salute the 

American flag is a clear violation of their free speech 

rights as an American citizen (Findlaw, n.d.25).  50 

years later, the flag was again at the center of a legal 

controversy. The Flag Protection Act was validated by 

Congress. It declared that legal punishment would 

befall any American citizen who “knowingly 

mutilates, defaces, physically defiles, burns, maintains 

on the floor or ground, or tramples upon any U.S. 

flag” (Library of Congress, 1989). In the same year, 

the Supreme Court challenged that declaration in 

Texas v. Johnson by stating that the right to free 

speech includes destruction of the American flag 

(Findlaw, n.d.21). The Flag Protection Act was 

officially nullified in 1990 in U.S. v. Eichman 

(Findlaw, n.d.24). These incidents provide insight into 

the continuing struggle with defining the IF contained 

within the First Amendment.  

As the harsh, literal landscape of the World Wars of 

the first half of the 20th century gave way to the 

second half’s (Figure 3) secretive, mistrustful 

backdrop of the Cold War and government agendas 

spun behind closed doors, the political mind games 

bred leaders desperate to control the narrative and a 

nervous populace willing to allow it. Censorship was 

on the rise, and the plethora of First Amendment court 

cases illustrated that fact. 1952 witnessed Burstyn v. 

Wilson, the first case to recognize motion pictures as a 

form of free speech and press that should be protected. 

A New York ordinance that allowed movies 

categorized as “sacrilegious” to be banned was 

overthrown on both First and 14th Amendment 

grounds (Findlaw, n.d.9, para. 7). In the 1957 case 

Roth v. United States, the Supreme Court ruled that 

obscenity should not be protected by First 

Amendment privileges. Like the Comstock Law of 

1873, this case particularly applied to information 

circulated by mail; however, obscenity was more 

specifically defined as material considered licentious 

according to prevailing community standards. 

(Findlaw, n.d.16). Later, in the 1973 case Miller v. 

California, the Supreme Court provided the following 

guidelines to judge whether content should be deemed 

obscene: “whether the work depicts or describes, in a 

patently offensive way, sexual conduct specifically 

defined by the applicable state law; and whether the 

work, taken as a whole, lacks serious literary, artistic, 

political or scientific value” (Findlaw, n.d.11).  

Four significant cases involving religious freedom 

occurred in 1962 and 1963 (Figure 3). Engel v. Vitale 

determined that state-composed prayers spoken in 

public schools, although nondenominational in nature 

with provision for students to decline participation, 

still violated the Establishment Clause (Findlaw, 

n.d.8). In both Abington School District v. Schempp 

and Murray v. Curlett, the practice of reading the 

Bible was ruled in violation of the First Amendment’s 

Establishment Clause (Findlaw, n.d.1). The fourth 



   
 

 
 

 
Figure 3: 1950-1999 

 

religiously based case, Sherbert v. Verner, declared a 

company’s decision to deny an employee’s 

unemployment compensation based on her refusal to 

work on Saturday (her Sabbath as a Seventh Day 

Adventist) to be in violation of her freedom of 

religious expression (Findlaw n.d.19). The cases 

involving public schools set precedents that 

fundamentally altered the operation of public 

educational institutions going forward and clearly 

supported the individual’s right to religious expression 

and, as that concept’s overarching principle, IF.  

The remainder of the 20th century (Figure 3) contained 

several cases that demonstrated the First 

Amendment’s power to support the IF of American 

citizens (unless such citizens flagrantly use their 

freedom to inflict harm) in all areas of the ideological 

spectrum. In Tinker v. Des Moines Independent 

School District, the Supreme Court invoked the First 

Amendment to uphold the right of students to protest 

the political activities of the United States government 

(Findlaw, n.d.22). Conversely, a Ku Klux Klan leader 

was sent to prison in the 1969 Brandenburg v. Ohio 

case due to public speech unquestionably intended to 

incite violence (Findlaw, n.d.5). In 1982, the Supreme 

Court case New York v. Ferber firmly declared that  

 

child pornography will not be protected by freedom of 

expression (Findlaw, n.d.13). Within the same year, 

the Board of Education v. Pico reinforced IF by 

denying the right of schools to remove controversial 

books from a school library (Findlaw, n.d.4). Denial 

of funds for a University of Virginia Christian student 

newspaper was ruled as discriminatory toward a 

particular viewpoint and, therefore, in violation of the 

First Amendment in Rosenberger v. Rector and 

Visitors of the University of Virginia (Findlaw, 

n.d.15). As illustrated by these cases and events, the 

1900s witnessed the growing pains of IF encapsulated 

within the First Amendment. 

With the exacerbation of societal tensions by volatile 

national events and the rapid growth of web-based 

technology, the first 20 years of the 21st century 

(Figure 4) have been characterized by some 

significant First Amendment cases. In the 2000 Santa 

Fe Independent School District v. Doe case, prayer 

initiated and led by students was judged to be in 

violation of the Establishment Clause (Findlaw, 

n.d.17). The Supreme Court upheld the Children’s 

Internet Protection Act in United States v. American 

Library Association, Inc. and required (in exchange 

for federal funding) public schools and libraries to  



   
 

 
 

 

 
Figure 4: 2000-2020 

 

purchase and install filtering software to protect 

juveniles from unnecessary exposure to objectionable 

online content (Findlaw, n.d.23). Further defining the 

internet safety parameters for children, in Ashcroft v. 

ACLU II, the Supreme Court surmised that internet 

filtering software affords fewer restrictions than those 

imposed by the Child Online Protection Act. As a 

result, enforcement of COPA was suspended 

(Findlaw, n.d.3). In the case of Brown v. 

Entertainment Merchants Association, video game 

content was ruled to be expression protected by the 

First Amendment; this ruling nullified a California 

law that prohibited selling or renting violent video 

games to juveniles (Findlaw, n.d.6). Cake decoration 

was ruled to be a form of artistic speech in 

Masterpiece Cake Shop vs. Colorado. As a form of 

the artist’s free expression, it was judged to be 

protected by First Amendment rights. In this court 

case, the baker’s right to refuse to make a wedding 

cake for a gay couple was safeguarded because his art 

reflected his religious convictions (Findlaw, n.d.10).   

Although challenges have risen from a myriad of 

different angles, the principles of IF (freedom of 

expression in its varied forms) held within the First 

Amendment have proven stalwart for over 200 years. 

Under its umbrella, the voices of American citizens 

(though they may fiercely oppose one another) may  

 

find shelter and significance. They may believe. They 

may speak. They may freely share those beliefs and 

opinions and listen to those of others. The evolution of 

these freedoms is evident in the court cases and other 

legal events chronicled in this study. 

 

R3. What are some documented examples of the 

varied ideologies that have been expressed by 

members of the LIS professional community in the 

last twenty years? 

As humans are complex creatures, it was important to 

recognize the multidimensional nature of library 

science professionals when studying the convictions 

that drove their choices. The information gathered for 

this study from survey and interview documentation 

in peer-reviewed journal articles sometimes showed 

slight or significant differences between personal and 

professional ethics. These necessary disconnects were 

not intended to be hypocritical. Rather, such practices 

were adopted to unselfishly serve the community in 

which these librarians serve.  

 

Much like the myriad of opinions and convictions 

present during the early years of America’s 

establishment as a nation, a host of varied voices have 

been heard among American librarians, library 

administrations, and support staff. Unfortunately, an 

appreciation for those differences is not always 



   
 

 
 

practiced, and some do not feel free to share thoughts 

that are not aligned with the opinions of the majority. 

Kaetrena Kendrick & Damasco organized a team of 

researchers to conduct phone interviews of multiple 

self-professing conservative librarians. Those 

interviewed were career librarians with anywhere 

from three to 35 years of experience who worked in 

various departments. One of the interview questions 

prompted the subjects to define conservatism (the 

category in which they placed themselves). Their 

answers varied but were generally based on political, 

religious, and family values. Many supported self-

sufficiency rather than reliance on government, 

personally adhered to traditional familial roles (e.g. 

marriage between a man and a woman), and 

allegiance to Judeo-Christian moral principles. 

Interestingly, although these values were personal 

imperatives, IF and political neutrality were supported 

by many on a professional level. These personally 

conservative librarians generally concurred that 

personal convictions should not dictate collection 

development (Kendrick & Damasco, 2015, p. 138-

139). 

 

In 2018, James Larue (former director of ALA’s 

Office for IF) candidly shared experiences from his 

lifetime in librarianship along with lessons that he 

learned with each one. He described himself as a bit 

of a hot-headed activist with a take-no-prisoners 

viewpoint while in college training to be a librarian. 

He vehemently opposed censorship in any form and 

wasted no sympathy on those who sought to 

conscientiously monitor material offered in libraries 

and schools. Although his fierce defense of IF and 

fight against any form of censorship have not 

changed, his perspective of others with opposing 

views has softened through his life experiences as a 

father and as a library director in a community greatly 

affected by a well-known conservative religious 

institution. Instead of mounting verbal attacks against 

would-be censors, he began to listen respectfully, 

attempted to understand the basis for their concerns, 

and then patiently explained why IF is important for 

all library-users. His autobiographical contribution to 

the LIS conversation lent balance to the extremes 

(LaRue, 2019).  

 

Oltmann conducted in-person interviews with 15 

directors of some of the largest libraries in the state of 

Kentucky. The inquiry subjects ranged from meeting 

room guidelines to the definition of IF. The group of 

interviewees was diverse in race, age, and 

professional experience. Since IF was a main focal 

point of this study, the answers to the IF questions in 

Oltmann’s study were selected for content support. 

When asked to define IF, the library directors 

provided their answers from three different relational 

perspectives: personal, community, and professional 

(Oltmann, 2016b, p. 293-295). The professionally 

based answers echoed ALA’s official explication 

which recognizes IF as “the right of every individual 

to both seek and receive information from all points of 

view without restriction” (American Library 

Association, 2017, para. 1). From a personal 

perspective, the participants’ replies reflected their 

belief that the reading or viewing material they choose 

should be exactly that – their choice. Stanley (a 

pseudonym to protect identity) stated, “For me 

personally, intellectual freedom is about being able to 

explore any area that I want to, as far as researching or 

understanding anything ... without being judged for it” 

(Oltmann, 2016b, p. 296). Their community-based 

approaches to IF agreed that the library collection 

should be shaped to reflect the diverse needs and 

preferences of those who populate the surrounding 

area. The consensus was that the library should offer a 

variety of information options and loan such materials 

without censure (Oltmann, 2016b, p. 296). Although 

the individuals interviewed hailed from different 

backgrounds, creeds, and age groups, they found 

common ground in IF. 

