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INTRODUCTION

This document is a working paper prepared by a sub-

committee of the UCLA Working Group on Public Catalogs.

#,
The material included consists of preliminary data

gathered for analysis and consideration by the full

Working Group during the course of their study.
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WORKING GROUP O PUBLIC CATALOGS

Report of Subgroup C: User 'Requi rements

Subgroup C was assigned the task of studying the behavior and problems of users
of library catalogs in general and within the UCLA Library system in particular.
The Subgroup's activities included: °'

I. Literature search and abstracting of catalog use surveys and other
articles dealing with the various aspects of catalog use.

H. Personal interviews with heads and other representatives of Library
units to obtain information about problems encountered in the use of
public catalogs by the units' readers and staff.

III. Personal interviews with selected faculty and staff authoritie .

IV. A test user survey conducted by the Task Force in the URL.

V. A survey of catalog-related assiistance provided by the URL Reference
staff.

Use was also made of supporting data obtained from Circulation Department statis-
tics and from reports of the Task Force public catalog project of 1973/74.

Subgroup C wishes to thanethe fifty or more staff members who so generously
contributed time and thought to the unit interviews; the URL Reference staff and
the Task Force staff; members of Subgroup B who called to our attention various
items in the literature; Edith M. Fuller, who provided pertinent data,on inter-
library loan requests; Eleanore Friedgood, Charles Gullans and Seymour Lubetsky;
and Carol pltrovsky, who tracked down items identified in the literature search.
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A. APPROACH TO THE LITERATURE

Within the large body of literature dealing with theories and problems of
the use of the library catalog, Sub4roup C tried as far as possible to con-
fine its study to surveys based on da.ea secured directly or indirectly from
catalog users. The exact number of such surveys:Ras never been precisely
determined. In his comprehensive review of catalog use studies Krikelas
(29)-:, identified fifty-four from 1931. to 1970; reported in more than sixty
articles, papers, theses, di5,2trtations, and books-u,We selected twenty of
these reports for careful study, plus seven not included by Krikelas and_
an additional eight published after 1970. We also studied a number of
works on the theory of catalog use and the methodology of user surveys.

Citations to the literature were gathered from two published bibliographies
of user studies (16, 17), from bibliographies in books and articles, from
listings in Library Literature, and from shelf examination of current

library periodicals. To make sure that significant items had not been
missed, we relied on the resumes of Krikelas and Frarey (24).

Because of the nature of the subject, we did not limit our reading to works
published within the last ten years, but our study of the period before 1964

was confined to materials of particular importance. We tried to cover al]

relevant surveys published since 1966. Our reading was restricted to works
dealing with British and American libraries and, for the most part, academic

and large research libraries.

The general search for the literature was conducted by one member of the
subgroup, whO reviewed the materials and selected those considered important

enough for study. The materials so selected were distributed among.all the

members of the subgroup for reading and abstracting. Findings were then

compared for areas of agreement and disagreement, important or interesting
observations and conclusionsyand indications of areas in which further

study was needed.

Note: Numbers enclosed within peirentheses indicate the corresponding item

in the Bibliography
,"/



B. HISTORY OF CATALOG USE SURVEYS AND' THE MAJOR SURVEYS

Before 1931, the perennial discussion of the librjik catalog--its philosophy,
its problems, its costs--had indicated some concern for the user, but without
passing beyond the stage of _general impressions and theories. Susan Akers'
pioneering article of 1931, entitled "To What Extent do the Students orthe
Liberal-Arts Colleges Ust,.. the Bibliographic Items Given on the Catalogue

Card?" (1) was tlie,first effort to make an objective evaluation of catalog
use and users.. Itrwas motivated by the idea that "to make a good catalogue
it is necessary to know the needs of the users of that catalogue." Further
studies should explore the possibility that "there may well be as many dif-
ferent kinds of catalogues as there are types of libraries and types of
users. it,

Akers attempted to discover what items on catalog cards were used, how well
they were understood, and what additional items might be found useful. Check-

lists were sent to librarians of ten liberal arts colleges, to be distributed
by each to thirty students who were frequent users of the catalog. The lists

were checked by 257 students. Questions covered types of entry, biblio-
graphical items suth.ps date, publisher, series, etc., and abbreviations

such as "rev. ed.", "tr'.-M,."illus.", etc. Students were requested to suggest
other tykes of information that would be useful on a catalog card.

.,
Findings of the survey indicated tht -the students did not know'lhoW-lo use

the catalog, and did not know about other.b.ibliographical aids. The most

frequently suggested type of additional inforMation was the provision of
more information about the nature and contents of the book, and the nation-

aLity and school of thought of the author. Less use of abbreviations and

greater clarity of terminology were strongly indicated. Akers concluded that
"either the catalogue- must be made self-explanatory or there must be a better

system of instructing students in its use than now exists."

Between the Akers survey of 1931 and, the publication of the far-reaching
American Library Association survey in .1958 thirty -two catalog use surveys

of various sizes and(structures were produced. Attempt's were made to dis-

cover who uses the catalog, for what purpose,, with what approach, and with

what success. A fair amount of consensus developed on a number of points:

a) The'ibrary patron makes relatively little use of the catalog.

b) The '6/pica) user is a student, more often male than female, who is

rooking for material to complete a class assignment:

cl The:non-specialist makes More use of the subject heading than the-

y" specialist. ',

Most use of the subject catalog is for materials in English of fairly

recent date.

e) The items of information on Catalog cards most used are: authdr,

title, subject heading`, date Of publication, and call-I-number. (There-

is some disagreemerit on the order of importance of the five items).



0 The rate of success in using the catalog is high.

g) Librarians have not done a

the catalog.

ti

n effective job in teaching the use of

1
Considerable disagreement had already dev oped reg

the "known-item" search versus the subje t search. (A

document known or believed to exist, about which the use'r'has

tion). Most surveys found their use to be about equal, and this f

was reported by Frarey (24) as a generally accepted conclusion. However,

indications that the percentage of known-item searches increases pro-

portionately as the academic level of the user rises had already been

noted (12, 38, 39, 50).

arding what is now called
"known item" is a

some informa-
inding

Disagreement had also deyeloped regarding the value of items of information

on the catalog other than the leading five. Akers, Miller (40), Spalding (50)

pointed out that different kinds of users had different needs, and different

kinds of libraries needed different standards. Arbitrary elimination of

certain types of information, oadded entries, would cause hardship to many

users.

A number of studies indicated the lack of perseverance of most catalog users,

and their tendency to give up after meeting with failure after one or two

attempts to find information in the catalog.

American Library Assoication Survey, 1955-56.

This monumental survey, known as theiJackspdstudy (2) andsublished in 1958,

was conducted by interviews based on questionnaires with 5,700 patrons in

thirty-nine libraries throughobt the United States, ranging from academic,

public and special to small high school libraries. Its purposes were:

a) To identify the demands made on the catalog by its users;

b) To measure the adequacy with which the catalog is meeting these

demands;

To isolate areas in need of More thorough investigation;

,

d) To provide a more rel-iable interview form and related tOols.

The following findings were reported:

a) All catalogs tested we're used successfully and ,apparently to the

patron's satisfaction in the large majority of,cases3

b) Many cases of failure were4due to the incorrect or:incomplete

bibliographical data 0 th which the patron had approached the

catalog;

patron's inexperience and unfamiliarity with the catalog was

a principal source of difficulty;
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d) Nbt all staff members were more skilled than the patron in using
the catalog;

e) The incidence of failure wasindirectlyrelated to the'size of the
catalog;

41
f) The patron usually Cbnsulted only one subject heading during

a particular subject search;

g) Joint author entries were apparently used only in rare instances;

h) Subject cards under a given heading were selected by date of publi-
cation more than four times as often as by alphabetical position;

i) Known-item searches were frequently unsuccessful, probably because
they involved corporate entries, collections, or serials.

Recommendations were:

a) Improving instruction in bibliographical citation in schools and
colleges;

b) Warning instructors against exclusive oral citations;

c) Making more instruction in catalog use available at the catalog;

d) Training librarians in the use of a specific catalog;

e) Providing more signs and guide cards;

f) Having staff Members on duty at the catalog;,

g) Investigating the potential advantages of divided catalogs and '

divisional or departmental catalogs;

h) Giving serious attention to the synditic struction of the catalog
by the use of "see also" cards and the provision of lists of subject

headings;

i) Eliminating certain types of joint entries (to be determined by

subsequent studies);

j) Giving consideration to the chronological filing of subject cards;

k) Encouraging the use of distinctive title entries;

1) Providing more analytics;

m) Supplementing the catalog with indexes and bibliographies.

10



Post-ALA an51 Beginnings of the Computer-Oriented Survey.

For a few years after the publication Of the massive ALA efforl, there was
something of a full in catalog use surveys.

In 1963, the Reference Services Division of the Library of Congress established
a Catalog Use Committee to consider card catalog use, especially as it related

1
to reference service. A pilot study, reported y Perrine (47) was conducted
in 1965 to determine the most frequent catalog se difficulties observed by

reference librarians. -Forms for rqcording data were sent to reference'
librarians at twelve university libraries; eleven responded, returning more
than 300 completed forms. -"Me responses-made it clear that a great deal'of
the reference librariang't'' time was devoted to assisting users with the catalog.

The most common difficulties found, in order of number of times reported, are:

a) Subject headings ,

b) Filing arrangeTent

c) Lack of see and see also reference
f

d) Lack of title added entries

e) Lack of bibliogOphical information
t

f) Lack of analytics\

g) Lack of personal dame asided4entry

h) Lack of any entry

0 Lack of series added.9ntry

Among other difficulties mentioned were: blind entry, inconsistent entry,

-incorrect call number, card missing from catalog, publication withdrawn, lack

of contents of series, lack of iodation information, and various problems

involving divided catalogs.

Probable causes of the difficulties were ranked as:

a) Local policy

b) Local cataloging

c) LC cataloging

d) Clerical error

e) Arrearages

f) ,Defects in rules



The two niost frequently mentioned catalog use difficulties, those doncerned

,I)7
with subject headings and filing arrangements, were also the two categories
where the probable cause was found least determineable.

The R'SD Catalog Use COmmittee conducted its main Study in 1967; also reported
t)y Perrine (46). .This time eleven public libraries were included with the
twelve university libraries. The same methodology was used,, resulting in
647 completed forms. The tix most common difficulties were ranked. For the
university libraries, the order of the first five remained the same as in the
previous survey. The sixth difficulty, ranked second in public Lilbraries,'was
the,icall-n-uMber; --thiSewas scarcely mentioned by the university libraries.
'Filing difficulties led the list at, public libraries, and continued to run
a close second to subject headings at university libraries. The public
ibraries, leSs hesistant in assigning causes, considered problems with
filing to be overwhelmingly due to the user's conftisiOn, lack of familiarity
with the catalog, etc. But Perrine declared the underlying cause to be the
librarians' failure to make filing rules clear to the Wiser.

$

cAt both public and university libraries, lack of title added entry was blamed
on Library of Congress cataloging policy to a greater extent than was any
Other 0=oblem.

Perrine felt that tAe studies had not pro ced a precise diagnosis of the
cause of the troubles, but that they had emphaSIZekthe "curaS!ve role" played
by reference librarians`.

Beginning in the mid-sixties, and concurrefft with the perrine surveys, the
idea that the computer might provide the answers tle the perennial problems
of the catalog was becoming increasingly intriguing. _There was a resurgence
of information-gathering activity about catalog users, motivated by the hom,...
of making use of this information for computerization.

p

In 1964 Dubester (20) published an article on the studies of the catalog which
were made at the Library of Congress to'determine the feasibility of auto-
mation of the information system in a large research library. ;,..Two studies
were replorted, one relating to machine-memory, the other to answer the
question: "Carr there be the sophisticated interaction between' a human user -
and the machine memory to peFmi.t the type of dialogue which is ever present ,

in the process of using the bibliographic apparatus of a large'research
/

library?" This secoltd study, very limited i9 scope, involvV. following the
preliminary catalOge in the work of searching, to establish how many searches
and how much time was r quired. The figures reported were not tompared with
any other type of sear The author admitted thtt the results "Must be
interpreted more as indications than as reliable facts," and declared that
more studies in greater depth must be made.

Also in 1964, Brooks and Kilgour (9) made a study to obtain specific daia
on the heaviest use of the subject cards in the Yale Medical Library catalog.
The data was intended to serve in the design of catalog computerization pro-,
jects at the medical, libraries cif Columbia, Harvard, and Yale. in 501 inter .

views at the djctionary catalog, half with the public, half with. staff, they
fpund only 12.8 percent subject searches; if the public only were considered,
17.9 percent. The purposes of a ,,ignificant number of these subject searches

4
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were determined to be: to,locate knowa.jtems; to serve as quick guides to
the shelves; or to find a particular formpf material., such as a journal.
Most known-item searches used the author approach. The conclusion was made
that the relatively slight use of the subject catalog shOWed that the tra-
ditional card catalog does n'ot have adequate references to meet new demands.

There was an average of. 1.6 subject, cards per book. Another finding was that
materials.selecEed were mainly in English and of recent (fate.

The user survey made at the International Labour Office in Gene,a in 1965,
reported by Kenney (28) is an example of a well thought out attempt to achieve
a complete picture of the usei-'s library needs and practices, and to arrive
at a solution in terms of catalog design'. The survey'found that the existing
catalog was not satisfying all the'demands that might be made on it, to a
great extent because it was not sufficiently accessible to a large number of
,people whO needed to use it. Reorganization of the old catalog, it was felt,
would not have solved this problem, nor the problem of integrating into it
pamphlets and offprints which had been cataloged by.subject. Cataloging for
the existing system was"abandoned, and a new catalog begun, consisting of cards
comprising conventional bibliographical descriptions and a summary in terms of
about 1,000 words established for International Labour Review as descriptors;
the cards filed by descriptors, chronologically under each heading. Indexes by

subject, author, title, geographical region, .report number, and conference were
provided.. Publications covered include monographs, a selection of articles,
and,documents of international,organiza 'oni. The value of this system hasstill
to .be tested, and the author thought that another user survey might provide very
different results.

