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Agenda for today

• 1. Crosswalks and how they are used at OCLC

• 2. A report of successes on some difficult problems

• 3. What is still unresolved

• 4. Some topics for group discussion



The problem

My records are in this format…

...but they need to be in this other format.



OCLC’s

Common

Data

Format

MARC 21-

2709

OCLC MARC

OCLC CDF

MARC XML

DC XML

DC-Qualified

MODS

ONIX Books

MARC 21-

2709

DC XML

OAI-DC XML

OCLC CDF

MARC XML

MODS

ONIX Books

The supported translations

DC-Qualified

ONIX Serials

OutputsInputs



What is a crosswalk?

“Crosswalks are used to „translate‟ between 

different metadata element sets. The 

elements (or fields) in one metadata set are 

correlated with the elements of another 

metadata set that have the same or similar 

meanings. This is also sometimes called 

„semantic mapping.‟”

Source: Canadian Heritage Information Network (http://www.chin.gc.ca/English/)



ONIX and MARC records

<Product>

<RecordReference>0892962844</>

<ProductIdentifier>

<ProductIDType>03 </>

<IDValue>9780892962846</>

</ProductIdentifier>

<ProductForm>BB</>

<Title>

<TitleType>01</>

<TitleText>McBain’s Ladies</>

</Title>

<Contributor>

<ContributorRole>A01</>

<PersonNameInverted>Hunter, Evan</>

</Contributor>

<Subject>

<SubjectSchemeIdentifier>02</> 

<SubjectHeadingText> 

Policewomen--Fiction.

Leader 00000 jm a22000005  4500

008                       g            eng

020 0892962844

024 3# 9780892962846

100      $a Hunter, Evan

245      $a McBain’s ladies

260      $b Mysterious Press $d 

1988

300      $a 320 p.

650 #2 $a Policewomen -- Fiction



ONIX is the international standard for the 

book industry



OCLC’s ONIX to MARC Crosswalk
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Metadata Services for Publishers: Highlights

• ONIX records are obtained from publishers and mapped to 

MARC.

• If a match is found in WorldCat, fields from the 

corresponding MARC record are applied to it.

• If no match is found, the record is populated from fields in 

the closest FRBR cluster.

• The result is mapped back to ONIX to be delivered to 

publishers. It is also made available to the library 

community as an enhanced MARC record.





DC Simple DC Terms MARC tag MARC 

subfields

dc:

subject

dcterms:

subject

650 a

dcterms:

Audience

521 a

dc:

coverage

dcterms:

Spatial

522 a



The MARC-Dublin Core relationship

DC Simple

DC Terms

DC Simple

DC Terms

OCLC Local

DC Simple

OCLC Local

DC Terms

DC Simple

OCLC Local

DC Terms

Marc

Other 

local variants



OCLC’s
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MARC
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<map>
Source: MARC 245 $a
Target: ONIX Title
</map>

<map>
Source: MARC 650 $a
Target: ONIX Subject
</map> Map 

database

Editing 
interface

Search
interface

Standard
translation

Implied
translation

Version
upgrade

Application
profile

Inputs Outputs

A graphical user interface to crosswalk maps



In sum: 

What we have learned to do pretty well

• Manipulate MARC and MARC-like formats.

• Manage variation in structure and character encoding.

• Manage different versions.

• Reduce and (almost) eliminate data processing silos.

• Automate what is systematic and regular.

• Reuse software and metadata subject matter expertise.



But…

We must move toward new 

paradigms for metadata 

creation and maintenance that 

permit:

 Greater interoperability and 

shared metadata.

 Mechanisms for allowing 

metadata to “grow up” over 

time.



The old and new paradigms

Subject

Publisher

Identifier

Contributor

Physical description

AACR2 encoding

ISBD punctuation

Non-MARC elements MARC record



Some problems

• Extra effort is required to add, validate, and dismantle ISBD and 

AACR2 rules, adding complexity to the metadata 

translation/conversion problem space.

• AACR2 introduces concepts that the other standards don’t have.

• The ISBD and AACR2 layers are not a worldwide standard.

• Vocabulary and semantic concepts are different.

• Differences in punctuation and formatting require the crosswalk 

to peek at the data. As a result:

• The mappings are brittle.

• Duplicate detection is difficult.



An example: 

Physical descriptions in ONIX and MARC

Leader  jm

007 sdfsngnnmmned

245 $a #1 Puccini album

<ProductForm>AC </ProductForm>

<Title>

<TitleType>01</TitleType>

<TitleText>

#1 Puccini Album

</TitleText>

</Title>

$h [sound recording]



The two paradigms, redux

The MARC standard

• Record-oriented

• Tailored to applications 

in the library community

• Designed for storage

• Static

Modern non-MARC standards

• Element or field-oriented

• Agnostic about how the data 

will be used.

• Designed for transmission

• Dynamic



Next steps 1:

Participate in the transition to RDA

• The ONIX/RDA Framework solves some of the problems 

with physical descriptions by proposing a registered 

common vocabulary that both standards share.

• RDA also has far-reaching recommendations for linking 

data (instead of copying it).

• But the RDA draft standard still has many formatted fields 

that will be difficult to process algorithmically.



Next steps 2:

Apply lessons from studies of MARC field usage

• Only 21 to 30 tags occur in 10% or more records in OCLC’s 

WorldCat database.

• Fixed-length data elements, identifier fields, main entry 

and title fields are the most common.

• Only a subset of fields is indexed by library search systems

• Notes fields are common, but machines aren’t good at 

interpreting them.



So…?

“MARC data cannot continue to exist in its own discrete 

environment, separate from the rest of the 

information universe. It will need to be leveraged and 

used in other domains to reach users in their own 

networked environments. The 200 or so MARC 21 

fields in use must be mapped to simpler schema.”

Source: Implications of MARC Tag Usage on Library Metadata 

Practices

http://www.oclc.org/research/publications/library/2010/2010-06.pdf
http://www.oclc.org/research/publications/library/2010/2010-06.pdf


For more information

• Carol Jean Godby. 2010. “Mapping ONIX to MARC.”

http://www.oclc.org/research/publications/library/2010/2010-14.pdf.

• Gordon Dunsire. 2007. “Distinguishing Content from Carrier: The 

RDA/ONIX framework for Resource Categorization.”
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• EDItEUR. http://www.editeur.org/.

• Karen Smith-Yoshimura, Catherine Argus, Timothy J. Dickey, 
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