 

As is the case in most professions, librarians have 

personally espoused a diverse array of ideologies. 

This study’s limited sampling of information gleaned 

from previously documented interviews glimpsed 

library professionals with conservative, middle-of-the-

road, and liberal viewpoints, but nearly all believe IF 

to be imperative. They understood that even 

viewpoints that are starkly opposed find individual 

support in this doctrine anchored in the First 

Amendment. For all to have freedom of expression, 

respect for other perspectives has been recognized as 

vital.  

 



   
 

 
 

 

R4. How does the first amendment (the foundation 

of intellectual freedom) allow adherence to 

fundamentally different ideological viewpoints? 

 

First, the circumstances surrounding the writing and 

ratification of the First Amendment demonstrated its 

purpose as an equalizer in relationship to individual 

rights. Prior to its enforcement, controversy over 

freedoms of religion, speech, and press swirled around 

the nation struggling to emerge. Politicians argued 

over requiring those elected to office to swear an oath 

of allegiance to a particular Christian denomination; 

journalists were jailed for printing opinions critical of 

government policies, and orators risked incarceration 

for voicing dissenting ideas (MTSU, n.d., paras. 1-

20). Because the First Amendment took intellectual 

enforcement away from the government and gave 

autonomy to individuals, it became the unifying bond 

of all American citizens regardless of personal 

ideologies.  

 

Second, documented application of the First 

Amendment to the diverse array of legal cases tried 

since the ratification of the Constitution and the 

original Bill of Rights demonstrated its versatility. 

Freedoms of speech and press have supported 

expressions ranging from American flag burning to 

fair collegiate financial support of a Christian 

newspaper (Findlaw, n.d.21; Findlaw, n.d.15). 

Freedom of religion allowed all American citizens to 

either worship or not worship as they chose and 

forbade government or professional coercion to act in 

violation (e.g., working on one’s Sabbath day or 

requiring allegiance to a particular faith as a 

prerequisite to holding a political office) of one’s 

personal belief system (Findlaw n.d.19; National 

Archives, 2019). IF has defended these rights as they 

pertain to print and visual expression. Therefore, the 

First Amendment and IF have supported the 

democratic liberties of all lawful American citizens.                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                     

 

DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION 

This historical analysis explained IF’s connection to 

the First Amendment and thereby expounded on the 

role of IF in United States history. It also used legal 

court case summaries and historical events 

contemporary to those cases to show the evolution of 

the First Amendment from the Declaration of 

Independence in 1776 to relevant events and legal 

proceedings in the 21st century. For practical 

application of the findings, the diverse ideologies held 

by both early American citizens and those of modern 

library professionals (via interviews and 

autobiographical testimony documented within peer-

reviewed journal articles) were discussed and 

compared to demonstrate the ability of the First 

Amendment (and, by extension, IF) to support a 

plethora of perspectives. 

 

Although the research style was similar to some of the 

selections, none of the journal articles discussed in the 

literature review used legal cases to illustrate the 

evolution of the First Amendment and IF. Likewise, 

one of the selected articles discussed how the First 

Amendment provides support for diverse ideologies. 

This study may have contributed to the existing body 

of historical research relating to the First Amendment 

and IF. It also provided information potentially 

capable of encouraging appreciation of intellectual 

diversity within the scholarly world of LIS.  

 

Further research of this topic could expand on the 

evolution of the First Amendment and IF and broaden 

the scope of ideologies represented within the LIS 

professional community. Accessing and discussing 

legal documentation and earlier historical events 

leading up to the ratification of the Bill of Rights 

would further illuminate how and why the First 

Amendment came into existence. Personal interviews 

of current library professionals would also lend a 

greater perspective of the diversity of LIS viewpoints. 

A larger window of time, a wider sampling of the LIS 

community, and IRB permission would all be 

necessary to accomplish this. As the topics of the First 

Amendment and IF will not lose relevance, an 

extension of this study could yield better defined 

results and applications. 
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INTRODUCTION 

Malware based information and identity-related 

attacks in the virtual realm are on the rise on an 

institutional and individual level in the United States 

and abroad (Alwan, 2019; Jeffery & Ramachandran, 

2021; Slayton, 2018). Ransomware is one of the 

fastest growing malware threats to cyber security and 

should be studied and monitored in order to mitigate 

the threat (Alwan, 2019; Slayton, 2018; Veresha, 

2018). This threat is especially relevant to Library and 

Information Science (LIS) professionals whose duties 

and patrons are permanently entangled in increasingly 

digitized spaces and platforms (Rubin & Rubin, 

2020). This research employed a bibliometric, 

literature mapping method to investigate core authors, 

core journals and publishing data regarding 

ransomware located in technology and LIS-focused 

databases over the course of 2010 to 2020. The intent 

of this study was to gather and analyze data of 

published scholarly literature regarding ransomware 

in order to share this knowledge with LIS 

professionals for their own use and education.  

 

Purpose Statement  

The purpose of this research is to track publication 

data and the potential rise in ransomware literature 

located in scholarly journals over the last decade 

(2010-2020). 

 

Research Questions  

R1. Has scholarly literature around ransomware 

increased over the last 10 years (2010-2020)? 

 

R2. Which journals have published the most literature 

on this topic between 2010 and 2020?  

 

R3. Which authors have published the most literature 

on this topic between 2010 and 2020?  

 

Definitions  

Ransomware: “A type of malicious software designed 

to block access to applications or files on a computer 

system until a sum of money is paid” (OED, n.d.-a).  

 

Malware: “Programs written with the intent of being 

disruptive or damaging to (the user of) a computer or 

other electronic device; viruses, worms, spyware, etc., 

collectively” (OED, n.d.-b).  

 

Bibliometrics: “According to ODLIS, bibliometrics is: 

‘To analyze the historical development of a specific 

body of literature, especially its authorship, 

publication and use’” (Mangrum, 2021).  

 

Bradford’s Law: “‘The bibliometric principle that a 

disproportionate share of the significant research 

results on a given subject are published in a relatively 

small number of scholarly journals in the field’ 

(ODLIS)” (Mangrum, 2021). 

 

Lotka’s Law: “‘The bibliometric principle that most 

authors will contribute only one article to the 

scholarly literature on a given subject or in a given 

field’ (ODLIS)” (Mangrum, 2021). 

 

Delimitations 

The resources collected for this bibliometric study 

were limited by a few factors. The following 

databases were consulted due to their academic, 

technology and LIS-related content: Academic Search 

Premier; Computer Source; Computers & Applied 

Sciences Complete; Information Science & 

Technology Abstracts (ISTA); Library & Information 

Science Source; and Library, Information Science & 

Technology Abstracts. Only peer-reviewed, full-text 

and English-language articles published on the subject 

of ransomware between 2010 to 2020 were collected. 

Any duplicate articles were deleted. This bibliometric 

research sought information specific to “ransomware” 

instead of “malware” within these databases in order 

to take a closer look at this specific type of developing 

cyberthreat. Additionally, as ransomware first 

appeared in 1989, important information might be 

excluded from the study by focusing on the ten-year 

span of 2010 to 2020. 

 

Assumptions 

It was assumed that the consulted databases were 

properly indexed so that the appropriate articles were 



collected for the research topic as the search was 

completed. Consequently, it was assumed that the 

advanced search options and the utilized keyword 

during the search process produced pertinent and 

accurate results within these databases.  

 

Importance of Study 

A plethora of published information exists regarding 

malware, but the prolific rise in ransomware attacks 

warranted a closer look at this specific type of 

cyberattack (Slayton, 2018). LIS professionals and the 

patrons they serve are vulnerable to ransomware 

attacks, as they are both the disseminators and 

consumers of information in an increasingly virtual 

capacity. Literature on this topic should be collected 

and shared to ensure that LIS employees have access 

to the information they need to educate themselves 

and the public regarding this threat (Rubin & Rubin, 

2020). This collection and study of ransomware data 

found on academic, technology-focused and library 

and information-centered databases was intended to 

research if literature published on ransomware has 

increase over the last ten years. This study also 

intended to seek out core publications and authors 

who have published works on ransomware within 

these databases. The importance of the study is that it 

will add to the body of scholarly LIS literature, and it 

may be useful for providing insight into data 

regarding ransomware literature among scholarly 

publications.  

 

LITERATURE REVIEW 

As technology progresses rapidly, so do cybersecurity 

threats. Veresha (2018) states that, “Cybercrime is a 

combination of information, financial and personal 

security threats” (p.189). Cybercrime acts are often 

completed through malware, which are invasive 

computer viruses, worms, spyware and other nefarious 

programs (Guo, Cheng, & Kelley, 2016). One of the 

greatest, modern malware threats is ransomware, 

which the United States Department of Justice called 

the “fastest growing malware threat” in 2016 (Slayton, 

2018, p.293).  

 

Allen (2017) defines ransomware as, “the kidnapping 

of data or access to equipment by locking out those 

with legitimate access rights and then offering to sell 

them a key to accessing it for a fee, effectively 

kidnapping the access and holding it for ransom” 

(p.65). A synonym for this type of malware might be 

cyber extortion and the three main results of this 

malware are threatening emails, locked computer 

screens or encrypted files (Ali, 2017; Allen, 2017). 

Once the ransomware threat has been made known to 

the computer user, the cybercriminal will demand a 

ransom, or payment, for the release of their files. 

Cybercriminals seek cryptocurrency payments 

through digital currencies like Bitcoin, which protect 

the anonymity of their identities (Goldsborough, 

2016). 

 

This malware was first identified in 1989 (Slayton, 

2018; Ali, 2017) and now, more than 400 types of 

ransomware threats exist (Goldsborough, 2017). 

Ransomware attacks affect millions of people a year 

and rose by 62 percent globally and by 158 percent in 

North America between 2019 and 2020 (Jeffery & 

Ramachandran, 2021). Ransomware does not just 

afflict everyday computer users, but cybercriminals 

target hospitals, metro systems, police departments 

and government entities (Allen, 2017). As a result of 

this growing threat, the Department of Defense 

requested nearly $4 billion in 2020 for fighting and 

preventing cybercrime (Musielewicz, 2020). 

Cybercriminals are at an advantage because modern 

technology users in the United States lack the skills 

and infrastructure needed on an individual and 

governmental level to protect themselves from 

ransomware attacks (Alwan, 2019; Musielewicz, 

2020). Alwan (2019) cited a study that showed that, 

“95 pervect of cybersecurity breaches are due to 

human errors” (p.70).  