A Survey conducted.in 1968 by the Aldermaston Mechanised Cataloguing and
Ordering System at the AtOmic 'Weapons Research Establishment at Aldermaston,
England, was'repated by Ayses and others (4). fk Comparison was made of the

accuracy of the author and title information brought to the catalog by the

user. A sample of 450 requests received by telephone, mail, and personal inter-
view showed that title information was completely accurate for more than 90
percent of the sample, while author information was completely accurate for less,

than 75 percent. Of incorrect.titles, 2.9 were traceable, 6.7 untraceable. Of

incorrect authors, l4 percent were traceable while 11.3 were not. No claim was

made for-the universalirity of the findings, and the authors questioned their own
technique of measuring, but they considered the results a probable pattern for
scientific and technological libraries at least. The authors suggested extend-

ing the base of the survey in two ways: by experiements with certain types of

files, such as order files, in individual libraries, and by a national survey

covering a wide range of libraries:

In 1970, the results of three large-scale surveys at large libraries in the
United States were published, all motivated by the possibilities of comptiteri-

zation.

University of Michigan Survey, 1967
_ S

1- -The laWobjective, 9f.itthk, stu reported by, Palmer, in )970 (44) , was to

determine, if patrons would be able ruse successfully a shortened five term ,-

Jucomputer" Catalog entry,. The conclusion was that such an entry,containing

.f*
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title, author, call-number, subject heading, and date, the data determined
to be most used, would not reduce the,users' success rate.

To obtain this information, Palmer sought to ascertain who used the catalog,
why, and how well. A questionnaire was used, filled out by more than
4,400 users of the General Library catalog.

The answers tended to confirm the findings of previous surveys. Students
were the largest group of users, with graduate students accounting for
approximately 53 percent of use, even though they represented only 26 per-
cent of the total student body. Undergraduate use was very high, even
though the University has a ,separate undergraduate library.

The relationship between approach and educational level indicated in many
previous studies, was substantiated. Approximately 70 percent of searches
were know-item. By educational level, the Percentages were: 64 percent
undergraduates, 73 percent graduates; 79 percent faculty. Of-known-item
{searches, 85 percent were successful. The use of foreign language material
also rose with educational" level: 1 percent undergraduate, 20 percent
graduate; 39,percent faculty.

The chief purpose for using the catalog was to complete class assignments.
The,most used elements of the catalog entry were title, author, call number,
subject.heading,.and date, with the first three the most heavily used.

// Other elements were used about one-sixth of the time, with the exception
of contents'notes, which, although infrequently provided, were used by
most pne=quarter of those questioned.

The study concurred in the finding that subject approach is used less for
older and foreign language materials. The author quoted Merritt's statement,
that by omitting subject headings for foreign language materials the work
load of the cataloger could be reduced by 50 percerit while the efficiency
of the catalog would be reduced only 6.2 perdent (39),

Elrod (22) considers the 'Palmer study to be the most statistically reliable
user survey made to date.

University of, Michigan Survey 1968-69.

The purpose of the second survey undertaken at this university, and reported
in several studies by Tagliacozzo, Kochen, and Rosenburg published in 1970

;100 (54,,55, 56) was to investigate "that aspect of information-seeking behavior
which has to do with,,searching through a directory." (55) it was stated
that "other forms of directory, such as a subject index, a telephone book, a
,guide, an encyclopedia, could as well have served the purpose. The ultimate

goals of the survey were to improve the information systems of the present,
and lay the foundations for the automatic systems.of the future.

a Pattet pf behavior of the users of the card catalogs of four libraries were
studiedthe General, Undergraduate, and Medical Libraries of the University of
MiEhigan,.aadthe Ann Arbor PubliciLibrary: A. total, of 2)681 interviews were

taken with a randomly selected sample, the technique being open -ended oral

interviews in combination With observation of the users' behavior at the catalog.

1 4
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4 At the Public, Undergraduate, and Graduate Libraries, known -item searches
constituted 49.5 percent, 68 percent, and 71.7 percent, respectively. At
the Medical Library, where the largest number of users were graduate students -

and faculty, 65.5 percent of the searches were known item and 32.4 percent
subject.

In regard to approach to known items, 85.2 percent of users preferred the
author approach, even though 70 percent had perfect or nearly perfect infor-
mation on the title, while only 41.9 percent had perfect information on the
author. The investigators speculated as to whether the reasons for the author
preference were early training, habit, previous disappointing experiences,
the user's mistrust of his knowledge of filing rules, or simple ignorance..
They.reached the conclusion that there should be a larger role for titles in
present and future catalogs.

There was a far higher correlation between author search success and precise
knowledge of the author's name than between title search success and correct
knowledge di the title. A small minority used tie subject approach as the
first attempt to locate a known item.

User perseverance was very low; more than half the users gave up if they did
not Sind the desired item on the first try. Second tries were almost equally
divided among author, title, and subject. Third tries, when they were made,
showed a sharp increase in subject approach to a known item.

Frequency of catalog use had doubtful validity as an indicator of proficiency
at the catalog.

Judging the success of a known-item search more difficult than it might
seem, since the users' true objectives were not known. Success is known-iteM
searches was given as 81 perdent in General Library, and dropped to 60.5 per-
cent in the Public Library. After correction by taking into account materials
not in the library, search failure rates dropped from 39.5 percent in the
Public Library to 7.2 percent, and from 19 percent in the General Library
to 13.7 percent.

Evaluation of success.of subject searches is far more difficult, requiring
the establishwent of degrees of agreement between subject headings and the
searchers' terminology. Matching ranged-from 96 percent in the Generat
Library to 89 percent in the Public Library. Once terms were selected, the .

failure rates were 19.1 percent for the Medical Library, 19.1 in the Under-

graduate Library, 15.7 percent in the General Library, and 14.4 percent in
the Public Library. But more than half the people whO were making subject
searches in all libraries met-with disappointment somewhere--along the way.

Yale University Library Survey, 1968-69.

A study of users of the card catalog at the Sterling Memorial Library was
conducted over a period of more than a year, and reported by Lipetz in 1970
(33). The immediate purpose was to study pOssible modification of subject
cataloging; the ultimate, purpose Was the-Collection of ,data for evahtuS1

15
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computerization. An important and unusual feature of the study was its_i
clusion of a report on total catalog use over a period of a year. 320

Many complaints have been voiced at the lack of such ibiformation,
assertions made of the necessity for knowing the total volume of use that
is being talked about before valid conclusions can be reached. Of related
importance was the finding of a close correlation between circulation figures
and catalog use. If this correlation should be corroborated by future studies;
a useful tool will be made available to surveyors of library use.

A selected sample of 2,134 catalog users was studied by preliminary interview,
observation at the catalog, and follow-up interview. The major categories of
users were graduate students (the largest group in the student body) 35.5 per-
cent,.undergraduates 31.9 per-dent, 'outsiders" 20 percent, and faculty-staff
4(not'including library staff) 12.1 percent. In proportion to their numbers
in the University population, upper classme' made the heaviest use of the
catalog.

Known-item searches predominated with 73 percent, followed by 16 percent
subject searcp es, 6 percent "author" searches (in the sense of a search for
the complete works of a particular author, institution, etc.,) and 5 percent
bibliographic. However, interviews revealed that the known-item search was
frequently a concealed subject search. After analysis of users' objectives,
the figures change to 56 percent known-item searches and 33 percent subject
searches. Of known-item searches, the success or failure of 98 percent was
determined at the catalog, but in 40 percent of subject searches and 30 per-

- cent of "author" searches the user was obliged to go to other sources to
supplement the catalog search.

The author approach dominated in known-item searches, accounting for 62 per-
cent, with 28.5 percent by title, a 4.5 percent by subject, and 5 pe'rcent by
editor, series, or some other access point. Of known-item Searches, 84 per-

cent were successful. With correction for the fact that the library lacked

= the material in question, the figure becomes 93 percent. The success rate

for subjects was judged to be about the same! Freshman had the same success

rate as other academic levels.

User information about titles was found to be slightly more accurate than

about authors. Information on publication dates was highly inaccurate, 50 per-
cent of users either having no information or turning out to be more than five

years off.

Among Lipetz's conclusions were:

a) Expansion of the tibrary.'s coltectjops and better orientation of
catalog users would do more-to improve success in catil6g4use than
modification or expansion of catalog entries;"

b) Usability would be improved by chronological filing of subject cards;

c) Neither the author nor the title approach has an overwhelming ad-

- ..,vantage; .

d) "Simplistic" cataloging by computer would be unsatisfactory;

16



e) More access should be provided by more 1:Zitle-like" entries.

He found previoUs catalog surveys inconclusive and unsatisfactory, and.was
greatly impressed with the superiority of the human mind over the computer
in its ability to correlate and interpret misleading clues.

c.

Am
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UNIVERSITY OF CHICAGO 1966-72.

"Requirement Studies for Future Catalogs" is the overall title of a series
of studies conducted by the University of Chicagq,Graduate Library School
over a period of seven years--the most extensive experimental survey of
library catalog users ever undertaken. Its findings have been reported in
a number of.published articles, Master's theses, and unpublished papers,
Final results were summarized by Swanson in 1972 (53).

According to Swanson, the common goal of the studies can be expressed as a

question: "What information should be recorded in future library catalogs,
and how should it be organized, presented, and searched in order to be best
adapted to the needs of those who seek libxary materials?" The primary con-

cern is "the development of a goal for catalog design and ... the fuller
identification of the purposes which the catalog should serve." The needs of

those who do not use the catalog should be ascertained. It is assumed that

the needs of those who do use present catalogs are conditioned by their
experiences, and might be changed.

The studies were limited to the search for known items; a number of justi-
fications were adduced for the failure to deal with subject access.

Among the works produced by this project are: a survey of card catalog use

studies from 194944 (41); a questionnaire artd interview survey of what
information the catalog user brings to the catalog (6); an article on the

,

.:
potential usefulness of catalog access points by non-standard book character- '

tistics (16); an analysis of the problem of congestion at cats ogs (7); and a '

timing study of the manuals searching of catalogs (3).

The major effort of the project was the "Book Memory Experiment," published

as Progress Report yip. 2 (15). This is actually a series of experiments to
determine "what people remember about a book they have once seen that might
be helpful in retrieving a book from the library at some later date." The

intent was not so much"to help people retrieve partially remembered books,
but to find a set of types. of charac ristics that people recall about a

book that might be useful for multiple orrdinate searching iln automatic

systems. An elaborately contrived exper ment set a group of people to
examining lists of books on psychology, s lecting titles, finding the books,

looking at them, and 'Being examined on'wha they remembered about them a

few weeks later.

Cooper. was able to give a"memorability rank
characteristics of books, such as number of pa
it has an index, contains case histories, etc.
useless in a standard catalog, has possibilities
where, properly exploited, it might conceivably ach

length reduction.
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The memory data collected was considered a basis for catalog improvement

on the assumption that there exists a "hidderl market" for the use of a

research library catalog, and that a large number of people do not, use the

catalog liecausg their search clues are inadequate for the access points of

the existing catalog. "Future catalogs should incorporate principles of
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redundancy and multiple-access routes to a much greater extent than they do
. presently." (53) Title access is particularly importaRt; it should be
provided by each separate word of the title, with "suitable provisions for
entry by means of singular/plural and other types of word form variation,
as well as synonyms." A remedy for the "confusion potential" of corporate
entries is to provide multiple points of access to each entry.

Because these additional access points would greatly increase the size of
the catalog, a main-entry catalog with a number of special purpose indexes
is:advocated as a reasonable solution.
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United Kingdom Survey 1969-71.

A survey which was not computer oriented was carried out between 1969 and
1971 by'fifteen library schools.of the United Kingdom, on behalf of the
Cataloguing and Indexing Group of the Library Association. Findings were
reported in studies made by Maltby and Duxbury and published in 1972 and

1973 (35, 37).

The objective of the study was to ascertain, as far as possible, the
"consumer's" viewpoint of the library catalog. According. to Maltby, much
of present cataloging practices is based on a long-term consensus of
librarians' impressions and ideas rather than on objective knowledge (not
a brand-new thought by now!) The consumer's,_ viewpoint may be unreliable,
but deserves attention since it has hitherto been neglected. Bringing
togetber the ideas of the librarian and the consumer should produce the
optiMum in cataloging procedures and cataloging provision.

Two pilot studies and a preliminary exploratory study (35, 37) were made
in advance of the full scale investigation, which surveyed fifty libraries.
Public, national, university, college, and polytechnic libraries were in-
cluded, but special libraries were mt. The method used was the structured
interview, based on a questionnaire. Library staff was not interviewed,
since it was found impossible to devise a questionnaire suitable for both
librarians and readers.

A major feature of the survey was its inclusion of non-users of the catalog.
Of 3,252 library users interviewed, only 1,914 (59 percent) ever used the
catalog at all. Those who did included 76 percent of university library
and 75 percent of college library users; but_although on-1 -y 24 percent used
the catalog 'very rarely. Those who used the library most used the catalog
most. Readers who had received help,and guidance, generally from librarians,
but sometimes from teachers or from printed sources, were much more likely
to be catalog users.

In university libraries, the known-item search predominated, and the autho
approach to the known item was the overwhelming favorite, used four times
as much as the title approach. Although the title approach was little used,
readers asked for more title entries, and might use them if they felt they
were available. Where divided catalogs were involved, author/title catalogs
were considered easier to use than subject catalogs.

Of the descriptive items on a catalog'card, the most used were date, publisher,
and edition. Other items were little used. The chief use of the catalog was
to see if the librall had a book, and to find its location. Much demand
was expressed for contents notes and for concise descriptive annotations
on catalog cards.