 

Ransomware may be installed on a computer from 

software downloads or even unintentional 

advertisement clicks (Ali, 2017). Additionally, 

phishing, the use of fake emails containing links that 

collect login information and credentials, is a common 

type of ransomware threat (Alwan, 2019). Veresha 

(2018) states, “technology by itself cannot guarantee 

security in the sphere of information exchange within 

cyberspace” — it is ultimately up to the individual 

technology-user to prevent crime (p.196). Ways in 

which individuals and institutions might protect 

themselves from ransomware attacks are by malware 

identification training, utilizing antivirus software, 

frequently backing up files, implementing password 

protection measures and investing in new technology 

and computers that are less susceptible to these threats 

(Ali, 2017; Allen, 2017; Goldsborough, 2016). 

 

Ransomware in Libraries  

Everyday activities like emailing or using social 

media may lead to cybercrimes or privacy violations. 



As libraries in the United States offer internet access 

to their patrons, LIS professionals must remain 

vigilant in educating themselves and the public about 

these threats while they provide and utilize public 

resources (Rubin & Rubin, 2020). The American 

Library Association (ALA) (2020) weighed in on this 

threat with the following statement: “Libraries should 

take appropriate steps to ensure that malware or other 

unauthorized software does not reside on the 

computer or device. These steps could include 

security protection (anti-malware, anti-spam, anti-

virus programs) as well as restoration software to 

remove all software installed without authorization.” 

Though the ALA’s security recommendations are 

practical, cyberattack events have shown that anti-

virus software is not always sufficient at preventing 

ransomware attacks (Pundsack, 2018).  

 

An example of preventative cybersecurity that was not 

sufficient at blocking a ransomware attack occurred in 

2018 at Spartanburg County Public Libraries (SCPL). 

SCPL had suffered a previous ransomware infection 

and reinforced its cybersecurity measures, which did 

not prevent a more “aggressive” form of ransomware 

from infecting its system through email. This infection 

“’went right through’” the library’s antivirus 

protection defenses (Pundsack, 2018, p.23). The 

effects of this attack forced librarians to manually 

check out materials for days as they repaired the 

infected system. During the ransomware attack, 

patrons were not able to access the library’s 

computers or certain digital services throughout all the 

library’s eleven branches (Pundsack, 2018). St. Louis 

Public Libraries (SLPL) also suffered a ransomware 

attack in 2017, despite their preventative measures. 

SLPL identified the malware’s entry point as, “a four-

year-old voice mail server with an unpatched security 

vulnerability” (Enis, 2017, p.20). The effects of the 

SLPL attack were minimal due to the library’s 

encrypted backup systems, so the library’s catalog, 

website and virtual materials were safe from infection. 

This forethought allowed SLPL to restore their 

checkout system and public computer access days 

after the attack (Enis, 2017).  

 

More than 400 types of ransomware exist 

(Goldsborough, 2017) and modern cybercriminals are 

offered a unique advantage when choosing to target a 

public institution, such as a public library, because 

their budgets are often made available as public 

knowledge. This provides the ransomware attacker the 

opportunity to tailor their chosen ransom-sum based 

on what they know the library will be able to pay. 

Regardless of whether a library is able to pay the 

ransom, the FBI urges libraries not to meet the 

attacker’s demands because payment does not ensure 

that the criminals will unlock the encrypted files. The 

FBI also believes that refusing to pay the ransom 

might discourage future attacks. Both SCPL and 

SLPL did not pay the ransom, but reported the attack 

to the FBI and restored their systems via backups 

(Pundsack, 2018). Another example of a library that 

refused to pay the ransom is the Daviess County 

Public Library (DCPL). DCPL experienced a 

ransomware attack in 2019, where the attackers 

demanded $30,000 for file restoration. Rather than 

paying the ransom, DCPL utilized a similar sum of 

money to reinforce its cybersecurity measures, which 

included hiring outside assistance to evaluate the 

strength of its network protection. In the end, the 

DCPL library director described the attack as a 

“’blessing in disguise’” because it forced staff to 

increase their cybersecurity skills and malware 

prevention strategies (Mulliken, 2020, p.1). 

 

If ceding to the attacker’s demands and basic 

cybersecurity measures are not failproof ways to 

prevent ransomware attacks, then libraries must rely 

on collective experiences to prevent and mitigate 

ransomware cyberattacks. Ransomware extortion may 

result in weeks of disrupted library services and, as 

SCPL librarian Stephens states, ‘“the attacks are 

sophisticated and will continue to morph’” (Landgraf, 

2018, p.21). Additionally, regarding ransomware 

attacks, Pundsack states, “It is not a matter of if, but 

when, your computers or library will see an attempt” 

(2018, p.23). As information professionals, a 

librarian’s role includes providing free access to 

information (Pundsack, 2018) and, “In many cases 

public libraries are the only community provider of 

computer and internet services (ALA 2019c)” (Rubin 

& Rubin, 2020, p.440). With this in mind, librarians 

might view ransomware attacks as an attack on the 

core principles of their profession itself, which 

includes providing the ability for patrons to freely 

access and utilize information (Pundsack, 2018). 

 

As mentioned above, libraries are vulnerable 

institutions to cyber extortion attacks due to the public 

nature of its yearly budget. Additional vulnerabilities 

of libraries stem from small budgets that do not allow 

for an institution to adequately defend its online 

resources, such as virtual catalogs or public 

computers. This lack of defense might lead to multiple 



entry points for a cybercriminal (Caverly, 2021). 

Additionally, staff members untrained in 

cybersecurity best practices present an unopposed 

entryway for cybercriminals to enter a LIS-

institution’s system or network (Pundsack, 2018). As 

ransomware evolves, librarians and information 

professionals must educate themselves on this 

developing threat. Knowledge gleaned from LIS 

professionals who have experiences this type of 

malware extortion encourages librarians to complete 

nightly file backups on encrypted servers, train staff 

and volunteers to identify malware, update software 

often, and to develop a recovery plan in advance 

(Landgraf, 2018; Pundsack, 2018). 

 

Similarities of Methodology  

The scholarly articles mentioned in the literature 

review did not utilize bibliometric research methods. 

There was little information regarding bibliometric 

studies pertaining to ransomware, but there were 

studies that utilized bibliometric methods to monitor 

malware data. Garg, Sidhu and Rani (2019) utilized a 

bibliometric analysis to study cloud computing 

security. These researchers reviewed more than 

15,000 works published between 2009 to 2018 and 

looked for publishing patterns, subject areas and 

countries in which the works were published. 

Similarly, Sardi et al. (2020) used bibliometric 

methods to track literature regarding cybersecurity 

threats to health care institutions. These researchers 

studied the publication data of 84 publications 

between the dates of 1995 to 2020 and found that the 

healthcare field lacks the research necessary to 

prevent and protect against cyberattacks in this 

industry.  

 

Finally, Razak’s study (2016) is the most similar to 

this completed research study as it tracks the data of 

malware in general using bibliometric methods. 

Razak’s work offered insight into core authors and 

core journals from 4,000 collected articles that were 

published between 2005 to 2015. This research 

utilized a similar time frame and also studied 

publishing data, but worked with a significantly 

smaller amount of data than most of the 

abovementioned articles. Additionally, all of the 

previously mentioned bibliometric studies sought to 

identify research regarding publishing data around the 

broader topic of malware. Meanwhile, this study 

focused explicitly on ransomware and how this 

growing malware threat corresponds with potential 

increases in scholarly literature on this topic. Though 

research regarding malware in general is useful, 

focusing on ransomware specifically is important as 

other cyberthreats like credit card fraud and identity 

theft are being phased out in favor of this new form of 

crime (Allen, 2017). Literature that is specifically 

published on the topic of ransomware is valuable to 

gather and share in order to support LIS professionals 

with their awareness and education on this type of 

cybercrime, as it is their duty to ensure patron privacy 

and protection. 

 

METHODOLOGY 

Information Sources and Procedures  

The methodology was a quantitative, bibliometric 

study using literature mapping methods. The 

following databases were accessed through the 

University of Southern Mississippi’s library: 

Academic Search Premier; Computer Source; 

Computers & Applied Sciences Complete; 

Information Science & Technology Abstracts (ISTA); 

Library & Information Science Source; and Library, 

Information Science & Technology Abstracts. These 

databases were selected in order to collect academic, 

technology and LIS-specific publication information 

regarding ransomware. Ransomware uses similar 

cyber-attacking methods to target individuals, 

governments and corporations. Consequently, 

information garnered from a ransomware attack or 

study related to an institution or entity outside of the 

LIS field would still be useful to consider while 

studying this threat (Alwan, 2019).  

  

During the data collection, the Boolean/Phrase 

advanced search option was used to search for 

“ransomware.” The results were refined and limited to 

only show “Peer Reviewed,” “Full Text,” English-

language articles that were published between the 

dates of 2010-2020. Once the search was completed, 

the obtained articles were organized chronologically 

by selecting the “Date Newest” organization-option to 

allow for a linear collection of data from the 

databases. Each database was searched individually, 

and the resulting data were collected into a Microsoft 

Excel spreadsheet. The collected data were stored in 

the spreadsheet and were used to search for core 

publications, core authors and to identify whether 

there is an increase in literature on this topic over the 

course of the ten-year research span. The results were 

copied and pasted in the spreadsheet as newest to 

oldest articles from the individual database results and 

were organized in various ways to study the data. The 

information inputted in the Excel spreadsheet included 



the article titles, author names, years of publication 

and journal names. Duplicate article information was 

identified and deleted after the data collection was 

completed. A Microsoft Word document was utilized 

to track applicable research data. A copy of the Excel 

spreadsheet that contained the unedited, initial results 

was created.  

 

Limitations  

It was understood that searching across multiple 

databases individually was a risk due to an increased 

potential for inputting error, location of duplicate 

results or the retrieval of irrelevant results pertaining 

to ransomware. It was also understood that 

ransomware falls under the umbrella of malware, so 

some relevant texts that reference ransomware but 

primarily focus on malware might have been left out 

of the results due to database indexing. The results of 

this bibliometric research cannot be generalized. 

 

RESULTS 

R1. Has scholarly literature around ransomware 

increased over the last 10 years (2010-2020)? 

The methodology resulted in 129 returns for peer-

reviewed, full-text, English-language articles that 

were published between the dates of 2010-2020 on the 

topic of ransomware. Once duplicate articles and an 

early edition of a duplicate published work were 

deleted, 99 results were identified. Among the 99 

results, the following data were found (Figure 1): 0 

articles were published in 2010, 2011, 2012, and 

2015; 1 article was published in 2013; 1 article was 

published in 2014; 13 articles were published in 2016; 

24 articles were published in 2017; 19 articles were 

published in 2018; 20 articles were published in 2019; 

and 21 articles were published in 2020. Sixty percent 

of the articles (60%) were published in the last three 

years of the study.  

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 1: Data on the 99 peer-reviewed, full-text, 

English-language published works on ransomware 

from 2010-2020.  

 
 

R2. Which journals have published the most 

literature on this topic between 2010 and 2020? 

Among the 99 articles, the following data were found 

(Figure 2): The most prolific publication was 

Government Technology with 25 published articles, or 

25 percent of the total publication results. This prolific 

publication was followed by ITNOW with 10 

published articles (10%), Internal Auditor with 5 

published articles (5%), TCE: The Chemical Engineer 

with 4 published articles (4%), ComputerWorld Hong 

Kong with 3 published articles (3%) and Air & Space 

Power Journal with 3 published articles (3%). The 

following publications were the last of the core 

journals and each published 2 articles located in the 

data, which each accounted for 2 percent of the 

publications: Journal of Medical Systems; Journal of 

Management Information Systems; Journal of Internet 

Law; Information (2078-2489); KSII Transactions on 

Internet & Information Systems; Wireless 

Communications & Mobile Computing; New England 

Journal of Medicine; International Journal of Legal 

Information; Teacher Librarian; Wireless Personal 

Communications; ACM Computing Surveys; and 

International Journal on Information Technologies & 

Security. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Figure 2: Data on core publications from 2010-2020. 

  
 

R3. Which authors have published the most 

literature on this topic between 2010 and 2020?  

 

The following data results were found (Figure 3): 

Government Technology was the most prolific author 

with 7 citations, which accounted for 7 percent of the 

collected, publication data. This prolific author was 

followed by Newcombe, Tod and TCE: The Chemical 

Engineer with 4 citations each (4% each). Next, 

Castro, Daniel and Onag, Gigi accounted for 3 

citations each (3% each). The last of the core authors 

who accounted for 2 citations each, and each 

represented 2 percent of the collected, publication 

data, were: Mitchell, John; Piper, Arthur; 

Goldsborough, Reid; Alwan, Hala Bou; Zimba, 

Aaron; Knell, Noelle; and Mulenga, Mwenge 

(Appendix A). 

 

 

 

 

Figure 3: Data on core authors from 2010-2020. 

 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Figure 4: Data on publication results from 2010-2020. 

DISCUSSION 

The data collected in this bibliometric research 

offered interesting insight into ransomware literature 

published on academic, LIS and technology-related 

databases. The results collected from the databases, 

depicted in Figure 4, were as follows: 78 retrieved 

publication results from Computers & Applied  

Sciences Complete; 32 publications retrieved from 

Academic Search Premier; 8 from Library &  

Information Science Source; 6 from Computer 

Source; 4 from Library, Information Science &  

Technology Abstracts; and 1 from Information 

Science & Technology Abstracts (ISTA). A total of 

129 results were collected and 30 duplicate articles 

were identified and deleted. One duplicate article that 

was removed was a 2019 early-edition draft of a 

scholarly article, which was also collected as a 

formally published piece in 2020. Once the duplicate 

articles were deleted, the data were studied in relation 

to the research questions. Libraries have been warned 

and educated on the dangers of ransomware attacks 

through resources like Public Libraries Online in 2017 

and 2021 (Caverly, 2021; Lambert, 2017). From 

South Carolina to Indiana to Tennessee to Missouri to 

Pennsylvania, libraries have been the victims of 

ransomware (Landgraf, 2018). Yet these results, 

indicate that scholars in the Library and Information 

Science field are not researching and publishing as 

frequently on this topic. 

 

Regarding whether published, scholarly material has 

increased from 2010-2020, the data indicate growth. 

This growth is apparent as 0 results were retrieved 

from the years 2010, 2011, 2012 and 2015. Besides 

the years with no results, the years with the smallest 

number of retrieved results were 2013 and 2014 with 

1 retrieved result each among the six databases. The 

retrieved data increased to 13 articles published 

during 2016 and 24 in 2017. It is noteworthy that the 

data collected across the databases decreased in 2018 

to 19, but began to increase again in 2019 with 20 

retrieved results and in 2020 with 21 publications’ 

data retrieved. The growth shown is not completely 

linear, but does reflect an overall increase, as 60 

percent of the retrieved articles were published in the 

last three years of the study. 

 

Core publication data were retrieved as expected, but 

potential inconsistencies were noted as the data were 

analyzed. The prolific core-publication with the most 

published data collected was Government Technology, 

which was followed by a majority of medical, 

technology and industry journals. The data show that 

multiple information-related journals were present 

among the core publications, but the only library-

specific focused journal that might be considered a 

core publication based on the data was Teacher 

Librarian, with 2 collected published works. This 

disproportionate representation of other industries and 

institutions, including the information sector of the 

LIS field, compared to the data retrieved that were 

specific to libraries is represented in the database 

collection information. For example, the databases 

Library & Information Science Source and Library, 

Information Science & Technology Abstracts 

produced few results compared to technology or 

academic-focused databases like Computers & 

Applied Sciences Complete and Academic Search 

Premier. Additionally, the potential inconsistency 

noted in the results was related to the retrieval of the 

separate results ACM Computing Surveys, ACM 

Transactions on Embedded Computing Systems and 

ACM Transactions on Privacy & Security. ACM 

stands for the Association of Computer Machinery 

and these retrieved publications are separate journals 

published under the ACM umbrella (ACM, 2021). As 



the journals are separate publications, they were not 

counted as the same publication when core 

publications data were considered. The data appeared 

consistent with the bibliometric principle of 

Bradford’s Law. The data show that Bradford’s Law 

appeared accurate within the results of the ten-year 

research span, as only 18 core publications were 

identified in the data. These core publications 

reflected 18 percent of the publication data. Among 

these 18 core journals, 6 publications were noteworthy 

as their published works on ransomware included 

more than 2 article publications. 

 

Core author data produced noteworthy results. The 

prolific author was Government Technology with 7 

publishing citations. TCE: The Chemical Engineer 

represented another core author that was also 

published under the moniker of a journal. The 

retrieved results that attributed a journal title in lieu of 

an author’s name were manually checked for accuracy 

during data collection. The databases appeared to be 

accurate in nearly all instances, though two authors 

were identified in this process that were not properly 

indexed. These authors were Darryl Booth, who was 

only indexed as the Journal of Environmental Health, 

and Karl Henderson, who was only indexed as  

Chemistry & Industry. These errors were fixed during 

the data input process, but these authors were not core 

authors. Additionally, the author Gigi Onag was not 

properly indexed for their ComputerWorld Hong 

Kong published works. As the data were analyzed, it 

was noticed that this author’s name was improperly 

indexed as “Gigi Onag” on one occasion. Gigi Onag is 

a core author and their identified published works 

increased from 2 to 3 after this inconsistency was 

mitigated. Lotka’s Law also appeared to be consistent 

with the data results, as only 12 core authors were 

identified within the 99 publication results, which 

represented 12 percent of the publication data. 

Additionally, two of these prolific authors were 

indexed as journals, so the true nature of the core 

author data might only include 10 authors who 

contributed two or more pieces of literature among the 

99 scholarly article results. Regardless of whether the 

abovementioned modifications to the results are made 

to determine additional core publication and author 

information, Bradford’s Law and Lotka’s Law were 

supported within these results. This was shown in the 

data, which revealed that less than one third of the 

data’s journals and authors represented the core 

publishing results. 

 

CONCLUSION  

If Pundsack (2018) is correct in their statement that 

ransomware attacks on libraries are not a matter if, but 

when, then the lack of published data regarding 

ransomware from library-focused journals is 

noteworthy. The data indicate that other industries and 

institutions steeped in technology and information 

usage, i.e. computer, technology, government and 

medical fields, are publishing peer-reviewed journals 

on the topic of ransomware. Overall, the data also 

show that this published information is increasing, 

though with some publishing setbacks. Information-

related journals are publishing works on ransomware, 

but the lack of published information from a library-

specific perspective might present concerns in the 

future, especially if the risks of experiencing a 

ransomware attack are as dire as the United States 

Department of Justice believes it to be (Slayton, 

2018). As ransomware attacks rise, a librarian’s 

ability to effectively serve patrons and keep their 

institution running might be hindered by this form of 

malware, so an increased, scholarly focus on this 

threat might be necessary (Alwan, 2019; Enis, 2017; 

Pundsack, 2018). 

 

The results of this study only offer a brief glimpse into 

the data of ransomware publishing information. 

Future researchers might consider replicating this 

study with a few key modifications. One modification 

might involve including 2021 in the research 

parameters. An additional modification might include 

consulting more databases during research. Finally, a 

future researcher might benefit from eschewing the 

boundary of this study, which only researched 

publication data regarding ransomware. Studying 

malware in general, especially from LIS-focused 

database, would offer an additional perspective 

regarding LIS institutions’ overall response to 

malware.   
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INTRODUCTION 

According to the Office of Intellectual Freedom (OIF) 

(2019), a branch of the American Library Association 

(ALA), 607 library materials were targets of 

censorship in public, school, and university libraries 

in 2019, a 14% increase from the previous year. The 

OIF collects records on banned book challenges from 

libraries, schools, and media sources from across the 

country. These records were then used to assemble 

lists of the most challenged books by year and decade 

to inform the public about censorship issues in 

libraries and schools (ALA, 2016). This study 

surveyed the ALA’s Top 100 Most Banned and 

Challenged Books lists from the past 30 years to see if 

there was a change in the themes and age groups that 

are being challenged or banned.  

 

Problem Statement 

The purpose of this study is to examine the American 

Library Association’s Top 100 Most Banned and 

Challenged Books lists from the years 1990-2019 to 

see if there has been a shift in the themes and age 

categories that are most likely to be banned or 

challenged. 

 

Research Questions 

R1. From the books listed on the American Library 

Association’s Top 100 Most Banned and Challenged 

Books list from 1990-2019, what themes were most 

frequently banned or challenged in libraries? 

 

R2. What were the numbers per audience category 

(adult, juvenile, or teen) of the materials banned or 

challenged in libraries within this timeframe? 

 

R3. How have these themes/audience categories 

shifted over time? 