Among the conclusions from the survey were: more guidance is needed for

users; more title entries are needed; conventional bibliographic desc"riftion

is Tittle used, but more contents and descriptive notes should be added;
subject catalogs are particularly difficult for readers to handle; call
numbers are not always a quick key to location; some readers are unaware of
what is or is not feasible in a catalog, but are pleased by attempts to
ascertain their pint of view; most readers do not know how to find des-
criptive material..ih IY1bliographies which are not used as catalog substitutes.
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C. METHODOLOGY OF CATALOG USE SURVEYS

The methodology of catalog use surveys has been criticized since the first
effort in the field, not infrequently within the surveys themselves. Ayres

criticized her own reliance on the questionnaire, deciding that the inter-
view method would have been better. She did not, however, take note of the
weakness of her basic assumptions: (a) "that the student in the liberal-
arts college should use the card catalogue;" (b) "that the librarian knows
which students use the catalogue "more or less frequently;" (c) "that
the students, selected 'by the librarian, would check . . . a list . . . care- A

fully;" (d) that students know and remember what items on the catalogue,card
they are in the habit of using;'! (e) "that students know offI4nd what in-
formation they would like to have on the catalogue card, which is not usually
given."

. The Jackson report of the ALA survey admitted that the sample; although large,
was not scientifically selected. Dubester qualified his findings by mentioning
the limited scope of his survey and the smallness of the sample. Perrine
mentioned the lack of uniformity of practice among the libraries included-in
his survey, and the subjective factors involved in answering the questionnaire.
Ayres questioned the standard of measurement used for accuracy of authors'
names.

A number of publications deal wholly or in large part with the subject of
methodoLogy:,,,Tauber (57), Line (32), WOOd X58), Maltby, 1971 (36), Cher-

venie (14).;''';

The early surveys are triticized for their unscientific sampling techniques,
their lack of psychological sophistication in the formulation of qqeslions,
their lack-oflobjectivity, their lack of comparalaility with other ..irveys,

and the vagueness of their goals. The ifit'St frequent criticism is 'that the

surveys are purely quantitative, relying on statistical tabulations and
taking no account of bhe,quality of use and its relation to the purposes of

the catalog. There is no agreement on what constitutes a "typical" catalog
user, nor on what "success" in the use of the catalog means. Almos.t every

survey or theoretical,study sharply questions the validity of most other

surveys. The statement that no surveys have discovered anything of value is

not infrequently found.

Line declared that "too often the result of a survey Ls an indigestible mass
of badly interpreted data collected from a poorly chosen, inadequate sample
by unreliabie and invalid methods according to an ill-conceived design."

Wood outlined the various methods of carrying out use stud) es and the pitfalls

to avoid. He laid particular emphasis on the impOrtance'of carrying out pilot

studies before beginning the full - scale, investigation. This is particularly

true in the case of studies conducted by questionnaire.

Chervenie stated, that evaluating a catalog from the point of view of the

' user should dtermice: (a) "if it can be used effectively, easilyy and rapidly

with a minimum of 'staff assistance;" (b) "how much instruction and/or assis-
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tance the user ne (c) "if the documents retrieved . . . are appropri-

ate for the user's eeds . (d) "how many relevant documents were uncle-

-, tected." Basic proll,lems of methodology involve the reliability of users'
memories, the alteration of, behavior in subjects under observation, and
the validity of the environments created in experimental studies.

Other problems'related to the users' behavior in surveys are pointed out

by Maltby (36). The user has not usually reasoned out his catalog needs; he
does not know what information the catalog can feasibly supply, and he has
a tendency to respond affirmatively as to the usefulness of certain catalog

items, on the theory that he might find such items useful some day, or that
others must find them useful.

In 1973, Seymour and Scholfield (49) reported on a survey design to measure
reader failure at the catalog. The design was devised by the Library Manage-
ment Research Unit of the University of Cambridge, and was tested in four

libraries. It proposed to determine the rate and cause of failure of known-
item searches, and what action readers proposed to take to obtain items not
found in the catalog. The method was twofold; to place "Catalogue Query
Slips" at the catalog, on which the reader could report his failure, and to
conduct brief interviews with a small sample of users at the catalog. The

authors concluded that this was a simple system for conveying valuable in-
formation to the librarian on reader behavior and needs, and for indicating

gaps in the library's collections. Among the, results reported was that the
biggest problem for undergraduates was surnames, while the research students

had more trouble With titles. At Cambridge, the action planned by the largest
number of users who failed to find an item was to forget A poox second

choicewas 'to try ancither_library; a third, to ask a librarian.j(

In spite of the negative reactions to many library surveys and survey tech-

niques, there is general agreement that more basic research is, needed.

Krikelas declares that the identification of the problems of measuiing

catalo4 use is, in itself, sufficient justification for having done the

catalog use studies." (29)

Subgroup C found a wide variety of methodology used in the surveys it selected

for .study. Seven were experimental, setting up artifice] situations to test

'certain aspects of catalog use (3,5T15,16;21,30,53) Of the quantitative

surveys, seven used a combination of questionnaires and interviews (2,11,12,

19,33,37;48); eight used interviews only (6, 9, 31, 38, 40, 43, 45, 50); three,

questionnaires only (1, 35, 51); three, analysis of reference questions (4, 46,

47); one (reported in three articles)e combination of interviews with observa-

tion of user behavior (54, 55, 56); and one each, a combination of questionnaires,

interviews, and analysis of reference questions (28), a combination of query slips

at the catalog and interviews (49) and a tally of sources of call-slip information

(39)

Twenty-one of the quantitative surveys were limited to daual users of the

catalog, while four included both users and non-users.
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D. WHO USES THE CATALOG?

The answer to the question "Who uses the catalog?" (and who does not) is

closely connected to the question of how the catalog is used. It has major
implications for catalog planning in a large academic library containing
materials in virtually every branch of knowledge and with units scattered
over a large area. Unfortunately, we find little information on this subject
in the literature.

From a large number of user surveys a picture of the "typical" catalog user
has emerged--"a young, well-educated person, more often male than female."
Usually he is a student. This picture offers little of value for our purposes.

On the ratio between catalog users to the total number of library users there
seems to be a consensus. Frarey concluded, from his survey of surveys that
a library's catalogs are used at some time by about 60 percent of library
users nearly twenty years later Maltby came up with almost the identical
figure--59 percent. Maltby analyzed the statistics by academic level and
type of library. He found that library catalogs are used to some extent by
75-76 percent of college and university library users, but by only 52.5 per-
cent of polytechnic institution library users.

Maltby's findings give some support to other, not very conclusive indications
in the literature that there is less catalog use among scientists than among
humanists and social Scientists.

St'inson's 1966 survey of "Information Gathering Habits of Faculty, Staff and
Graduate Students of the Departments of Botany and Zoology of the University
of North Caroljna. at Chapel Hill" (51) found that the catalog was one of the
least useful library aids for this group. In fact, no significant use of the
catalog was made by them; when used at all, it was usually as a finding tool.
The body of material on which they most heavily depended was periodical
literature.

Stinson's findings about scientists cannot be considered definitive. Nor

is there available any definitive proof of catalog use by humanists. There

are clues, however. BurchaTd's article, "How Humanists Use a Library,' (13)
gives ari.excellent summing up of the nature of this use: the library itself
is the humanists laboratory; monographs, complete basic texts, and variant
editions are more important than journals; a current document is frequently
less important thin an earlier one; the production of many disciplines mtAt
be examined; the importance of materials cannot be determined by the heavi-
ness of their use; even if the humanist could see every existing monograph,

the monographic literature available is full of lacunae.

Kenney's 1966 survey of the Central Library and DocUmentation Branch of the
International Labour Organization in Geneva (28) studied the library use

patterns of a certain group.of social scientiests. It does not by any means

offer a complete study of their catalog use, but it does provide a suggestive

picture of Basic catalog use by an organization whose membe'rs have a vast
divers,ity of interests and whose libraries are - scattered over a large area.

Among the facts that emerged were that 14 percent of theresearche8Ole V

never used any of the catalogs in the system, that 57 percent never used
the serial and pamphletcatalogs, because they were ignorant of their exis-

,
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tence, and that researchers preferred to make use of more limited documentation
at their own:iinnexes rather than go to the central library where more informa-
tion was available.

Another clash of catalog users--the library staff member--is found in most
surveys to occupy a unique position. Maltby did not include librarians in
his catalog use survey because he found it impossible to devise a question-
naire suitablefor both the librarian and the general user. Spalding aban-
doned the attempt to includelkhe library staff in his study of the use of
catalog entries at the Library;?f,Congress. Penalosa and Grose conceded
that the librarians' needs weretdifferent prom the needs of other catalog'
users. The vast amount of inforAbtion on the catalog card which may be con-
fusing and useless for the general tpader is absolutely essential to the
librarian. Penalosa felt that the catalog was designed more for the librarian

graphical information to be compiled by catalogers, and annotations t be pro-
vided

fo'r. th biblio-
graphical

general public, and suggested a dual cataloging system

vided by public service librarians for the general public. One main entry
catalog would be established for the library's staff, while another, with less
bibro,Oraphical detail but indicating the scope'and level of the work, would
be ovided for the public.

One of the assumptions made by the University of Chicago project was that there
is a "hidden market" for the use of a research library catalog; a large number
of people do not use the catalog because they have inadequate search clues.
The suggested solution to this admittedly conjectural situation was to in-
crease redundancy and multiple-access points in the catalog by an enormous
amount (53)

."4
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E. THE SUBJECT SEARCH

It has long been acknowledged that the subject heading is the moAkproblematic
type of heading in the library catalog. It was the topic f undmost perplex-
ing and insoluable in the UCLA Card Catalog Survey of 1956. athe head
of Perrine's list of catalog difficulties in university libraries. It remains
the most perplexing problem for the investigators who are today making catalog
use surveys with computerization of the catalog as their objective.

The difficulties are both practical and theoretical. Subject headings are
the most expensive eltments orthe catalog in terms of cataloging time. With

the avowed intention of cutting expenses, Markley (33) and Merritt (39) pub-
lished surveys in 1950 and 1951 Which indicated that subject cataloging could
be limited to works in English published in the last,ten to twenty-five years '

with little loss in user convenience and great saving of money. it has been

stated that since the needs of the 'library staff obviate any extensivetmodi-
fication of author or title entries, major changes canoinnly be considered for
the subject entry..

Some theoretical_ studies have reinforced the attack. Swank and others (52)
have laughed at the pretensions of the library catalbg to be a bibliography,
except in the case of a.very few outstanding libraries. They 'have suggested

that librarians might better spend their time compiling bibliographies and
working out ways to coordinate the use of the catalog with the use of printed ,

biblisographies. Wilson has declared that the libury profession has not even
decided, in principle, what a subject is (58).

.

,For Margaret .Brown's Master's thesis of 1946, ",'Ile Use Made of the Subject
Catalpg by Graduate Students in the Social Sciences," (12) thirty-three

-

students (out of two'classes containing, 160) were interviewed at the'card

catalog. For these students the subject catalog was "an unsatisfactory and

inefficient instrument." Brown observed that wheh the student wanted a

selective list ofthe best books on a subject, he found the catalog unselec-
tive;yvhen he wanted ell the material printed On a given subject, the catalog
gave him a list selected on the basis of the books owned by the library: She

repeats the "charge" that the subject catalog Is of little use to the special-

ist except when he is not specializing.

. .

In addition to the inadequacies of the catalog itself, students' difficulties
were traced to their own inexperience and la4 of skill. They had trouble

distinguishing between'title and subject entries, and in fact, were ignorant

of the whole concept of entry. They were unable to use suggestions furnished

by the catalog itself;such as see also references and tracing0Ont cards.

Impatience was characteristic; the students were discouraged'if they found

nothing under a subject on the first try, and almost as discouraged if.they

found many titles listed. .,.

... .
1

. ,

Language was the chief basis for selecting titles, even though much of the

most important material was in German. Many students seemed unaware that

they were.missing material on this bais, while others lamented the lack of

"*translations. The students relied,heavily on the book title and on'contents

notes for selection; they often considered the" tracings to be co tents notes.

Few indicated that the date of the book influenced_ their choice.
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summary of users' difficulties with subject headings included:
ack of understanding of the rule of specificity; difficulties frith obsolete

and inverted forms; failure to distinguish among subjects, title
)

and

. c rp rate entries; inability to cope wi'th long runs of cards under one entry;
c. f sLon about geographical and chronological subdivisions.

r""'"'

Diener, in his survey of -four theological librarie.S in the BoSton area in
1970 (19), fOund a far higher percentage of patrons made use of the subject
approach at the Boston University School. of Theology than at the other
librarie9,'because the catalog was relatively new, and up-to-date in its
entries. -

.

Some solid facts abdut the use of subject,headings have emerged fr'm a recent
'experimental project by Bates (5). . In her Doctoral Dissertati n-o '1972,
she tried to determihe the effect of "subject familiarity",a d "catalog
familiarity"'on success in subject searches. "Succ s" as been the most
-difficult aspect of subject searching to evaluate. Most studies have
reported gratifying success figures, ranging from 60 percent, to 96 percent!
But these evaluations have been based on the circumstance-tharthe reader
foil` something, no on whether it wes the best thing, or precisely what the

'user needed..
of

Using an experimental technique, with group's of economics, psychology, and ,

library school -students, Bates determined that success in subject searches
is far more closely related to familiarity with the catalog than to familiarity

'with the s.ubject. In fact, subject familiarity has a very slight detrimental
N.: effect. The library school students tended to err in the direction of being

too specific, while the subject specialists tended to select terms that were
too broad, or that were different from those used in the catalog. The study

revealed a decided difference between true success and assumed success.

Bates was seriously concerned about the wholeprinciple of specific 'entry,
and found it needed further deep study. One factor that affects the user

is thatAhe book, not the topic, is the focus; the researcher does not

"demand his. material i.n book-size packages." She felt that the low level of
provision of see also references, which she attributed to cost motivation,
contributed greatly to readers' difficulties. But the heart of the problem" '.

is the difference in subject choice between anJ reader, and the
reader's inability to conceptualize his Objedt and match-it with the ter-

minology in the catalog. ,

Tha' observation that subject heading use decreases as acadeMic, level rises

Was confirmed by bates. She agreed with the surmise that this might be due to
increasing dissatisfaction with a, system ndt geared to the expert. The

expert (including the undergraduate major)'should not be badly served; he

is the primary client of the university and research library. She suggests

providing multiple-level catalogs produced by automation techniques--cata-
logs geared to different levels of knowledge.