 

Definitions: 

All definitions were retrieved from the Online 

Dictionary for Library and Information Science 

(Reitz, 2017). 

 

Banned Book: “A book, the publication and/or sale of 

which has been prohibited or suppressed by 

ecclesiastical or secular authority because its content 

is considered objectionable or dangerous, usually for 

political and/or social reasons.” 

 

Bibliometrics: “The use of mathematical and 

statistical methods to study and identify patterns in the 

usage of materials and services within a library or to 

analyze the historical development of a specific body 

of literature, especially its authorship, publication, and 

use.” 

 

Censorship: “A book, the publication and/or sale of 

which has been prohibited or suppressed by 

ecclesiastical or secular authority because its content 

is considered objectionable or dangerous, usually for 

political and/or social reasons.” 

 

Challenge: “A complaint lodged by a library user 

acting as an individual or representing a group, 

concerning the inclusion of a specific item (or items) 

in a library collection, usually followed by a demand 

that the material be removed.” 

 

Content Analysis: “Close analysis of a work or body 

of communicated information to determine its 

meaning and account for the effect it has on its 

audience.” 

 

Library Bill of Rights: “A formal statement adopted 

by the American Library Association in 1948 and 

amended in 1961, 1990, and 1996, affirming the right 

of libraries in the United States to provide, to all 

members of the communities they serve, materials 

expressing diverse points of view and to remain free 

of censorship.” 

 

Delimitations 
This study focused solely on the banned or challenged 

books listed on the ALA’s Top 100 banned or 

challenged books lists for the years 1990-2019. 

Additionally, the study only used the articles Number 



 
 

of challenges by reasons, initiator, & institution for 

the years 1990-1999 and 2000-2009 to create the list 

of reasons why books are challenged. Only 

information from Amazon, Goodreads, Novelist Plus, 

and The StoryGraph were used to compare themes 

and audience groups. Books that appear on more than 

one list were logged in the study’s notes as being on 

multiple lists. However, for the sake of clarity, only 

one record for each book or series was made in the 

notes. 

 

Assumptions 

This study assumed that the banned or challenged 

book lists used from the ALA are portrayed accurately 

and completely. The graphs from the ALA showing 

banned/challenged statistics were assumed to be 

accurate and up to date. The information from 

Amazon, Goodreads, Novelist Plus, and The 

StoryGraph were assumed to be accurate.  

 

Importance of Study 

Researching the books that have been reported to 

ALA as challenged in libraries can help give librarians 

insight into what themes and age groups are at risk for 

censorship. Knowing this information may empower 

librarians to fight for the right to intellectual freedom. 

Additionally, noticing how these targeted trends and 

age groups have changed over time can help librarians 

predict future book challenges. These predictions can 

also be used to prepare a strong case for materials 

with themes that will potentially be censored. Overall, 

the importance of this study is to see if there has been 

a shift in the themes and age groups that are most 

likely to be banned or challenged in libraries over the 

last 30 years. 

 

LITERATURE REVIEW 

Censorship Studies 

As with this study, many studies focusing on 

censorship have used the ALA resources to lead their 

methodologies. A study by Akers (2012) compared 

the number of challenges on classical versus 

contemporary literature. Akers’s research approach 

included using the ALA’s banned resources guide 

cross-referenced with ALA’s classic books list to 

discover that contemporary books were challenged 

more. Anderson also used the guide to identify 

classifications and subject headings of frequently 

banned and challenged books (2014). Anderson’s 

methodology included cross-referencing these 

headings with records of large public library catalogs 

and concluded that Young Adult books were the most 

challenged. Additionally, Sheffield utilized the guide 

in her study to search for challenged LGBTQ+ 

materials in Alabama public library catalogs. She 

uncovered that 38% of the systems owned less than 

50% of the sampled books (Sheffield, 2017). 

 

Although this study focused on content analysis, other 

methodologies in censorship studies that are important 

to note used surveys, focus groups, and interviews. 

Burke examined a survey that asked participants if 

certain racist materials should be removed from the 

library (2010, p. 1). Through statistical tests of 

significance, he discovered that most participants 

were in favor of keeping the racist materials as they 

felt it agreed with their first amendment rights (Burke, 

2010). Additionally, a study by Isajlovic-Terry and 

McKechnie (2012), used a focus group of children 

ages nine to twelve to uncover their thoughts on 

censorship. The researchers learned that the group 

thought censorship was mostly negative except in 

some extreme cases. Another study conducted by 

Steele examined a case at the Wichita Falls Public 

Library where a church opposed two children's books 

for their themes of homosexuality. Steele was able to 

conduct qualitative interviews with a library 

administrator and an active library patron who were 

related to the case. The city council ultimately decided 

to move the books into the adult collection (Steele, 

2021, p. 121). 

 

Additionally, there have been numerous evaluations in 

the literature regarding self-censorship. Believing self-

censorship was in play, a study by Owen (2007) 

analyzed the collections of New Jersey school 

libraries to see if they included banned and challenged 

Young Adult books. Owens noted a lack of these 

books in the collections overall. In a questionnaire, 

Rickman (2010) focused on asking K-12 school 

librarians if they participated in self-censorship 

practices. She learned that although the practice was 

uncommon, self-censorship did occur in some 

instances. Following this pattern, a study by Garry 

(2015) used a mixed methods methodology to 

determine if school librarians across Ohio were 

participating in self-censorship. The results showed 

that the librarians mainly selected their collection 

materials based on the community’s values. Also 

using a mixed-methods approach, Dawkins (2018) 



 
 

conducted a survey asking school librarians if they 

engaged in self-censorship. The study concluded that 

the greatest external influences for self-censorship 

were school administration support and community 

reaction. 

 

Studies with Similar Methodologies  

Although these studies do not focus on censorship, 

studies that use content analysis in their 

methodologies have helped lead the research for this 

censorship study. Simmons (2015) focused her study 

on the perception of females in popular graphic novels 

over a six-year period. Her research asked questions 

such as what percent of graphic novels have one or 

more female characters, what races/ethnicities and 

disabilities are represented by female characters, and 

how these categories shifted over time. She used the 

Young Adult Library Services Association’s Top Ten 

Great Graphic Novels for Teens from 2007 to 2013 as 

the study’s sample group, analyzing 70 titles in total. 

After identifying female characters, Simmons used a 

coding form to mark the character’s race/ethnicity and 

disabilities as well as a tally form to count the totals 

for the year. The data collected was then entered into 

an excel spreadsheet for examination (Simmons, 

2015). A later study by Wirth (2017) used a similar 

methodology in her analysis of librarian stereotypes in 

books for young readers from 2001-2015. Some of 

these stereotypes included librarian’s gender, race, 

and behaviors. To create her list of sample books, 

Wirth searched for the terms “librarian” or “library” in 

the database Novelist as well as two public library 

catalogs. She limited these results to study’s chosen 

timespan and the age categories zero to eight and nine 

to twelve years as set by Novelist. Wirth also entered 

her data into spreadsheets to present her results.  

 

The studies mentioned above have helped shape the 

methodology of this study. Both Simmons and Wirth 

focused on content analysis in their research although 

in different areas than this study. Like Simmons, this 

study used a tallying method to calculate the results 

and put them into Excel. Also, just as Wirth used 

Novelist as a resource to determine book titles in a 

certain age group, this study also used the upgraded 

version Novelist Plus to determine book themes and 

audience recommendations. In addition, both studies 

looked at a sample of books over a set time and how 

their subjects shifted. Simmons (2015) asked with 

each research question “How has this 

percentage/representation changed over time?” while 

Wirth (2017) portrays her results in showing how 

librarian behaviors have shifted over time by checking 

their behaviors against the publication year of each 

book. This study asked similar research question to 

Simmons by asking “How have these themes/audience 

categories shifted over time?” Additionally, similarly 

to Wirth’s study, this research also focused on the 

importance of a book’s time period. However, while 

Wirth’s study focused on publication years in 

accordance with a librarian’s behaviors in books, this 

study focused on the decade that a book was 

challenged to see if different themes/audience 

categories were being challenged over time. Finally, 

both Simmons and Wirth used Excel to present their 

findings. This study also utilized Excel as well to 

present the discovered research in column tables and 

bar charts.  

 

Summary 

As seen in the above literature, there is no shortage of 

scholarly studies on the topic of censorship. Most 

articles found during the research have focused on 

specific instances, types of censorship, or certain 

collections. The ALA’s resources have helped guide 

many studies examining library collections with their 

invaluable research. In addition, studies focused on 

people’s opinions and direct experiences with 

censorship gave direct insight into the issue at hand. 

Self-censorship studies also helped librarians be aware 

of their actions when maintaining their collections. 

With the guidance of similar content analysis studies, 

this research took a more all-encompassing viewpoint 

than previous censorship studies to bring together 

these individual cases into a bigger picture, which will 

add to the ever-growing body of scholarly literature 

on censorship. This bigger picture can help trends and 

larger issues be seen. Knowing the issues presented in 

these studies before they become a problem may assist 

librarians in their plans to prevent censorship.  

 

METHODOLOGY 

Information Sources 

This content analysis focused on examining the 

themes and audience categories of the collection of 

banned and challenged books listed on the ALA’s Top 

100 banned and challenged books list for the past 30 

years found by searching the OIF’s website under the 

banned books week and frequently challenged books 

tab. The themes and audience categories were 



 
 

collected by searching the resources Amazon, 

Goodreads, Novelist Plus, and The StoryGraph for the 

book’s title. These resources, except for Novelist Plus, 

are available for free online and were accessed 

through the proper websites accordingly. Novelist 

Plus is available through the Jefferson Parish Public 

Library. It was accessed through the library’s website 

by using a Jefferson Parish Library card. A more 

detailed description of the resources used are listed 

below. 

 

Amazon: One of the world’s largest online retailers 

that sells a large collection of books. It gives book 

details, publisher information, and reader reviews 

(Amazon, 2020). 

 

The American Library Association’s Number of 

Challenges by Reason, Initiator, and Institution (for 

years 1990-1999, and 2000-2009): two webpages 

with three infographics each listing the number of 

challenges reported to the ALA by reason, initiator, 

and institution. These statistics were collected by the 

ALA’s Office of Intellectual Freedom (ALA, 2013a; 

ALA, 2013b).  

 

The American Library Association’s Top 100 Most 

Banned and Challenged Books (for years 1990-1999, 

2000-2009, and 2010-2019): three lists of 100 books 

listing the top banned and challenged books in 

libraries for each decade. These lists were compiled 

by the ALA’s Office of Intellectual Freedom (ALA, 

2013c; ALA, 2013d; ALA, 2013e).  

 

Goodreads: a website that allows users to record 

books, write reviews, receive book recommendations, 

and interact with other readers. It also lists 

information about books such as publication year, 

genres, and more (Goodreads, n.d.) 

 

Novelist Plus: a database by EBSCOhost aimed to 

help librarians and readers with reader’s advisory 

services. It also lists information on book titles such as 

themes, age recommendations, reading levels, and 

more (EBSCO Information Services, n.d.). 

 

The StoryGraph: a website that allows users to record 

books they have read and select new books to read 

based on their topic and theme preferences. It also 

allows users to contribute content warnings in their 

reviews to help others identify potential triggers (The 

StoryGraph, 2021). 

 

Procedures 

Before the research began, an excel spreadsheet, 

called “Collection Sheet” was created to gather the 

results. The following categories were listed in row 1 

of the spreadsheet: Book Title, Author, Publication 

Year, Challenge Decade, Age Recommendation, and 

each reason/theme a book was challenged or banned. 

The list of challenge reasons from the ALA’s Number 

of challenges by reason, initiator, and institution for 

years 1990-1999 and 2000-2009 were used as the 

basis for the themes analyzed in this study. The listed 

reasons were as follows: Anti-Ethnic, Cultural 

Sensitivity, Racism, Sexism, Anti-Family, Nudity, 

Offensive Language, Other Offensive Item, Abortion, 

Drugs/Alcohol/Smoking, Gambling, Gangs, Violence, 

Suicide, Homosexuality, Sex Education, Sexually 

Explicit, Political Viewpoint, Religious Viewpoint, 

Occult/Satanism, Unsuited for Age Group, Inaccurate, 

Technical Errors, and Other Objections. These 

categories were left unchanged except for 

“Homosexuality” being replaced by “LGBTQ+” for 

inclusiveness and combining the categories “Other 

Offensive Item” and “Other Objections” for the sake 

of clarity.  

 

The book titles and authors were collected from the 

ALA Top 100 banned and challenged lists and entered 

into the collection spreadsheet before the research 

began. Duplicate titles were listed as being on 

multiple challenge lists, but their themes and audience 

recommendations were only marked once in the 

results. Although the ALA’s lists give the decade the 

books were banned/challenged, the resources used to 

search the titles do not specify the year each theme or 

age recommendation was banned/challenged. 

Additionally, assuming the information from the used 

resources are current and accurate, all banned/ 

challenged themes and audience recommendations 

should be included regardless of the year the dispute 

took place.  

 

At the start of the research, a search for the book’s 

title was conducted in Amazon, Goodreads, Novelist 

Plus, and the StoryGraph. If the book was located, the 

publication year, challenge decade, and audience 

recommendations (juvenile, teen, adult) were taken 

from the record. If two or more age recommendations 



 
 

were marked for a single book, both recommendations 

were recorded in a mixed category (juvenile/teen or 

teen/adult). Themes were analyzed by genre labels, 

theme tags, content warnings, and user reviews. If a 

theme corresponded to one of the listed reasons, a “1” 

was put in the proper book’s row and theme’s column. 

If a book had multiple challenge themes, each theme 

was given a “1.”  

 

At the end of the research, the results for the themes 

overall were tallied by using the sum function in 

excel. The results were recorded under the themes in a 

row named “Theme Totals.” The age 

recommendations overall were sorted into 

alphabetical order and tallied by counting. The results 

were recorded in a separate spreadsheet called 

“Audience Recommendations.” To see if there was a 

shift of themes and age recommendations over time, 

the results for each individual decade were also 

collected in separate sheets, called “Results 1990-

1999," “Results 2000-2009," and “Results 2010-

2019." The results for themes and audience 

recommendations for each decade were tallied in the 

same way as the overall results. The results of the 

collected data were presented in column tables and bar 

charts. The selection of books from the ALA top 100 

banned and challenged list was chosen as the study’s 

sample because the ALA is a reputable source in the 

library community as the OIF receives reports of these 

books from schools, libraries, and media resources 

from across the country (OIF, 2013, para. 1). Since 

this study only focuses on the top 100 banned and 

challenged books from the ALA over the last 30 

years, it is not generalizable.  

 

Limitations 

This study only scratched a small surface of books 

that were banned or challenged because many 

challenges go unreported. Despite this fact, the ALA’s 

banned and challenged book lists are some of the most 

accurate and complete records available. Additionally, 

since this study only used the resources Amazon, 

Goodreads, Novelist Plus, and The StoryGraph as 

well as the ALA resources on banned and challenged 

books, there was a chance to miss banned/challenged 

reasons from other resources. Finally, utilizing user 

reviews has the potential for user errors but also gives 

a myriad of unique perspectives from those who have 

read the book.   

 

RESULTS 

R1. From the books listed on the American Library 

Association’s Top 100 Most Banned and Challenged 

Books list from 1990- 2019, what themes were most 

frequently banned or challenged in libraries? 

 

The original sample of books included 81 duplicate 

book titles. With the removal of duplicate book titles, 

219 banned and challenged books were analyzed in 

this study, which can be seen in Table 1 in Appendix 

A. As seen in Infographic 1 (following page), 

Violence (43%),  Sexually Explicit Content (36%), 

and Offensive Language (23%) were the most 

commonly banned or challenged themes of the 

twenty-three themes analyzed. The themes of violence 

and sexually explicit content are significantly more 

common than other themes. The least common themes 

included Gambling (0%), Anti-Family (0.5%), and 

Technical Errors (0.5%).  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 
 

 

 

Infographic 1. Most Frequently Banned/Challenged Themes 
 

 
 

 

R2. What were the numbers per audience category 

(adult, juvenile, or teen) of the materials banned or 

challenged in libraries within this timeframe? 

As seen in Figure 1 (below), teens were the most 

challenged audience category of the materials banned 

or challenged in libraries within this timeframe with 

eighty books (37%) being banned/challenged. 

Additionally, the teen audience category was regularly 

listed with both the juvenile and adult age groups. 

Considering the teen books that were mixed with 

other audience categories, ninety-nine teen books 

(45%) were banned or challenged. The adult and 

juvenile categories were tied at sixty books (27%) 

each. However, considering these groups mixed with 

other audience categories, the adult category was 

challenged more with seventy-one books (32%) 

challenged compared to juvenile’s sixty-eight books 

(31%).  

 

Figure 1. Ban/Challenge by Audience Category 
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R3. How have these themes/age categories shifted 

over time?  

Infographics 2, 3, and 4 (next page) show the most 

frequently banned/challenged book themes over the 

years 1990-1990, 2000-2009, and 2010-2019 

respectively. Following suit with the first research 

question, violence (21% from 1990s list, 23% from 

2000s list, 21% from 2010s list) and sexually explicit 

content (15% from 1990s list, 16% from 2000s list, 

18% from 2010s list) have remained the top two most 

banned/challenged themes over the past 30 years. 

However, while offensive language (14%) was 

consistent with the overall research as being the third 

most challenged theme from 2000-2009, other 

offensive items/themes (10%) was the most 

challenged from 1990-1999 while 

drugs/alcohol/smoking (11%) was the most 

challenged from 2010-2019. The least common 

themes for 1990-1999 were anti-ethnic, anti-family, 

gambling, and political viewpoint (0%). For 2000-

2009, gambling, political viewpoint, and technical 

errors were the least common themes (0%). The years 

2010-2019 had the largest group of least common 

themes and included anti-family, abortion, gambling, 

gangs, and technical errors (0%). A side-by-side 

comparison of each decade’s banned and challenged 

themes were listed in Infographic 5 (next page). 

 

Infographic 2. Most Frequently Banned/Challenged Themes 1990-1999 

 
 

Infographic 3. Most Frequently Banned/Challenged Themes 2000-2009 

 

 
 

 

 



 
 

Infographic 4. Most Frequently Banned/Challenged Themes 2010-2019 
 

 
 

Infographic 5. Most Frequently Banned/Challenged Themes 1990-1999, 2000-2009, 2010-2019 

 

 
 

Figures 2, 3, and 4 on the following page show the 

numbers per audience category (adult, juvenile, or 

teen) of the materials banned or challenged in libraries 

from 1990-1990, 2000-2009, and 2010-2019 

respectively. The adult category had the most books 

banned/challenged on the 1990s list (15%) while the 

teen audience category seized the top audience 

category to be banned/challenged on the 2000s list 

(18%) and the 2010s list (15%). However, when 

considering the titles that had multiple audience 

categories, the teen category had the most challenges 

for all three decades (19% on 1990s list, 24% on 

2000s list, 18% on 2010s list). Juvenile was the least 

challenged category when comparing unmixed themes 

(13% on 1990s list, 11% on 2000s list, 14% on 2010s 

list). The juvenile audience category was also 

considered the lowest when comparing titles with 

multiple audience categories (16% on 1990s list, 14% 

on 2000s list, 15% on 2010s list). A side-by-side 

comparison of each decade’s banned and challenged 

audience categories were listed in Figure 5 on the 

following page. 

 



 
 

Figure 2. Ban/Challenge by Audience Category 1990-1999 

 
 

Figure 3. Ban/Challenge by Audience Category 2000-2009 

 

Figure 4. Ban/Challenge by Audience Category 2010-2019 

 



 
 

 

Figure 5. Ban/Challenge by Audience Category 1990-2019 

 

DISCUSSION 

The results of this study indicated both old and new 

information regarding banned and challenged books. 

As shown in the results to the first research question 

“From the books listed on the American Library 

Association’s Top 100 Most Banned and Challenged 

Books list from 1990-2019, what themes were most 

frequently banned or challenged in libraries?,” 

violence and sexually explicit content remained the 

top two banned/challenged themes across the thirty 

years. However, looking at both of ALA’s lists for 

Number of challenges by reasons, initiator, & 

institution (1990s and 2000s), sexually explicit 

content came in first while offensive language came in 

second (ALA, 2013a; ALA, 2013b).  Although the 

themes from this study and the ALA’s data were 

somewhat similar, there were also some significant 

differences in the numbers of each theme when 

compared. The difference in themes over these studies 

possibly comes down to the number of books used for 

each study as ALA’s data included all reported books 

within a decade while this study only looked at the top 

100 books of each decade. Additionally, the ALA’s 

data only covers 1990-2009 while this study adds 

2010-2019. This study also did not count duplicate 

copies of books over multiple lists, where the ALA’s 

study may have counted every challenge for one book 

over their study. According to the ALA (2020, para. 