,

..
,

Bates finds.qo preference dmong users with regard to subject/place order
in headings, but decided prefer=ence for the natural, uninverted order in

adjective/noun subject hiadinp.

The percentage of users whose primary purpose 1 using the library'catalog
.
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is to search for material on a subject has not been well established. Al-
. though the early survey's rtported by Frarey indicated about .fifty -fifty

division between known-item and subject searches, this figure had been,
refined by the time of the ALA 'sUrvey. Eyidence that the user's reliance
on the subject search decreases as his academic level. rises seems proved
by many surveys, although' the reasons. for this Are in dispute. Al present,
the figure seems to have settled at around 30 percent subject searches among
higher academic levels. This figure takes into,account,Lipetz's discovery
that his finding of only 16 percent subject searches'changed to 33 percent
when interviews revealed concealed subject searches behind many known-item ,

searches. Still to be accounted for is the fact that a number of known-
item searches are approached through subject headings, although there are
a number of theories. Figures such as those found by Btrooks and Kilgour
at the Yale Medical Library in 1964 (9) which show subjec't searches at only
12.8 percent need more analysis.

As Bates has stated, subject catalog use is a sigpificant part of all library
catalog use, even in academic and research libraries. Statistics tend to On-
firm that the greatest amount of material selected by subject is in English
and of fairly recent date, but there is not enough qualitative data or analysis
associated with these figures to make them practical significance.

27
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F. FORMAF THE CATALOG

1. Book versus Cards

The discussion of book versus card catalog, launched at the beginning
ofthis century by the great change-over to the card catalog, seems
to be coming full circle. The resurgence of the book catalog around
the Middle of the century was apparently brought about by the belief
that "the reason for the decline of the printed catalog had somehow
been overcome by the computer" (3). Librarians assumed that user -C

needed and wanted book catalogs, but these assumptions were never
verified by systematic or reliable tests.

The compendium on book catalogs published by Kingery and Tauber in
1963 (28a) outlined the advantages and drsavantages of the book
catalog, but was chiefly devoted to technological and feasibility
studies. Advantages listed were the familiar ones: mobility; the
possibility of multiple copies; visual superiority for scanning; ease
of compiling bibliographies by photocopying; saving of space; saving
of physical exertion; uses as a'resource tool for a library system,
a region, or separate campus libraries. Most of the disadvantages
mentioned had little to do with the user. Those that did apply were:
the impossibility of keeping the book catalog up-to-date; the in-
conveniences of consulting more than one alphabet (where supplements
would be involved); the dangers of congestion. The,pnly article that
surveyed use, Stevens' report on the use of the LiE6ary of Congress
Printed Catalog within the Library of Congress itself, concluded that
while book catalogs were welcome as additions to complete, up-to-date
card catalogs, they were not a substit te, and were not used as such
by either the public,or the libran* s aff.

An article by Ira''Harris ublished in 1964 (26) pointed out the lack

of user evaluation in rngery and Tauber, and observed that "testi-
monials" only were giv n. He added hopefully: ."Undoubtedly, as more
libraries adopt book catalogs, more will be written about their use."

He suggested that user surveys should investigate: how book catalogs

are used; in what ways catalog use is facilitated by the book form;
how..the user likes it; what, in terms of use, the book catalog does

that is different; what changes in the patterns of library service
the book tatalog is likely to encourage.

Unfortunately, when a second compilation on bOok catalogs appeared
in 1971, by Tauber and Feinberg (56a), these questions remained un-
answered. Reports on user reaction were all impreisionistic. Users

were declared to be "delighted", "most favorablemop,etc., but no proofs,

w re adduced. The report on the book catalog at the University of
C lifornia at Santa Cruz did observe that most of the negative response

temmed from the fact that the catalog was not up-to-date. Margaret

Brown's report on the book Iatalog of the Free Library of,Philadelphia

/sated that the catalog was e "proven success", and that patrons were
"universally derghted", but also said that "habit is strong", and

neither staff or public would use the book catalog when a card catalog

was availa
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In the final chapter of Tauber and Feinberg, Hines and Jessica Harris
stated, "Librarians have only begun to see clearly what we are publish-
ing bOok catalogs for, and how we can best use this kind of tool. Some

existing book.catalogs have been produced primarily as bibliographies
with possible additional uses as locating devices for interlibrary
loans. Others have been produced primarLly as finding lists for
particular library or ,library.system collections. Still others are
intended for both purposes. Some, like the Harvard shdlflists, may
begin as internal control devices, but turn out to be of superlative
value as specialized bibliographies.' OUr understanding 'of the uses of
book catalogs, until now at least, seems to lack any theoretical base."

In the article "Author versus Title" (4), Ayres d clared that experience
with a book form of index and a card index on a card wheel proved that
the user found the book form of catalog more acceptable than the card
form!

One recent attempt has been made to produce an objective, data-based
comparison of the use of book and card catalogs. In connection with
the University of Chicago project, Aubry undertook an experimental
study, published in 1972 (3), of the time involved in the manual
searching of book and card catalogs. A pilot project involved twenty
graduate students in searching for sets of itmes in the National Union
Catalog and the University of Chicago cardicatalog. The results of
this project, that NUC searching took more time, were discounted_
because of significant differences other than format between the two
catalogs. The principal experiment permitted a clear focus on &if-

ferences due solely to format. The monographic catalog of the Center
for Research Libraries exists in both book and card form. Twenty
graduate students were given items to search, and again more time was
needed,to search the book catalog. ,Aubry's third experiment, which
focussed on the effect of "neighboring item similarity-, pertains to
the adverse effect of total size on any kind of catalog.

A survey conducted by Sacco in 1973 (48),has limited usefulness for
our purpose, because'the libraries used (a public library in West

Chester, Pennsylvania, and a Junior College library in St. Louis,
MissOuri) were small and not at a high academic level, and also be-
cause no controls were useds,in the survey for comparison with a card

catalog. Nevertheless, some interesting-observations emerged. Most

user difficulties were of the same type found in surveys of card

catalog users. But all searches for periodical failed! St. Louis,

which has three book catalogs (author, title and subject) lists
periodicals, alphabetically at the beginning of the title catalog,

while Chester has a completely separate periodical catalog. Another

problem with the book catalog, in the author's opinion, was that
readers found it more difficult to identify the call number.

Although the I greak majority of comments on the catalogs were favor-
able, principal complaints were that the catalogs were confusing,
complicated, and difficult, never up-to-date. It was inconvenient

to have to look in more than one alphabet. At Chester, a card file
is used to up-date the book catalog, and the author mentioned the

ti
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importance of knowing the date of publication of a book to expedite
use of the catalog. Suggested improvements were the addition of
hard cover to the catalog volumes in the. one library that did not have
these, and anchoring in place one complete set of each catalog.

It is apparent that the user study has not been a factor in the
choice of book over card catalog. But the time when the book catalog
was unreservedly regarded,as superior is now over. Maurice Freedman
can still assert that "Book catalogs can provide the cheapest, most
efficient and timeliest means of access to a library's resources for
the greatest number of people." But Krikelas states, "A mere change
in the format of the catalog does not guarantee an increase in user
performance." (29) And Elrod, in his 1973 review of the Year's
Work in Cataloging and Classification, declares, "The giant step
backward to book catalogs which sometimes seems to be a part of
(computerization of the catalog is beginning to be recognized as
retrogressive." 4(22)

2. Dictionary versus Divided

Although the concept of the divided catalog is very old, its modern
revival apparently began with an article written by William Fletcher

in 1905, in which he advocated the simplification of the ever growing
catalog by the removal of subject entries to a separate file. There

was little response to this proposal for thirty years, when it was
taken up by Donald Coney of the University of California at Berkeley.

In 1938, Berkeley divided its dictionary card catalog into two
separate catalogs--an author/title catalog and a subject catalog.
No investigation of the use of these two catalogs was made until
1947, when a survey was made by Markely, published in 1950 (38)
A year later, in 1948, another survey of these catalogs was made
by Merritt, using a different methodology. This was published in

1951 (39), The purpose of these two surveys wbs not to evaluate
the advantages of the arrangement for the user, bVt to identify, by
amount of use, types of materials for which subject classification
could be elimirrdtd. Their findings consequently belong to the cate-

gory of subject searches, rather than divided catalogs, and are in-

cluded in the discussion of the former.

Although a considerable body of literature on the subject of divided
catalogs was subsequently produced, no study until Krikelas' survey
of 1969 (30) attempted to establish a clear relationship between the

type of arrangement and the successful use of the catalog. Elrod's

expeg*ment in 1962 (21) proved nothinig since his results amounted
only to expressions of satisfaction from Users both before and after

the experimental division of the catalog.

Heinr-itz's article of 1964 (27) investigated only one aspect of the

problem: whether or not dividing the catalog relieves congestion.
He raised questions to which he had no answers. ,Previous studies

had ignored the complexity of the subject and had provided no
quantitative proof that division relieves congestion. Heinritz

pointed out that since dividing a catalog inevitably involves some
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duplication of entries, the total size of the catalog is increased.
In his-opinion, the arguments regarding the amount of space involved
in divided versus dictionary catalog had long been laid to rest, but

the question of waiting time for users remained important.' He felt
the need for more knowledge of pertinent variables as well as a much
more rigorous mathematical analysis:

Bookstein tried'to provide such an analysis in 1972 (7) in his
study produced in connection with the University of Chicago project.
He arrived at formulas which could be used to solve the problem of
congestion. Using three measurements of congestion: "blocking"
(wanted drawer in use), waiting time, and number of people in the
catalog area, he found that each might lead to a different conclusion.
IQ a large research library a divided catalog would be preferable in
terms of "blocking", and a dictionary Catalog in terms of waiting
tine. He provided a formula which would allow the determination of
the number of volumes into which a book catalog should be divided,
based on the three elements of congestion. His formulas apply to
forms of catalog division other than subject-author, and to other
types of library operations.

The Krikelas study is an experimental survey to determine if dividing
a traditional dictionary catalog would result in an increase of effec-
tiveness in subject searches. Since many former studies had indicated
the user's difficulty in distinguishing subjectlleadings from other
types,of entries, the assumption was that subject searches would be
easier in the divided catalog, where subject headings, through being
segregated, a unambiguously identified.

The experiment in lved the use of the card catalogs in two large
Midwestern state uni ersities of similar size and reputationone with a
dictionary, the other h a divided catalog. The 144 undergraduates

who participated were se1etted at random. A number of these were
matched between the two groups by class year:frequency of catalog
use, grade-point average, and other characteristics. Grade-point

average was the only individual characteristic Down to have any
effect on success--a 5 percent differential. /tvaluation of "success"
was made as objectiNie as possible by assigning pre-tested tasks in-

volving the location of cards bearing predetermined subject headings.
A couple of known item searches'were in hided in the experiment as a

check.

No significant difference was found in the success;race between the

two group's using the two catalogs. The record of performance for the

known-item searches was also the same for both.

The largest single cause of failure in the subject searches was use
of incorrect search terms (29 percent). /Next wakthe inability to
distinguish between subject and.aher-kinds of entries. This diffi-

culty. was expected to show up among the users of the dictionary catalog

and did so for 23 percent. But for the users of the divided catalog

the results were even more enlightening, for,22.8 percent also did

not make this distinction! The reason was that they had used the

author/title catalog to make subject searches. This in spite, of'the
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fact that the two catalogs were separated and clearly marked with
signs, different colors were used for drawer labels, and all the
students involved had used the library catalog at least once during
the current semester.

Krikelas; conclusion was that dividing the catalog does not make
subject searches more effective.

In his 1970 survey (19) Diener found that many users, of libraries
with divided catalogs are unaware that the library has a divided
datalog.,

The problem of the divided catalog does not relate only to the
familiar author /title-subject scheme. Penalosa in 1956 (45)
suggested that while the general user was confused by most of the
information on the'catalog card, the librarian found most of this
information indispensable. He suggested two catalogs:, a simplified
catalog for the public, and an author catalog with complete
bibliographical information for use of the librarian.

McGregor, in )371 (34) defended the dictionary catalog, asserting
that splttting increases the bulk of the catalog, as redundaRt
cards must be added, and that user confusion grows with each
additional catalog as the problem of where to look becomes more
puzzling and defeating,.

The machine and the computer have made the production of all kinds
of catalogs possible. In a semi-humorous article entitled "Why not
Both?" published in 1973 (42),. Morris suggested that libraries
might have not only a dictionary catalog and a divided catalog, but
a dictionary catalog plus all kinds of other catalogs: Title Catalog;
Author Catalog; Subject Catalog; People Catalog; Places Catalog; and
the Corporate Author Catalog '(which should be kept strictly away from
the patron).

User studies have not yet beep made of another type of catalog
'division: The division by chronological cut-off.
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G. SUMMARIES

I. Summary of Conclusions

a. Conclusions on which there is general elreement, corroboted by
objective evidence.

1 Users
.

I

1. Insufficient basic research has been done on the evaluation of
existing catalogs and the needs and skills of users.

2. Many or most catalog users do not understand the functions,
purposes, contents, or arra gement of the catalog, and cannot
interpret the information it contains.

3. The majority of catalog users (in libraries of all kinds) are
students, using the catalog in connection with course work and
other academic requirements.

4. About 60 percent of all library users use the,catelog at some time.
In academic libraries, the percentage is higher -- perhaps
about 75 percent.

5. Few users are able to supplement the catalog by the use of
other bibliographical tools.

6. Catalog users in general shoW a great dislike for having to
look in more than one place or in more than orie alphabet.

`7. The level of perseverance shown by most users making catalog
searches is very )ow; no more than half will try a second
entry after an initial failure.

II. How the catalog is used.

. 1. The search for "known items" accounts for about alf the
catalog use in libraries in general. This kind of use in-
creases as the academic level of the user rises, until it

reaches about 70 percent in academic libraries. Once the
college level is reached, evidence about conti,uing in-
crease in the percentage of known-item use, is Conflicting.