2), around 82%-97% of challenged books go 

unreported. This study’s sample group focused solely 

on the banned or challenged books listed on the 

ALA’s Top 100 banned or challenged books for the 

past 30 years. Hence, it can be assumed that a 

majority of banned/challenged books from these 

periods are not covered in this study. A future study of 

banned and challenged books for the most recent 

decade could be beneficial in seeing current challenge 

trends.  

Regarding the second research question, “What were 

the numbers per audience category (adult, juvenile, or 

teen) of the materials banned or challenged in libraries 

within this timeframe?,” it was concluded that teens 

were the most banned/challenged audience category 

over the 30-year timespan. This conclusion seems to 

line up with previous studies. As seen in the literature 

review, Anderson (2014) concluded that the Young 

Adult category was most challenged in public libraries 

while Owen (2007) deduced a need for more 

banned/challenged Young Adult books when 

examining Young Adult collections in New Jersey 

school libraries. These results, along with the previous 

studies from the literature review, indicate that 

librarians should consider treating the teen audience 

category with care when it comes to managing their 

collections and maintaining collection development 

policies.   

Regarding the first half of the third research question, 

“How have these themes shifted over time?,” it does 

not seem like most of the themes/audience categories 

observed have shifted significantly, with most staying 



 
 

within ten points of each other over the observed 

timeframe. However, there was a significant increase 

in bans/challenges of LGBTQ+ material was seen 

during this study. Bans and challenges on LGBTQ+ 

themes more than doubled from the 1990s and 2000s 

list to the 2010s list. This shift could be due to the 

rising popularity and publication of LGBTQ+ themed 

books. Sheffield’s (2017) and Steele’s (2021) recent 

studies on LGBTQ+ materials suggest that this theme 

is gaining popularity. From this study, it is suggested 

that these themes be taken into careful consideration 

to not only avoid censorship but tailor the collection 

to patrons’ specific needs. 

Regarding the second half of the third research 

question, “How have these age categories shifted over 

time?,” it also does not seem like there were any 

significant shifts over the studied timeframe. 

Although the statistics could be seen as sporadic with 

their fluctuations over the years, the numbers stayed 

fairly consistent over time. The most significant jump 

in age categories was from the teen audience category 

in the 1990s list (14%) to the 2000s list (18%). This 

number did end up decreasing from the 2000s list to 

the 2010s list (15%) though. Even with the jumps, as 

stated above, teens remained the top category 

challenged over time when considering it mixed with 

other audience categories. Again, it is recommended 

to take special care of this audience category when 

managing this collection. 

Considering that both themes and audience categories 

did not shift significantly over time, it could be 

inferred that the lists had many similar themes and 

audience categories because of the large number of 

duplicate books. As stated above, of the 219 books 

used in this study, 81 of these books were extra 

copies. Additionally, the number of titles from the 

1990’s list that carried over to the 2000’s list was 48, 

meaning almost half of the previously challenged 

books were carried over into the next decade. 

Additionally, from 1990-2009, 32 books were carried 

over to the 2010s list. Although the number of 

duplicate books did decrease over the years, this 

observation could indicate that similar 

banned/challenged themes and audience categories 

will continue to be the targets of censorship well into 

the future.  

CONCLUSION 
Although this study was just one of many studies 

focusing on censorship and intellectual freedom, there 

is room for further research into this topic. There was 

a lack of current information on banned and 

challenged books. A noteworthy example of this was 

ALA’s statistics for the Number of challenges by 

reasons, initiator, & institution only goes through 

2009 (ALA, 2013b). A more recent study of banned 

and challenged books at the national level could be 

beneficial for librarians to see current trends that are 

being challenged. Additionally, there could be more 

studies on banned and challenged books at the 

regional, state, and community levels. Even though 

knowing the most challenged trends at the national 

level can be valuable, having more refined studies on 

banned and challenged books can help librarians 

discover the needs and values of their communities. 

Overall, although censorship and challenged books 

already have valuable studies, there is always room 

for continuing research on this ever-changing topic. 
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APPENDIX A 

 List of Banned/Challenged Book by Titles, Author, Publication Year, and Challenge Decade 

Book Title Author Publica

tion 

Year 

Challenge 

Decade 

1984 George Orwell 1949 2010-2019 

A Bad Boy Can Be Good For a Girl Tanya Lee Stone 2006 2010-2019 

A Child Called "It" Dave Pelzer 1995 2010-2019 

A Clockwork Orange Anthony Burgess 1962 2010-2019 

A Day in the Life of Marlon Bundo Jill Twiss 2018 2010-2019 

A Day No Pigs Would Die Robert Newton Peck 1972 1990-1999, 2000-

2009 

A Light in the Attic Shel Silverstein 1981 1990-1999 

A Prayer for Owen Meany John Irving 1989 2000-2009 

A Time to Kill John Grisham 1989 2000-2009 

A Wrinkle in Time Madeleine L'Engle 1962 1990-1999, 2000-

2009 

Alice (series) Phyllis Reynolds 

Naylor 

1985 1990-1999, 2000-

2009, 2010-2019 

Almost Perfect Brian Katcher 2009 2010-2019 

Always Running Luis Rodriguez 1993 1990-1999, 2000-

2009 

America E.R. Frank 2002 2000-2009 

American Psycho Bret Easton Ellis 1991 1990-1999 

Anastasia Krupnick (series) Lois Lowry 1978 1990-1999, 2000-

2009 

And Tango Makes Three Justin Richardson and 

Peter Parnell 

2005 2000-2009, 2010-

2019 

Angus, Thongs, and Full Frontal Snogging Louise Rennison 1999 2000-2009 

Anne Frank: Diary of a Young Girl Anne Frank 1947 2010-2019 

Annie on My Mind Nancy Garden 1982 1990-1999 

Are You There, God? It's Me, Margaret Judy Blume 1970 1990-1999, 2000-

2009 

Arizona Kid Ron Koertge 1988 1990-1999 

Arming America Michael Bellasiles 2000 2000-2009 

Asking About Sex and Growing Up Joanna Cole 1988 1990-1999 

Athletic Shorts Chris Crutcher 1991 1990-1999, 2000-

2009 

Awakening Kate Chopin 1899 2010-2019 

Bad Kitty (series) Nick Bruel 2005 2010-2019 



 
 

Beloved Toni Morrison 1987 1990-1999, 2000-

2009, 2010-2019 

Beyond Magenta: Transgender Teens Speak Out Susan Kuklin 2014 2010-2019 

Black Boy Richard Wright 1945 2000-2009 

Bless Me, Ultima Rudolfo A. Anaya 1972 1990-1999, 2000-

2009, 2010-2019 

Blood and Chocolate Annette Curtis Klause 1997 2000-2009 

Blubber Judy Blume 1974 1990-1999, 2000-

2009 

Bone (series) Jeff Smith 1991 2010-2019 

Boys and Sex Wardell Pomeroy 1981 1990-1999 

Brave New World Aldous Huxley 1932 1990-1999, 2000-

2009, 2010-2019 

Bridge to Terabithia Katherine Paterson 1977 1990-1999, 2000-

2009 

Bumps in the Night Harry Allard 1979 1990-1999, 2000-

2009 

Burned Ellen Hopkins 2006 2010-2019 

Captain Underpants (series)  Dav Pilkey 1997 2000-2009, 2010-

2019 

Carrie Stephen King 1974 1990-1999 

Christine Stephen King 1983 1990-1999 

Crank Ellen Hopkins 2004 2010-2019 

Crazy  Benjamin Lebert 2000 2000-2009 

Crazy Lady Jane Conly 1993 1990-1999, 2000-

2009 

Cross Your Fingers, Spit in Your Hat Alvin Schwartz 1974 1990-1999 

Cujo Stephen King 1981 1990-1999 

Curses, Hexes and Spells Daniel Cohen 1974 1990-1999 

Cut Patricia McCormick 2000 2000-2009 

Daddy's Roommate Michael Willhoite 1990 1990-1999 

Daughters of Eve Lois Duncan 1979 2000-2009 

Deal with It! Esther Drill 1999 2000-2009 

Deenie Judy Blume 1973 1990-1999 

Detour for Emmy Marilyn Reynolds 1993 2000-2009 

Drama Raina Telgemeier 2012 2010-2019 

Draw Me a Star Eric Carle 1992 2000-2009, 2010-

2019 

Dreaming in Cuban Cristina Garcia 1992 2010-2019 

Earth's Children (series) Jean M. Auel 1980 1990-1999 

Eleanor & Park Rainbow Rowell 2012 2010-2019 

Ender's Game Orson Scott Card 1985 2010-2019 

Extremely Loud & Incredibly Close Jonathan Safran Foer 2005 2010-2019 

Fade Robert Cormier 1988 1990-1999 

Fade Lisa McMann 2009 2010-2019 

Fahrenheit 451 Ray Bradbury 1953 2000-2009 



 
 

Fallen Angels Walter Dean Myers 1988 1990-1999, 2000-

2009, 2010-2019 

Family Secrets Norma Klein 1985 1990-1999 

Fat Kid Rules the World K.L. Going 2003 2000-2009 

Feed M.T. Anderson 2002 2010-2019 

Fifty Shades of Grey E.L. James 2012 2010-2019 

Final Exit Derek Humphry 1991 1990-1999 

Flowers for Algernon Daniel Keyes 1966 1990-1999 

Forever Judy Blume 1975 1990-1999, 2000-

2009 

Friday Night Lights H.G. Bissenger 1988 2000-2009 

Fun Home: A Family Tragicomic Alison Bechdel 2006 2010-2019 

Girls and Sex Wardell Pomeroy 1970 1990-1999 

Glass Ellen Hopkins 2007 2010-2019 

Go Ask Alice Anyonymous 1971 1990-1999, 2000-

2009 

Go the Fuck to Sleep Adam Mansbach 2001 2010-2019 

Goosebumps (series) R.L. Stine 1992 1990-1999, 2000-

2009, 2010-2019 

Gossip Girl (series) Cecily con Ziegesar 2002 2000-2009, 2010-

2019 

Grendel John Gardner 1971 2000-2009 

Guess What? Mem Fox 1988 1990-1999 

Habibi Craig Thompson 2011 2010-2019 

Halloween ABC Eve Merriam 1987 1990-1999 

Harris and Me Gary Paulsen 1993 2000-2009 

Harry Potter (Series) J.K. Rowling 1997 1990-1999, 2000-

2009 

Heather Has Two Mommies Leslea Newman 1989 1990-1999, 2010-

2019 

His Dark Materials (series) Philip Pullman 1995 2000-2009 

House of Night (series) P.C. Cast and Kristen 

Cast 

2007 2010-2019 

I am Jazz Jazz Jennings and 

Jessica Herthel 

2014 2010-2019 

I Know Why the Caged Bird Sings Maya Angelou 1970 1990-1999, 2000-

2009, 2010-2019 

I Saw Esau Iona Opte 1947 2000-2009 

In Our Mothers' House Patricia Polacco 2009 2010-2019 

In the Night Kitchen Maurice Sendak 1970 1990-1999, 2000-

2009 

Internet Girls (series) Lauren Myracle 2004 2000-2009, 2010-

2019 

It's a Book Lane Smith 2010 2010-2019 

It's Perfectly Normal Robie Harris 1994 1990-1999, 2000-

2009, 2010-2019 

It's So Amazing Robie Harris 1999 2000-2009 



 
 