In known-item searches, the author approach is by far the
most frequently used, even when the user has more accurate,
information about the title.

3. The most frequently consulted information on catalog cards
is authcir; title, subject, call-number, and date. Studies

do not agree on the order of importance of these items.

4. About 30 percent'of catalog searches in academic libraries
ere-subject searches, some of which are concealed as known-
item searches.,

5. Library staffs use the catalog in a different Way from other
types of users. Their need for bibltographical\flata is greater
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than 'acid different from that of other users, and is essential
for their work.

III. Difficulties encountered with public catalogs.

1. Catalog size affects ease of use (but to what extent is not known).

2. Basic difficulties in catalog use are:

a. Filing rules
b. Subject headings
c. See and see also structure 7

-1
d. Lack of title added entries
e. Inaccurate information on the part of the patron

3. Subject headings are the most prob+ematic type of heading
in the catalog.

4. Users' difficulties with subject entries include:

a. Lack of understanding of the rule of specific entry.
b. Inconsistency in the catalog in the application of the

rule of specific entry.
c. Difficulty with inverted forms.
d. Obsolete terms
e. Failure to distinguish among subjects, titles and corpor-

ate entries.
f. Confusion about subdivisions of entries.
g. Confusion about geographical or subject priority in entries
h., Long runs of cards under one entry.
i. Inability to conceptualize a subject and match it with

catalog terminology.

IV. How the user may be assisted.

1. Having assistance available at the catalog material-7Y increases

and improves his use.

2. There is need for more instruction in the use of the catalog,,
although the most effective means of giving such instruction
are not generally agreed upon.

3. There is a strong demand by users for more contents notes on
cards, and for annotations which give some indication of the,,

scope or level of the cataloged book.

b. Conclusions on which there is disagreement and in which evidence,

is conflicting or inefficient..

I. Users

1, Humanists and social scientists use the public catalog more

than physical or biological scientists.

2. The catalog needs of the humanist and.vccial scientist differ
in kind-from the needs of the phy ical oA biological scien \ist.
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-3. Previous expeTience with the catalog of a large libra
in the use of catalogs of other largelibraries.

- 4. The user's knowledge of the title of the bookhe is seeking is
more complete and accurate than his knowledge of the author's
name.

II. Type of catalog

1. The advantages to the user of the book over the.cad catalog have
never been objectively demonstrated.

2. The advantages of the divided over the dictionary catalog have
never been objectively demonstrated.

3. Subject catalogs are not needed at all, or could be modif-i<to
include only books in English of fairly recent date.

III. Success in using the catalog

1. Success in subject searches has never been properly evaluated.
A high percentage of success is reported, but there are indica-
tions that this often means only that the reaerhas found some-
thing he can use, atit necessarily the best, material, or what he,,

really needed.

2. Success in known-item searches has not been adequately evaluated,
since the user's real objectives are rarely known.

3. Precise knowledge of the book title correlates more closely with
success in catalog use than ptecise knowledge of the author's name.._

IV. Function of the catalog.
. '

1. As a subject bibljograpliy, the library catalog is generally un-
successful d

2. Most of the descriptive bibliographical data,given on the catalog
card are unused and unnecessary.

3. Usability would be improved by chronological filing of subject
cards.

.

4. Neither the author nor the title approach has an overwhelming
adVantage.

5. --154-mpristrc cataloging by computer would be tJsatisfactory.

6. Expansion of the library's collections and better orientation of
Users would do more to improve success in catalog use than modi-
fication or expansion, of catalog entries.
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2. Summary ,of Recommendations

a. Recommendations for improving- catalogs and their use

I. Provide more assistance to users at the catalog.

II. Provide more and better instruction in the use of the catalog.

III. Provide more access points to the catalog through supple-
mentary indexesa4ditional title entries, additional title-
like entries, analytks, personal name added emtries.

IV. Provide more contents notes on cards.

V. -Provide more annotations on cards.

VI. Provide more signs and guide cards.

VII. Use fewer abbreviations on catalog cards.

VIII. Provide more see and see also references.

IX. Use normal word order in subject headings.

X. Eliminate obsolete subject eadings.

Xf. Eliminate long runs of cards under subject headings.

'XII. Provide more descriptive annotations as to scope, level, etc.,
on cards.

XIll. _Tie the catalog _more .closely _to-the rest of the-bibliographi-c
network of the library.

b. Recommendations for-further research

I. Who uses the catalog, and why (not just "typical" user).

II.' Who does not use the catalog, rrid-why 5.5t:

III. Variations in catalog needs of difTerent groups, of users (e.g.,
scientists, humanists, etc.).

IV. Qualitative use of catalog.

V. How the Library staff uses the catalog.

Vi. Do we need catalogs at all.
4

VII. Methods of providing mord and better instruction
of catalogs for all types of users.

VIII.

in the. use

/ 4

Specific methods of correlating subject catalogs wi s bjeCt,

bibliographies
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IX.. Fundamental research on problems of subject headings.

X. Problems of specific entry.

XI. Value of title entries.

X11. Effects of limiting subject catalogs to fairly recent materials
in English.

XIII. Relative cost and effectiveness of dictionary versus divided
catalog.

XIV. Relative cost and effectiveness of book versus card catalog.

XV. What functions do catalogs serve at present.

XVI., How far does the physical form:of_the catalog affect its use.

XVII. How much should catalogs be designed for direct use of reader.

XVIII. Solving the problems of cost versus improvements.

XIX. Refinements methodology of investigating catalog use.

XX. Use of descriptive bibliographic elements on cards.
\

XXI. Evaluating success in catalog use.'s,

XXII. How far should local standards go in overriding national
standards.

XXIII. Should more resources be devoted to reader services and less
to cataloging.

XXIV. Can circulation statistics be correlated with catalog use and
be used as a reliable index to the latter.

\



H.' GENERAL OBSERVATIONS

After more than forty years of catalog use studies, the needs of the catalog
user still remain to be identified. Unfortunately, the Library catalog has
been the target of criticism even longer, and the fav_vite complaint has been
that it does not meet the needs of its users.' It is toO large, complidated;
and costly; it is illogical; it was created by catalogers, far catalogers,
as their own plaything. The motivating force behind the creation of the user
survey was the theory that once the needs of the user were discovered a cata-
log could be created which would furfill these needs.

The use surveys have identified the "typical" catalog user, but this is not
much help. He turns out to be a student who is using the catalog in connec-
tion with some kind of academic'a''ssignment, who does not understand the func-
tion or arrangement o f the catalog and-cannot interpret the information it
contains, who gives up easily, dislikes 16Oking in more than one place or
refuses to do so, and who is usually looking for a specific book under the
name of the a-or in spite of the fact that he has a more exact notion of the
title. As the Ayres report puts it: "Card catalogs are normally used with a
miA nimum.of intelligence and usually by people of above average intelligence."

The library usexwho does not use the catalog has not even been identified.
He does not know whey he does not use it, or refuses to tell. He may prefer to
browse at the shelves;-he may have other sources of information; he may be a
member of that "hidden market" postulated by the University of Chicago project
and would use the catalog if only it provided sufficient access points to match
his vague and inexact information.

It is known that all users and non-users are not necessarily typical. Some

feel that although the expert in a field may use the catalog differently "from
a novice, he deserves some service. There is a feeling that different kinds
of users require different amo nts of bibliographical information, but there
is little evidence '.4., to wheth r or not the amount of such information affects

'a catalog's utility. =There are indications of very different library needs

- and types of catalog use humanitts, social scientists, and natural and

applied scientists, but the orting evidence is scanty. The librarian is

admitted to be a very special class of user with special needs, but the
importance of catering to these needs has not been agreed upon.

The function of the library catalog has not been determined. Grose (25)

and others question the'need for acatalog at all and we should not

proceed until we know where we are(going. Chervenie (14') that, over the

years the catalog has gradually,chAnged from ,a guide to the library's re-

sources to a guide to its book collections only, and that the user is unaware

of thLs change. If the catalog is a bibliography, it is an unsatisfactory

one
/
Ainselectiv-e-as- to the best books, selective as to the total amount of

ma eria) printed. The catalog is a part of the total information network of

t e library, ahil the-user whould he taught to select and use'the information

ource approperate to his need.

/Although users refuse to look in more than one place, a large body of opinion

supports a multiplicity of supplewntary catalog indexes of all kinds.
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The surveys have identified, from the user's point of view, a number of problem,
and difficulties with the catalog. The solving and correctio 'of'these is
possible and would probably be helpful. The suipject heading \ the thorniest

. cataloging problem. Some surveys simply .ignore it; some suggest abolishing
or severely limiting it. Others suggest dratticreform. There probably is
a solution to the problem which will emerge in time.

'''N...... '

On three points there is general agreement: more surveys of catalog use and,
i

users are needed; users need more assistance at,the catalog; and users need
more and better instruction in the use of the catalog. There is a, good deal

of evidence that users demand more contents notes on cards. They would also
like descriptive annotations telling the scope and level of the cataloged
book. ""-.k..

For all its faults, the library catalog is generally regarded as an effective
instrument which satisfies, or at least helps, its users more than 70 percent
of the time. It is complicated, but as Krikelas has pointed out, it is not

equally complicated in all its sections:, The user may have difficulty in
finding anything under U.S., but he can easily find a book by Ernest Hemingway...._

The librarians have had to create the dictionary card catalog out of theory
even though, as has been claimed, they have had no general principles to guide

them. We are entering the age of computerization with the same lack of
guiding principles and the 'same lack of genuine knowledge o'f the user

and his needs. Perhaps something of significance will have been learned be-
fore the new age-is in full swing. Perhaps, and more likely, we will again be
in the situation of training or failing to train the user to make do with what

we have provided him.

4
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Working Group on Public Catalogs: Subgroup C Report

\\\

II. INTERVIEWS'

A.Unit Interviews

Subgroup C members interviewed representatives of the various library units re-
gardiog use of public catalogs by staff and patrons. Interviews were designed
to allow the maximum latitude, of response and followed a loosely-constructed

-farmat that concentrated on the following points:

1'), Who uses public catalogs and for what purposes;
2) "The degree to which existing catalogs fulfill requirements of staff

.

and patrons;
3) Who assists patrons and, if necessary, staff

\
with public catalogs;

4) Methods used to orient patrons to catalogs; ,

...

. 5) How catalogs could be made more useful and comprehensible;
6) Opinions of the usefulness of other types of catalogs.

A letter (copies of which have already been distributed to all members of the .. 1.

Working Group) was sent to each unit head in adva9cel The letter stated the
topics to be covered and invited the unit head to i\nclude, at his discretion,
other' members of the unit in the interview.' This device appears to have been
effective; most interviews included several staff members, sometimes five or
more, and in all more than fifty individuals participated.

Ail library units were interviewed except the Eigii-Silkfleading Room and the Uni-
versity elementary School Library, neither pf which is represented in the URL

O 'catalogs. Chemistry, Geology/Geophysics, and Physics Libraries were interviewed
as a grow but, where appropriate, treated as separate units in tabulation. Two
members o the Bibliographers Group were interviewed separately:

The Systems epartment proved to be the only unit that apparently does, not pro-
vide assistan e to library patrons using public catalogs. With this exception,
all units were thus able from direct experience to offer valuable insights Ibto
the library use s needs as well as their own internal requirements of public
catalogs.

0 General Observations Derived From Unit Interviews

Because interviews tended to stress p oblem areas, the, long lists of, difficulties
and of suggestions for improvement thit follow in these pages may seem to ind4
cate widespread dissatisfaction with'present public catalogs. It should, there-
fore, be emphasized that most-units are reasonably well satisfied-with their cata-
logs and that in the others dissatisfaction centers on specific problem areas._

,

The Architecture apd Urban Planning Library does consider its public catalog to
be in poor condition at this,timeand relies upon the URL catalogs formost
poses. _The Law Library feels that the 'nature of its collection makes foci.mulation
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of a satsifattory catalog difficult; this unit also notes that heaviest use is
made of sets, compi.kations of, -laws, and periodicals which are shelved in the
reading room and,are,usually fouRci without the aid of the catalog, and that most
of its users prefer td'ask for desired items rather than consult any catalog.
Public Affairs Service and Map Library emphasized that use of their catalogs is
almost always through a staff member rather,than directly by the patron; Engi-
neering and Mathematical Sciences Library also remarked that a large percentage
of its catalog use is by staff searching on the user's behalf. TheTducation
and Psychology Library is satisfied withj.t& catalogs but not with the amount of
assistance it isable to give to users. The.Biomedical Library, is very well
pleased with its catalogs.

Several non-self-cataloging units stated that better communication with Technical
Services would, improve the effectiveness of their cataldgs, and one unit felt
that its needs could be met more fully if it became self-cataloging.

The University'Research Library's card catalog was diScussed at some length by
both URL and non-URL units. This catalog seems generally viewed as having cer-
tain shortcomings as a tool for the library patron. A major complicating factor.
is its function as a union catalog for the UCLA Library system; branch holdings,
are represented, but not by full sets of cards providing Multiple approaches '

(notably by subject), and policies governing branch representation save changed
over the years. Cards supplied-by self-cataloging units are quite often incon-
,sistent with tho"Se produced by Technical Services, and coordination with LC
copy is also a continuing problem.

In addition, holdings information"for serials, and especially newspapers, is
often incomplete, obsolete, and incorrect. Older cards may differ notably from .

newer ones in'the way items of information such'as location are recorded, and
many cards bear obsolete location information. Because internal ,uses of the
catalog frequently make it,convenient to include certain elements of information,
the ,card catalog contains much information that is irrelevant or, worse, cop-
fusing for Library users: CLU or catalogers' initials on the face of the card,
blind' r ferenges for headings not in current use, and, the like.

Representation of materials given temporary or limited cataloging injects yet t

another source of perplexity for users, both in the unfamiliarity of the many
kinds of cards required and in the inconsistencies of heading, and thus of
filing, that result. Still further, many categorit's such as non-book'materials
are not represented at S11, and users may be unaware of the supplementary cata-
logs which list so many of the more current items. Al) of these elements flaw
the URL card catalog from the standpoint of user satisfaction and may also cause
difficulties for library staff;

It was, however, noted by a number of units that the'URL card catalog is a re-

,

markably effective tool representing very complex collection. One reason for
.

effectiveness is best summarized by the Task Force's statement that the compre-
hensiveness of both-collection and catalog make it likely that the user will
.find something approximating what4ie seeks, and that this comprehensiVenso-
gives the user confidence that'a diligent gearch will be rewarded. As remarked

by a Bibliographer, "The catalog doe's not fail; the collection if'a user

is upsuccessful in finding relevaRt materials.
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The picture of the pat-r5r77Eatalog requirements that can be gaine effleyen

such,a broad representation of library staff opinion is necessarily partsial";---
since it depends so much on observation of patrons who have sought assistance.
Still, certain recurring co orient, may serve to identify some basic characteris-
tics of the user/public catalog interface.

In general, the opinion is that the size of a catalog, however forbidding, does,
especially in such cumbersome areas as U.S. and Bible entries or lengthy sub-
ject sequences with many subdivisions. Familiarity with other catalogs may be
an advantage to the user, but not always. The user may assume that a dictionary
catalog is divided, or vice versa. He may expect a catalog to contain informa-
tion which is, in fact,1 excluded, or be unaware- tckamte catalog contains items
he expects to find recorded, separately. If there a Applementary catalogs, .

the patron may be unaware of them, or unwilling to use them or fail to under-
stand their function in the total catalog structure. These factors'ItIpport the
often-repeated assertion that providing direct assistance at catalogs is the
most important single method of making them satisfactory for the user.;

'
,.

A number af,uhits, including Ed./Psych., EMS;-Law, Music; and Oriental, stated
' that they would .1ke surveys of use, in their own units. A survey is currently

being carried out in Biomedical Li6rary by SLS-udents. Art Library suggested
controlled surveys of specifics units, made by personnel experienced in the unit

i.and in the unit's field of specialization, and special survey concentrating on
specific points (e.g., use of the Catalog Supplement). Circul tion Department
noted that a survey of the URL catalog 'should include extensive questioning Of
veteran users, and'the Task Force emphasized that a URL survey should be done
by experts who understand,the techniques of,framing questions. There is no
doubt that a URL_survey wou d require considerable staff time and funding. In

general, opinion seemed to, favor limited surveys on special aspects of public

catalogs and surveys of u in individual units over a full-scale user survey.
v

.
Who ar

WHO USES /'UBLIC CATALOGS, AND WHY?

library patrons?

Statistics on reco :

URL exit.and ref ence statistics and College exist agd reference

statistics, to n during February and March,' 1973: 'Rreliminary

tabulation a ached. (See pp. 57a-574-7_

Statistics taken in EMS during the same period dre,being tabulated.

other
--:------,

Statistics from other units are frequently contained in theira nual
reports.

- ,...

:'
Biomedical Library is currently condUcting e study. Several other
units have indicated willingness ,to consider surveys if needed:

b. Additional or suOplementary estimates obtained in unit interviews:`

AUP: Almost entirely UCLA students.

Art: Staff", faculty, UCLA students,and off-campus, no percentage

estimates.
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Biomed: Medical School students and staff, all state colleges in
area; outside users, not somany, but use intensively (e.g.,
film and TV people).

&hem: UCLAtfaculty and students, primarily.
Clerk: 75; UCLA:- 2/3 faculty, 1/3 graduate, few undergraduates

usually one-time users); 25% outside: primarily UC and
CSU faculty and graduates, visiting scholars.

College: Mostly UCLA students (generally undergraduates); other

college students; high school students; increasing number
of older people.

Ed/Psych: Mostly graduates; half as many ;undergraduates; 1/4 academic,
1/4 other.

EMS: Faculty and RA; departmental secretaries, librarians, UCLA
graduate and undergraduates; off-campus. (Former head
estimates catalog use to be 502 staff; 30% UCLA faculty 4

and students, 20% off-campus).
Y Law: 3/4 UCLA students. Ca. 1/4 students from other law

,schools. (Extrapolated from circulation.figures). Small
number of practicing lawyers in community.

Geology: Faculty, students, heavy off7campus use. -

Map: UCLA: 50% undergraduate, 50% graduate. Very large number
of off-campus.

GSM C. 600 MBA students, c..200 Ph.D candidates in Management,
Economics History, Political Science; c. 100 MSc students.

\ Some use from students interested in computer studies
(especially SLS), arts management, etc. Considerable
outside use, especially related to Extension courses

Music: \\4ostly UCLA faculty and students. Some other col -ge
tu,dents, little other.

Oriental: Faculty,.students and other outside users interested in the
collection.

Physics: Ranked (1) graduates; .(2) faculty; (3) industrial re-
searchers; (4) undergraduates. Proportions of users not
estimated. 90% of catalog use is through staff inter-
mediary.

Theater Art: Many off-campus Users.

2. Patrops' PURPOSES id using.publit catalogs:,

,
By far Ate most frequent purpose is toolocate needed b?:,oks and serials

a

(including ldings of older as well as current serials). There is also some
use for other p poses, such as obtaining bibliographical information. Rea-

sons for searches reic ude class assignments,-ie-rm and, seminar papers, thesis
\

and dissertation researc p.,and other research, in proportions commensurate
ith the user's academic level zundergraduate, graduate, or faculty. Non-
(LA students are more likely.to 13e-w rking on research projects than class

.assiignments. Pprsoriai interest accounts a substantial portion--per-

Alit

411aps as much as one-thirdof catalog use.

--...

Special aspects of use in certain ittwere also' FIO in unit interviews:
AUP: Most searches are rrerIt materials. '', .

Clark: Heaviest wse i or research' on authOrs., periods' and other

special. areas in whiet collections are strong. Ca aldg use to
--''

V
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obtain bibliographical information is considerably heavier than
ih most units.

College: Heaviest use is for class assignments and term papers (undergraduate).
Law: UCLA students use the library primarily to find case .studies and

for class assignments. Non-UCLA patron.s use the library as a
Whole more as a research collection.

Music: Most searches are to locate books and scores. Currency-is not a
factor, and the entire chronological -range is useAT

Special Collections: Searches are for works and types of works' peculiar
to the unit.

'Theater Arts: Most searches are forspecial materials held in the___unit,
e.g., clippings, stills, screenplays.

3:: 'Patrons' APPROACHES to public catalogs:
URL: The consensus of, units is that most searches are for known items.

Subject searches are made more by undergraduates.'

Patron approaches reported by other units essentially match the URL con
sensus, with the following exceptions and additional remarks:

AUP: Searches are for very specific items: commission repoits,
conferences, etc., or for materials jn vertical files._

Clark: In addition to known items, users may be searching for all works
by an author or within a period. Manys.peclal lists and files
are used to find commendatory verses and prefaces, publications
of a printer, provenance of items, etc. \ -

College: Subject is the approach most used by undergraduates though this
may be only apparent because help may be asked more frequently
for subject searches).

Ed/Psych: Subject approach is frequently used, as is author. Users are
seldom aware of titles.

.EMS: In contrast to the"URL consensus graduates are more likely
to use the subject approach here, whereas undergrads are
usually after specific items. Faculty are also following
,specific references, Industrial and other off-campus users.
are after specific journal articles, conference reports, etc.,
to xerox.

Law: Most total library use is of sets of cases, laws,and periodi-
cals shelved in the reading room and not requiring use of
catalogs to locate. Most catalog searches are for specific
books, a minority by subject.

Map: Patrons use catalogs always with the assistance of a staff
member:

GSM: jn addition to usual use, the separate catalog of reserve books
is frequently consulted.

Music: Searches are usually for spetific items; editions,dre seldom
important, and as much,y,se is made of older as ,of new materiali.

Oriental; uthor-title approach'
Cl)emi.stry:',Searches are rarel yA4subject, often for ery obscure

items; conferencc.proceedings,.are often ought.

,physics: Most searcheal!e for known items. //'

PAS: Catalog is not in the psual sense public.; 90% of searches are/
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made by staff member for the patron, though patrons may
consult trays directly if they dish Searches are for kriown
items or publications of an agency; `subjects are not re-
presented in the\catalog:

Special Collections: Searches are usually for a kn wn item, sometimes
for types of works (e.g., "shape" books or non -book materials).

Theater Arts: All approaches used; frequent approach by subject or
type ofwork (e.g., motion picture stills).

4. 'Staff use of public catalogs: 4

Public catalogs used by Library staff:

1) Unit's own catalogs
All units reported heavy staff use; AUP, whose catal'pg is currently
in poor condition, relies on URL public catalogs for most purposes.

\ -

2) URL card catalog
a) Use heavily: Bibliographers, Circulation, Refe:Ince, Serials,

College, Task Force;\Art, AUP, Technical Services, Special
Collections.

b) Use some: Clark, Law, GSM, Music, PAS, Theater Arts.
c) Use little or none: Systems, Biomedical, Ed/Psych, EMS, Oriental,

Physical Sciences Libraries.

3) UCLA lubok catalo (NOte: This information was not volunteered by all
unizs")

a) Use heavily: Col ge, Clark, EMS, Law.
b) Use some: GSM

c) Use little or none:' Bibliographers, Reference, Serials, Systems,
k Force, Art, AUP,Ed/Psych, Music, PAS, Speci 1 Collections.

\

4) Catalog supplement(s) (Note:;` Thig information s no
A
t volunteered

by all units) . 1

ar4Jse heavily: Bibliographers, Circulati , Reference, Task Force,

Technical SerVices (Acquisitions and & E sections), Art* AUP1;

Col lege2, Ed /J ycli..3_,_EMS4, Law5, G , Music7.

b) Use some: PAS, Physical SciencevLibraries8.
.

,

c) Use little,or none: Serials, Systems, Technical Services (cataloging
section9), .Biomedical, Clark..

Notes:

1. AUP has small Cat. 'Sup. ofown holdings `.
Z. College has next to latest whole Cats .Sup. 'and.tseparate NBS

listings.'

3. Ed/Psych has copy.
, 4. EMS has own copy.

.

5. Law has Cat. Sup., of own'holdings.

6. GSM has older copy of full Cat. Sup.
7. 'Music has Cat. Sup. of own holdings.
8. Physical Sciences branches of own holdings.

TSD cataloging section cannot use Cat. Sup. ,as hority'file.
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5 Library staff may use public catalogs to obtain the following inform lion:

1). Holdings of known i/terns
a) Location of copy in unit
b) Location of.copies in other units

) Edition(s) held
) Volumes of serial or work in parts held
) Translations held
) Number of copies held

\ 2). sidings of classes of items
a' Of subject
b Of personal author
c) Of agency or other corporate body
d) Of conference proceedings,' symposia, etc.
e) Of non-book materials (e.g., pictures).

Bibro ra hical information .

a tablish main entry .

b) E tablish form of author name
c) Es blish fuil title/subtitle of item
d) Names of co-authqs, editors, translators, or printers
e) Publ cation information: place, publisher, date ,

f) Series notes I ',,

g) ,Collation information: 'skze, pagination, etc.
)4- Notes on relationsMp to other works (e.g., former or merged

title, voluMe of trilogy, etc:
,i) Contents.of collections (of'poetr plays, selected works of

author, e.g.)
j) Identify works containing bibliographie llustrations, etc.
k) Serial publication information (e.g., date oft first volume, change

.

of editor)
1) Miscellaneous descriptive information ,(e.g., limited ed4ion,

,

publication history of set)'

4). Miscellaneous information
a) Tracings on card of known,ipm

similar works
b) Check classification assigner) to known item or subjects
c) Establish author dates
d). Establish binding'unils of serials
e) Ser ies analytic to OiScover series information
,f) "Information cards" (e0., to indicate existence and location

of collections of manuscripts or uncataloged government publica-
tions)

g) ,Notcs'on organizations, agencies, -,' countries, etc., contained, in

"history cards"
h) transliteration"
1 'Lt cardnumber,' Dewey classification, etc.., contained on .Lt

printed cards /

5). Units-may main'ta'in special catalogs, lists_, types of cards,6r anno-
tations to provide approaches by) for example:
a) Language of Work

,..

o'determine subject headings for
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b) Place of publication
c) Physical form (e.g., "shape" books)

of material (e.g., maps) -

e) Association with authors of interest (e.g., prefaces, dedicatory
verses, etc.)

4

6. Library Operations involving use of public catalogs (includes patron

assistance):

1). Reference/reader assistance .,,,

a) Holdings information needed by patrons (in person, by telephone,

or by mail)
b) Bibliographical and miscellaneous information needed by patrons
c) Finding materials needed to answer reference or informational

questions

2). Acquisitions
a) Holdings information, including locations and editions
b) Establish main entry, bibliographical information, etp.

3). \Collection development
a) Holdings (of known item, subject, personal or corporate author,

or type) N.

b) Establish main entry, bibliographical information, etc.
c) Suriey collection

4). Cataloging
a) Holdings, including editions and locations
b) Establish main entries,'form of author name, bibliographipal

informaeton, etct
c) Establish subject headings
d) Establish classification
e) Policy decisions' (Making guide cards, analyti8s, haldling of

serials, see references, decision to give voluminous author

handling,` etc.)
'f) Maintenance and editing of catalog (filing, surveying for internal

consistency, etc;)

5). Circulation
a) Locate items nee ed 'for. eserve

b) Information for overdue notices, replacements-, survey of stack

collection, etc.

6). Interlibrary loan (borrowing. and lending)

a) Holdingsl'editions, etc.
b) Establish main entry, bibliographical'information, etc.

7). Gifts and exchange
a) Holdigjs, edition's, etc.
b) Establish main entry, bibliographical information, etc.

.8). Serials records
a) Holdings, editions, volumes bound, etc.



b) Establish entry, Bibliographical information, etc.
c) Determine binding(units
d) Maintain serial records: adding records of bound volumes, etc.

9). Administration, research, and publication
a) Holdings, editions, etc.
b) Bibliographical information
c) Finding materials needed to accomplish-task

Any function may be carried on by any unit in proportion to the unit's activi-
ties and special requirements.