Jack A.M. Homes 1989 1990-1999 

Jacob's New Dress Sarah Hoffman 2014 2010-2019 

James and the Giant Peach Roald Dahl 1961 1990-1999 

Julie of the Wolves Jean Craighead George 1972 1990-1999, 2000-

2009 

Jump Ship to Freedom James Lincoln Collier 

and Christopher Collier 

1981 1990-1999 

Jumper Steven Gould 1992 1990-1999 

Junie B. Jones (series) Barbara Park 1992 2000-2009 

Kaffir Boy Mark Mathabane 1986 1990-1999, 2000-

2009 

Killing Mr. Griffin Lois Duncan 1978 1990-1999, 2000-

2009 

King and King Linda de Haan 2000 2000-2009 

Life is Funny E.R. Frank 2000 2000-2009 

Little Black Sambo Helen Bannerman 1899 1990-1999 

Lolita Vladimir Nabokov 1955 2010-2019 

Looking for Alaska John Green 2005 2010-2019 

Lord of the Flies William Golding 1954 1990-1999 

Lush Natasha Friend 2006 2010-2019 

Madeline and the Gypsies Ludwig Bemelmans 1959 2010-2019 

Melissa's Story (George) Alex Gino 2015 2010-2019 

Mick Harte Was Here Barbara Park 1995 2000-2009 

Mommy Laid an Egg Babette Cole 1990 1990-1999 

Monster Walter Dean Myers 1999 2010-2019 

My Brother Sam is Dead James Lincoln Collier 

and Christopher Collier 

1974 1990-1999, 2000-

2009 

My Mom's Having a Baby Dori Hillestad Butler 2005 2010-2019 

My Princess Boy Cheryl Kilodavis 2010 2010-2019 

Nasreen's Secret School Jeanette Winter 2009 2010-2019 

Native Son Richard Wright 1940 1990-1999 

Neonomicon Alan Moore 2010 2010-2019 

Nickel and Dimed Barbara Ehrenreich 2001 2010-2019 

Nineteen Minutes Jodi Picoult 2007 2010-2019 

Of Mice and Men John Steinbeck 1937 1990-1999, 2000-

2009, 2010-2019 

Olive's Ocean Kevin Henkes 2003 2000-2009 

On My Honor Marion Sane Bauer 1986 1990-1999 

One Flew Over the Cuckoo's Nest Ken Kesey 1932 2000-2009 

Ordinary People Judith Guest 1976 1990-1999 

Persepolis Marjane Satrapi 2003 2010-2019 

Pillars of the Earth Ken Follett 1989 1990-1999 

Prince and Knight Daniel Haack 2018 2010-2019 

Private Parts Howard Stern 1993 1990-1999 

Rainbow Boys Alex Sanchez 2001 2000-2009 



 
 

Revolutionary Voices: A Multicultural Queer 

Youth Anthology 

Amy Sonnie 2000 2010-2019 

Roll of Thunder, Hear My Cry Mildred Taylor 1976 2000-2009 

Running Loose Chris Crutcher 1983 1990-1999 

Saga Brian K. Vaughan 2012 2010-2019 

Scary Stories (series) Alvin Schwartz 1981 1990-1999, 2000-

2009, 2010-2019 

Sex Madonna 1992 1990-1999 

Sex Education Jenny Davis 1988 1990-1999 

Sex is a Funny Word Cory Silverberg 2015 2010-2019 

Shade's Children Gath Nix 1997 2000-2009 

Skippyjon Jones (series) Judith Schachner 2003 2010-2019 

Slaughterhouse-Five Kurt Vonnegut 1994 1990-1999, 2000-

2009 

Sleeping Beauty Trilogy A.N. Roquelaure 

(Anne Rice) 

1983 1990-1999 

Snow Falling on Ceders David Guterson 1994 2000-2009 

So Far From the Bamboo Grove Yoko Watkins 1986 2000-2009, 2010-

2019 

Song of Solomon Toni Morrison 1977 1990-1999, 2000-

2009 

Speak Laurie Halse Anderson 1999 2000-2009, 2010-

2019 

Staying Fat for Sarah Byrnes Chris Crutcher 1993 2000-2009 

Stuck in the Middle Ariel Schrag 2007 2010-2019 

Summer of My German Soldier Bette Greene 1973 1990-1999, 2000-

2009 

That Was Then, This is Now S.E. Hinton 1971 1990-1999 

The Absolutely True Diary of a Part-Time 

Indian 

Sherman Alexie 2007 2010-2019 

The Adventures of Huckelberry Finn Mark Twain 1884 1990-1999, 2000-

2009, 2010-2019 

The Adventures of Super Diaper Baby Dav Pilkey 2002 2000-2009, 2010-

2019 

The Adventures of Tom Sawyer Mark Twain 1876 1990-1999 

The Anarchist Cookbook William Powell 1971 1990-1999 

The Bluest Eye Toni Morrison 1970 1990-1999, 2000-

2009, 2010-2019 

The Boy Who Lost His Face Louis Sachar 1989 1990-1999, 2000-

2009 

The Catcher in the Rye J.D. Salinger 1951 1990-1999, 2000-

2009, 2010-2019 

The Chocolate War Robert Cormier 1974 1990-1999, 2000-

2009 

The Color of Earth (series) Tong-hwa Kim 2003 2010-2019 

The Color Purple Alice Walker 1982 1990-1999, 2000-

2009, 2010-2019 



 
 

The Curious Incident of the Dog in the Night-

Time 

Mark Haddon 2003 2010-2019 

The Dead Zone Stephen King 1979 1990-1999 

The Dirty Cowboy Amy Timberlake 2003 2010-2019 

The Drowning of Stephen Jones Bette Greene 1997 1990-1999 

The Earth, My Butt, and Other Big, Round 

Things 

Carolyn Mackler 2003 2000-2009 

The Face on the Milk Carton Caroline Cooney 1990 1990-1999, 2000-

2009 

The Facts Speak for Themselves Brock Cole 1997 2000-2009 

The Family Book Todd Parr 2003 2010-2019 

The Fighting Ground Avi 1984 2000-2009 

The Giver  Lois Lowry 1993 1990-1999, 2000-

2009, 2010-2019 

The Glass Castle Jeannette Walls 2005 2010-2019 

The Goats Brock Cole 1987 1990-1999 

The Great Gilly Hopkins Katherine Paterson 1978 1990-1999, 2000-

2009 

The Handmaid's Tale Margaret Atwood 1986 1990-1999, 2000-

2009, 2010-2019 

The Hate U Give Angie Thomas 2017 2010-2019 

The Holy Bible n/a 1611 2010-2019 

The House of the Spirits Isabel Allende 1982 1990-1999, 2000-

2009, 2010-2019 

The Joy of Gay Sex Charles Silverstein 1977 1990-1999, 2000-

2009 

The Kingdom of Little Wounds Susann Cokal 2013 2010-2019 

The Kite Runner Khaled Hosseini 2003 2000-2009, 2010-

2019 

The Librarian of Basra Jeanette Winter 2005 2010-2019 

The Lovely Bones Alice Sebold 2002 2000-2009 

The Outsiders S.E. Hinton 1967 1990-1999 

The Perks of Being a Wallflower Stephen Chbosky 1999 2000-2009, 2010-

2019 

The Pigman Paul Zindel 1968 1990-1999 

The Stupid's (series-The Stupids Step Out) Harry Allard 1977 1990-1999, 2000-

2009 

The Terrorist Caroline B. Cooney 1997 2000-2009 

The Things They Carried Tim O'Brien 1990 2000-2009, 2010-

2019 

The Upstairs Room Johanna Reiss 1972 2000-2009 

The Walking Dead (series) Robert Kirkman 2004 2010-2019 

The Wish Giver Bill Brittain 1983 1990-1999 

The Witches Roald Dahl 1983 1990-1999 

Thirteen Reasons Why Jay Asher 2007 2010-2019 

This Book is Gay Juno Dawson 2014 2010-2019 



 
 

This Day in June Gayle E. Pitman 2013 2010-2019 

This One Summer Mariko Tamaki 2014 2010-2019 

Tiger Eyes Judy Blume 1981 1990-1999, 2000-

2009 

To Kill a Mockingbird Harper Lee 1960 1990-1999, 2000-

2009, 2010-2019 

Tricks Ellen Hopkins 2009 2010-2019 

Two Boys Kissing David Levithan 2013 2010-2019 

Uncle Bobby's Wedding Sarah S. Brannen 2008 2010-2019 

We All Fall Down Robert Cormier 1991 1990-1999, 2000-

2009 

Whale Talk Chris Crutcher 2001 2000-2009 

What my Mother Doesn't Know Sonya Sones 2001 2000-2009, 2010-

2019 

What's Happening to my Body? Book for Girls: 

a Growing-Up Guide for Parents & Daughters 

Lynda Madaras 1983 1990-1999, 2000-

2009 

When Dad Killed Mom Julius Lester 2001 2000-2009 

Where Did I Come From? Peter Mayle 1977 1990-1999 

Where's Waldo? Martin Hanford 1987 1990-1999 

Women on Top: How Real Life Has Changed 

Women's Fantasies 

Nancy Friday 1991 1990-1999 

Year of Wonders Geraldine Brooks 2001 2010-2019 

You Hear Me? Betsy Franco 2001 2000-2009 
 

 

 

For more resources on Banned and Challenged books and resources, visit https://www.ala.org/advocacy/bbooks  

https://www.ala.org/advocacy/bbooks
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