ASSISTANC 0 PATRONS (AND, IF NECESSARY, STAFF) WITH PUBLIC CATALOG

On one point there is alimost universal agreement: direct assistance with\public
catalogs should be provided to patrons. Several units stressed this as the most
important single factor in satisfying user requirements, and no dissenting opin-
ion was voiced. -N\

Two units noted that they curr ntly provided full personal assistan;e at all
times, since their catalogs re almost always used by patrons through the nter-
mediary of a staff member (Map and PAS). A third (Clark) remarked that al
patrons are admitted to the library by a staff member who automatically of ers
assistance to inexperienced users. ,Several units felt that they would pro ide
adequate assistance: Several other units"stated that they would provide mo e
direct assistance if they had staff to do so. Several specialized science
libraries remark that in their disciplines catalogs are less importSnt th n
abstracting- ervices and that catalog assistance inItheir units is thus not
so vital. '

Both/URL and other ibrary units were also united in the opinion that the URL
card catalog s uld have st ff on the spot to provid user assistance. Sever 1

units spok ery favorably f the Task Force's recent\contributions in this
regard Recommendations for staffing a card catalog service point were made
b ome units; these were divided between Reference affc Technical Services

, staff, or a combination of the two, but there was gone agreement that staff'
should be experienced career personnel and that prOvision for such Staffing
should have high priority. '`, .,

f

it was also emphasized that a direct telephone line to the URL card catalog
would be a boon to other library units and to individual users. At least two

units laid special stress on this poin'y

All units except Systems reported gaming assistance, to patrons with public
catalogs, and that any staff on hand may be\called upon to do so. Assistance
given at public service points is, of course, to be expected, but any staff
may be asked for help at the catalogs. In addition, BibliOg"raphers are often

sought out as sources of assistance, and many technical_services staff members
are often called upon in connection with special .problems. Assistance with the

use of the,public catalogs is thus shown to be a total library endeavor.
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ORIEN TION

a) Signs
re

Most units have a minimal number o s\igns' at public catalogs, usu-\
ally restricted to section'labels nd brief general directions.
Effectivenesd was generally rated s poor to fair, and it was fre-
quently noted that signs are not sufficiently conspicuous. There
were, nevertheless, several recommendatioris for more si' and

'Narticularly for more visible signt.

b) Maps and plans
About half of the library units have maps or similar guided to the
physical ,arrangement of the unit. Effectiveness is gnerally judged
to be fair to good.

c) Other visual aids

Special disptays,'such as thq flowchart posted at the College
Library's pub is catalog, we e considered fairly effective. There
were several s ggestions that instructions for use be posted in
public catalog and that copies of filing rules, be made,available
tb. users in the catalog.

d) Library Guides and other printed/handouts
The UC Libr yGuide, available in all units, was, generally
'rated as oor or ineffecti,me as a means of orienting patrons to the
card catalo , since little relevant information is contained in it.

Several 'units reported somewhat better results from their own
special guides and information sheets although it was generMly
noted that printed .handodts tend to remain unread. Issuance of special
guides and bibliographies was recommended by serral units, and a
representative of the Bibliographers Group considered highly desirable
a series of printed lessons on the URL card catald

e) -Tours

It was noted that tours are quite effective but not on a br ad scale,
since they reach relatively few users. Two units expressed atisfaction
with self-guided tours that they currently use.

f) Seminars and other special instruction
These were considered quite, effective for the fdL they reach, since
they are usually _given to users who are at the point of applying
what they have learned, and focus is or specific areas.

g) Formal instruction
In at least six interviews it was stated that students should be
offered courses in library usr that would Jnlude catalog use
instruction, or that such instruction should be incorporated-into
courses such as Subject A. Opinions that such courses should be.
required of all freshmen were somewhat contradicted by.the observa-
tion that instruction is often given too early in the student's
career, to that he forgets it before he has intensive need of the
knowledge imparted. I>t was noted that the College Library's library .
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,' skills program 1 popul and wellireceiv but aye' le only to

specifik classes \=t thi time. SoMe form o audiovisua instruceion

,warms, mentioned as esir ble in several interviews'.

Summary: 4
.

The consensus- seems to e that all possible forms of orientation uld

.
be explored and utilize , and that none can be relied upon as uni ersally

effective. It Oas also oted that some orientation' can be incor ted /

into the catalogs themselves in the form of more guide cards, co ote'd o

special IS, marked cards,. a color coding. By far the most effectiVe
means of orientation, it \w,s agreed, is personal assistance with public

catalogs, and inpmber o units stated that the form of orientation they

most wish to adeor expan is -this sort of,'direct assistance.
,

O

sok

DIFFICULTIES ENCOUNTERED WITH PUBLIC/ CATALOGS (with notes on times mentioned)

Entry .(total 152)

Main entry (total 56)
Corporate (especially subdivisions) (9)

Conference and symposia standard entries (2)
ForM entry for newspapers (11)-
Title (distinti e title entry principles of cho(ce) (2)

\\Entries for mit rials at-different levels of cataloging
(subtotal 24)" Gneral (2)

Brieflistin many inaccuracies (11)

PATE Many inaccuracigs \O)
collections specially/treat .g., Ganz, Boyer) (7)

"Temporarily" wi hdrawn cards (6)
)Grammatical form of entry differs fr citation (esp. - German)

(1) .

LC coordination h d td keep up (1) ,

d entries
re needed (11)
eadin s

rin le not grassed by users (9)
400solete, not suff cienrly current (10)

No -specific (14)
Lar!ge, general Poli,tical Science) (8)

Sub - headings (subto al 24)
Unnecessary' (e g.; addresses, essays, lectures) (5)

Hard to find ( .g., geographic at end of.loRg series of .

undivided sub'ect)
,

Confusing (e.g. chronological) (9)

Periodicals sub headings inadequate (1)
Inconsistencies (sUbtofal 14) ,

, ,

Looks on sa subject under different headings (5)

Differences etwesp,URL and other libraries on

campUs ,(9)

Bra h sub)ec hea 'rigs hol-in URL natal g (8)
Unsu table to pur oses *of library (following LC does

not Jibe.with USLA neds) (2') ,

'r

,
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b) Series (total 28)
Cat. as sep. (total 10) N

SNU (subtotal 8)
. Used too frequently (5)

Used inconsistently (3)
SAE

Arrangement by author, but should be number (if-
author"known4bobk can be,found by author in usual
way) (2)

Cat. as series (subtotal 18)*\
Open date (5)

1
-Beginning 'date of publicat ,ii-n as s wn on in c4,11d confused

with holdings (4) s ,d.,:...'_---

\., --.4 Separate holdings cards (3)

.

Difficulty in distinguiShin newspaper from ppurnal (4
Newspaper holdings incorrect and incomplete (2)

17

r.

c) Cross References (tote) 34)
See and see also (more nee ed, for subjects, authors,4r-
porateeninFED (17) ,

Serial titles (insufficient references from alternate forms
of title) (7)

Blind references (obsolete Or for entries not yet in use)
Library of Congress printed reference .(typographigal confu-
sion) (1)

d) Anatytics
More needed (11)

e) Filing (total '98)

Voluminous authors (subtotal 12)
Unified titles needed (4)
Need original title pn card for translation (3)
Inconsistent policies on treating author as voluminous (2)'
,Generally complex ----' confusing

Misfiling (6)
Filing rules (subtotal 23)

Rules, complicated,'labyrinthine, constantly changing 0)
Unit haS. no written rules (5)
Unit's rules differ from URL (4)
Differences from 'other types of filing (in standard biblio-
.graphies or other familiar sequences, such as telephone

books) (6)

Abbreviations (5)
Aclonyms (5)
Transliteration not standardized (3)
Compound surnames and. forenames (2)

.Initials after surname (1)
First names by status (saints, monarchs, etc..) (2)

Subject headings subdivisions, inconsistencies (3).

Corporate,,entry subdivisions (10)

'Titles and subjects confused (5)
. Musical scores mixed With composers!. other writings, (1)

fP



Chronological filing of historical peribds (5)
Filing by word that does not appear on card (e.g., London (England))

(3)

Filing by title under added entries (except SAE) (3)

Diariticar marks (3) a

Bible (3)
Classified filing of subject headings On units which do this) (3)

f) tpecial Marking's on Cards` (total 44)
Location (subtotal 18)

Branch-(5)
Obsolete (elg., IIR) (5)

Inaccurate (e.g., "Newspaper. stacks" on'cards for micro,
filmed newspapers) (8)

Additional copies of editions listed only under main entry (3)
Symbols (subtotal 26)

$

Obsolete (e.g.., rectangle for Special Collections) (7)',

CLU (5)

Cataloger's initials S4)
Other obsolete markings (e, , "restricted use") (5)

Call number on back of card 4)

Irrelevant mattrial from user standpoint (e.g., LC card
number) (1)

g) 'Unreadable Cards (8)
Photographed .title pages (5)
Unreadable numbers on brieflisting cards (3)

Multiple Catal,o9s (6)

ibrary Material not Represented in Catalog (total 20)

Non-book materials (.5)
Branch library Woldings (8)
Delayed in processing (especially materials long delayed,
such as addeds, temporary cards left for years, non-current
Serials left in contins.) (7)

SUGGESTED WAYS TO MAKE PUBLIC - CATALOGS MORE USEABLE

A. Organization /

1. Physical Aspects , ' f !.

More color coding of catalog trays (1)
Locate closer to service desks (1) 4

2. Organization of Contents
Unify catalogs to reduce'number of places to look (3)
Change from dictionary to divided catalog (2)
Do not divide catalog (2)
Use telephone book filing (1)

Contents and Scope ,
It Representalidn of Materials in URL Public Catalog
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Remove serials from card 'catalog (5)

Remove newspapers from:card catalog (4)
Represent non-book holdings (2)
Remove cards for lost or withdrawn books (1)

2. Enti-ies in URL Public Catalog
Full cataloging ox more added entries for branch holdings in

URL catalog (8)
More analytics (5)
More see and see also references (5)
More guide cards(4)
More specific subject headings (4)
More current subject4headings (4)
Better information on items in process (2)
See also references for geographical subdivisions ofesubject

headings (1)
Guide cards for alternate spellings of surnames (1)
Eliminate unnecessary subject subdivisions or subheadings (1)
Put cataloging information into machine-readable form (1)

3. Representation of Materials.in Other Libraries in Branch Library
Catalogs (2)

c. Quality .

.

Consistency 0-series added entry policies (4)
On7going editing of catalogs (2)
Bettel- communication between public services and technical .

services (2) . R.

Better notes on cards (1)
Improve quality of supplementary catalogs (1)

.

More detailed bibliographical description for rare and special
items (1)

/
-----,......_

Beview brieflisted items (1)
Improve accuracy,of filing 0)
Better printing for cards and book. catalogs (1)
Standardize filrng among libraries (1) .

Simplify Ming (1)
More full cataloging (1)
Give full cataloging to everything (7)

s
D. Staffing ..

More individual assistance in URL public catalog (9)
Direct phone to URL public. catalog (3) .

Keep up Task Force project in URL public catalog" (2)

, Impro% quality and training of filing personnel. ,(2)
- Improve level of training of staff updating serial holdings (1)

Lave filing staff in catalog only during off-peak hour \(l)
,

,

E. Orientation and Publicity '

Courses in lAbrary use for students (4)
Include library use instruction in Subject A (2)
Required instruction for students (1) .

Orientation in catalog use for staff at all levels (1)
Orientatipn on corporate entries (1)*.
Better signs (3)

f



Publicize filing rules (

Better visual aids (2)
Instructional cards or 1 .flets. (1)

Better publicity for tobr (1)

Publicize preview catalog'(e.g:, catalog supplement) (I)
Publish guides on speciali ed subjects (1)

ADDITIONAL COMMENTS AND OPINlO S ON CATALOGS FOR PUBLIC USE.

Since interviews v..fere.designed to allow, or as much freedom; of expl'ession as

possible,. not all unit volunteered °pin! ns on,all, or even any, of th-topics
below., No attempt is made here to distin uish group 4frorl individual opinion,
and the number of pro and ,con opiniohs ca not ,be interpreted as. a statistical

survey of unit opinion. The variety oklopinion expressed on both practical ,and
theoretical issues is included asbeing in itself of interest.

(Catalog Cutoff

Since there has been considerable recent discuision of this possibility., it Ls

not surprising that opinions on the subject werevolunteered in 15 interviews:

Catalog cutoff would be a. disaster (7).
Catalog cutoff would serve no purpose (5)
Catalog cutoff would be,desirabl-e only if the new catalog represented

change and definite improvement over the old (2) '

The catalog should be closed, put into, book form, and supplemented on

cards (1)

Of those opposing cutoff, several remarked that users 'dislike having to search

in more than one catalog (sea below). Interviewees from several units serving

the arts, humanities, and social sciences Mentioned that their users require

access to the full range of materials, regardless of publication date, and

that having catalogs devoted to recent materials only would be no benefit.

Size and Scope of Public Catalogs

Several units remarked that although the size of the URL catalog is forbiddilig,

size in itsetf.is not as significant as complexity of the whole or specific

sections. Congestion in the card catalog was several times mentioned ps an

annoyanbe, and it was noted that any catalog should provide simultanedus access

to as_many users as possible. Other opinibn included:

GiVe full cataloging to everything (7)
Represent:ail,materials in collection, including non-book (6)

URL catalog should have full representation of branch holdings (4)

Redor,ds in any formhshould contain as much information as possible ,(2)

Records, should be simplified to exclude non-essential information (2)

.
!,

4



/ft

4
- Organization of the Cdtalog

k
Prefer dictionary catalog -(9)
Prefer divided catalog (6)=.
Unit opinion mixed on dictionary vs. divided catalog (3)
Chronological divislon for recent materials (1)

Like claSsified arrangement of subject cards (1)
Dislike classified arrangement of subject cards (1

'Physical Form of Cataloging

Prefer card catalog (6)
(No person interviewed

Prefer bOok catalogs (4)
Dislike book c "atalogs (3)

Dislike.printouts (2)

Investigate on-line systems

expressed a dislike of card catalogs)

(3)
On-line systems must have multiple access

Investigate microform catalogs (2)

Use MRC to produce cards for catalog (1)

Single Public Catalog vs..Multiple Records

Prefer card catalog for everything (7)
Full records oral] serials in card catalog (1)
Full records of all newspapers in card catalog (1)

(2)

01

Serials list Separate . t
.

,

Prefer serials list in separate form (6)
Include full retrospective holdings in serials list (4) '

Remove allserials holdings'records from card catalog (1)
Include government serial documents in serials list (I)

Newspaper list separate
Prefer separate 'newspaper 1ist4(2)
Include full ,retrospective holdings in newspaper list: (2)

Remove all newspaper listings from catalog (2) ''

Catalog supplement
Catalog supplement is a'disadvantage (4)

Prefer separate dissertation list (1) , 0
Prefer separate micron! catalog or list (I)

Would like public Shell 'list (2)
,

Patrons drslike'having more than one place to look (8).

.

4

5
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_Production and. Maintenance

All processing should be done centrally (1)
Catalog needs of'branct can be met only-if unit is self-cataloging (1)
Central cataloging staff do not ,ynderstand requirements of branch (2)
On-going catalog editing is a necessity and should be a definite assign-
ment (2)

Computerized listings need better editing (3)
AcceptLC copy, CIP, etc., in interests of speed (1)

SUPPLEMENT:' 40111.ERLIBRARY LOANS

ti

Pursuant to Subgroup C's information gathering activities, Edith M. Fuller of
the Reference Dpartment's Interlibrary Loan section remarked that about 10%
of ILL borrowing requests are for items which are, in fact, available at UCLA.
Ms. Fuller provided the Subgroup with 89 records forming a representative
sample of such requests.

,Although the reason for the patron's failure to find the desired item at UCLA
is not always possible to determine with accuracy, these 85 records may be
roughly tabulated, as follows:

1. Patron apparently thought UCLA did not own:
Tart of series (identified through verification) (18)
Wrong main entry (9)
In catalog,,supplement (2)
Filing order, e.g., initial article (1)
Newspaper holdings nop accurately reflected in catalog (1)
Wrong title of serial (1)

Uncataloged item (1)
Reason for failure not identified (12)

2. Patron apparently thought UCLA copies all lost or missing:
URL copy lost/missing but another copy in ahother library or' on

'film (21)
Item on shelf (19) e

Charged to individual (3)r

Charged to reserve sectidel (2y

N Pages missing from URL copy available in another library's copy (1)

60
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4
II. INTERVIEWS

B. Interviews with 'Staff and Faculty Authorities

Those individuals chosen to be interviewed by the Subgroup were: Eleanore

Friedgood, retiring Editor of the URL .catalog; Professor Seymour Lubetzky,
internal authority on catalogs and cataloging; and Professor Charles Gullans
of the English Department, one of the most sophisticated faculty users of the
Library, particularly in the area of the humanities.

Areas of Agreement
.1

1. Staff assistance to users of the public catalog is an essential in-
gzedient of orientation on catalog use. One at least, Wbuld
be stationed permanently at the:DRL catalog. This person should be
a professional ,librarian with full background and experience in both
technical and public services, should maintain frequent liaison with
'both reference and cataloging personnel, and should keep records of
difficulties encountered by users.

2. Whatever the future of the existing catalog, it should be upgraded
by eliminating inconsistencies, errors, past dfsa§ters, etc. "The

public catalog of a research library rs the single most important
tool in a scholar's research; and anything that impairs the integri-

..ty of the catalog is a threat to his 'scholarly purposes." (Gullans)

3. Whatever new information access system(s) may be added to, or hub-

s'tituted for, the present Catalog, the.Most important consideration
should be fhat. "we. put all of our effort into seeing that it is
done well, for our future as scholats and librarians is dependent on
its being ,done well." (Gullans)

Areas of Disagreement

Two of the three individuals interviewed were ,in favor pf catal cutoff

with conversion to MRB to produce a new datalog., Both of these felt'

strongly that the existing URL card catalog shouldbe thoroughly edited

before cutoff; one felt that the present cataldg should be divided as

well as edited. Both felt that the new catalog should be a divided
catalog; one thought that this divi'ded catalog should be kept continuous-

.

ly up to date by card supplements.
. .

The third individual favored retaining the existing catalog; with rigorous

editing and improvement:*

10,
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The User

From the Use QUestionnaire and from Circulation use statistics it appears
that the URL card catalog user is an almost equal mix of graduate and under-
graduate students with the undergraduate having p slight edge. A variety of
staff, faculty, and off-campus users comprise about one-fifth of the total.

The patron's primary purpose in catalog use is most often related to course
or degree requirements, but personal interest apparently represents about one-
third of the use.

The p'atron comes to the card catalog intent on finding his, material with-
Out the time for sign reading nor the patience for lengthy explanations orfor
seeking help unless immediately at hand. Frequently he comes with shortcomings
of his own such as language and spelling difficulties or with incomplete or
incorrect, citations. Some of his misinformation has been supplied to him by
the faculty.

The patron usually approaches the, card catalog with a known author or
title but more often than the Reference Desk compilation would indicate he .1s)
seeking information on a subject.

Whatever his purpose, the patron is, in many cases, unsure of the nature
of the catalog. Does it include author,-title, and subject in one alphabet?
If he is looking for a subject, he may need help with the choice of the subject
heading as well as where and how it may appear in one of the 7,433 catalog
drawers. -If he is Tookfh,g for a periodical or newspaper article, he is often
unsure of wl-rit the ca lOg provides in this respect:

The physical arrang ent of the catalog, its size.and its. arrangement in
the room, and the likeliho d of misplaced catalog trays cause some difficulty,
but this is minor compared ith the confusion'capsed by the filing arrangement.
Filing errors are responsible for some patron difficulty, but much more frequent
are the failures caused by complications of the filing structure. VOluminous

authors, corporate authors, compound surnames, articles, initials, government
publications, subjects and subject subdivisions are only some of the causes of

troubles with filing.

The desired card, once found, does not end obstacles to be overcome. The

information on the card is often misleading, unclear, or outdated. The devices

are not clear. Puzzling, too, is seemingly gratuitous information on the card

such as "CLU" or "number of copies limited to 150." Particularjdosyncracies
such as the variety 'of branch and temporary cataloging cards, lack of subject
headings for all libraries, and blind see references contribute to the patron's

perpJexi-ty.

Despite the number of problems and complexities identified, it is striking

that general reaction to the URL card catalog is essentially favorable. Both

Task Force surveys record alarge majority of positive responses by. users of

the library.
<:1/4.
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III. USERISURYS4

,Given the .ck of evidence oft' e usefulness of user surveys (and limited
as ay.Subgro C survey must. be by time, money, and 'survey experience). the
Subgroup di se of three sources of 115... user ihformatidn. Although no
statisti evidence presents itself from these surveys, some (acts, rather
than opinions apd,4Rpressions, can bedded to'the knowledge 'about the URL
user his approach t6 the catalog, s successes and failures along with the
reascillis for the successes and faili,res.Some,insight into actual survey pre-
paration, techniques, and tabylation was gained as well. The survey, information
substantiated qther data and confirmeAlong-haJd presumptions. This data,
along with Junit and personal interviews, conversations with others, 4nd general,
experience with the use of the card catalog and the card catalog user served
as part of the basis upon which the Subgroup recommendations were made.

The Reference Survey

The URL Refii-ence staff kindl' agreed to Mr out a form'recording. in-
,person assistance gi.ve users,of the URL card catalog. It was .understood
that no effort was to be to record all encounters between card catalog
users and Refere6te staff but only, encounters .the staff were able
to record at a later,time. The foredesig rtunately was excellent in insur
ing useful responses and in being apparentlg,relativelyeasy to fill out.
Information from 231 transactions (Appendix A) was captured in a five-week
period midpoint in'the 1974 Winter' quarter. The classification and tabulation
of the data was more difficult= but even a cursory look at the summary is use-
ful. Lt must be remembered that this infoemation came from theuser'who required
assistance with the URL card catalog: '.

Theask Force Card Catalog Project

The ask Force Card Catalog Project Reports (Appendix B) also only record
information about the URL user who needs assistance with the catalog. The ill-

formation the report was gathered over a one year period of 10 hours per
week providing user aid at the card catalig by four staff members: Apain the
informati2n is not statistical but falls ihto the common pattern of knowledge
about the card catalog user.

The Task Force Use Questionnaire

4

\The Task Force Use Questionnaire (Appendix C) differs from the other two
surveys in that the information was gathered di random from 300 people who,

g' happened to be in the URL catalog area in the fourth and fifth weeks of, the
4.

Winter quarter% These people were, not necessarily card catalog users. The

information was compiled statisfiOally but it is the interpretation of the
questionnarie and the random comments that are supportive of the other survey
findings.

67
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Aditi nal Observat

C

There should be a required course orr th use of the library basic to the

curriculum.

Primary emphasis irthe production of all-catalog infOrmation, in what-
ever;farg6 should be on quality, not quantity..
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'M. 'USER SURVEYS
APPENDIX A

(AL. Reference Desk Record

For approximately five weeks (February 21-March'29, 1974) the URL Reference
Desk staff kept a record of 231 in- person transactions involving assistance with
the URL public catalogs. T'r'ansactions were recorded only at times,when the
staff had leisure to do so. Thus, the record accumulated is-neitber a full
representation nor a statisticall4alid sample of catalog assistance provided
during that period. It was intendationly to prOwide,docuAentation of some
characteristic public catalog difficulties and is not appropriate for statistical
evaluation. ,

The form used .(sampleyattached) was,designed to be completed entli-elyfrom
the librarian's observation and did not reguire the librarian to aslc the patron
for any information not directly -related to the problem at hand. Patrons were
not aware that these transactions were, being recorded. MOst of the transactions
involved patrons who had approached the Reference Desk for assistance, but a
few took place at the,dtard catalog'.

4

Although, as noted, this is not a statistical record, the following figures are
. possibly of interest:

r.
231 transactions Jere recorded.

183 were specific hem searches, 43 were subject searches, and 5 were
requests'for geneyal orientation to the catalog.

193 were initiated'by the patron; in other instances, the librarian
volunteered assistance or explanation.

In 141 instances, the librarian accompanied the patron. to'the.catalog.

In 129 instances it was determined that the patron had already searched
the catalog, add in 11 instances. that the patron requested assistance
beforeeginning his search.

4 72 requestS were for interpretation of infoemation fOund in the catalog.

In instances, the Patron had incomplete or incorrect information.

. .

16 transactions involved consultation of "the LC stklect heading' list and- .
..,

27 involved verification in a bibliographical source.
.

. .

An 21 instances the librarian' recommended a course of action-other than
,..

using the'catalog:
1

.4 /e

- A number of transactions involved more than one element of difficulty, e.g.,
unfamiliarity with corporoterguthor principle and incomplete information? or
unfarAiliaritty with filing arrangement and latk of a see reference. However,

' - it'can be noted that the major probable reasons that assistance was necessary

- incLuding the following:
Alr. nt
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oro

Fi ling rules 42 .

Patron's incomplete or incorrect information - 35
Patron's general Ofamlliarity with or unwillingness to use catalog - 21
Subject heading structure - 26
Corporate author
Puzzling information on card - 20.
Location 19

See references 10

Newspaper form heading 7

Multiple catalogs 8

CLU on card 7

Lack of analytics = 5

4

I

I

7 0
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a

INDEX OF IDENT1FI,P DIFFICULTIES

General Aspects of Catalogs

Dictionary 'arrangement

Asked for subject catalog
Asked for author -title catalog

Types of cards
Confused title and subject cards
Could not'distinguish author from subject Card

Confused journal title and subject heading
Temporary cards
Brieflisting cards

Multiple catalogs
Failed to check tat. sup.
Thought all new books are in cat. sup:, failed to check card catalog
Failed to check card cat. for serial after checking serial list
Failed to check card cat. or serial list after checking PRR rotary file
Failed to check card cat. for holdings',of earlier vols., of serial in

serial li,st .

Item listed in both card cat. and cat. sup. or different libraries
No card in PC for serial in serials list
No card in PC for microfilm holding of serials only in serials

Physical

Misplaced trays
Cards temporarily removed fromcatalog, no temporary cards..
Confusing labeling on trays

See References

Failed to understand instructions on see ref
Did not note correct spelling of author name
Did not understand element under which to look for compound author name
Confused by printed LIBRARY OF CONGRESS REFERENCE; entirely missed real

reference to entry. -

Temporary see ref note confusing

BlirolVdead see ref

Unable to understand see. ref ,for newspapervform entry

See ref to voluminous author work with spelling variations .

Sec ref lacking for author pseudonym
For later name of journal

Searials list
No see ref for forMer name of journal
No see ref to main4entry

'7



4

INDEX OF DIFFICULTIES.(2)

try.'

Corporate entry
California. University
U.S: government publication
Corporate author. of journal
Corporate author as majn,entry for-work also having personal authors
Congress proceedings
Museum listed under' nameof city
Confused corporate entry with title in citation'

'Corporate author as both author and title

Personal author entry
Real name vs pseudonym
Form of author name in catalog ditfers from familiar usage

Form entries
Newspapers
Dissertations

Lack of title entry

Main entry - general
Branch` holdings listed only under main entry

.other editions listed onlyunder main entry
Serials holdings listed only under main entry ks,

Inconsistent main entry for cards from self-cataloging branch

Subject headings

LC subject, heading structure
Needed to check LC list:forcorrect headings
No appropriate subject heading in LC list orsupplements

No "see also"..reference fOr subject heading in catalog

Inconsistent application of subject headings.

Chronological subdivisions of subject heading

Analytics lacking for series

Materials excluded from Catalog

Current government publcations,
Individual periddical articles,
Individual Plays n

Serial holdings

Serial, holdings not ifully r.Tresented on checkingcard (bound volumes in

stacks), .

1

V
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INDEXAF BiFFICULTIES (3) -

*

Obsolete newspaper-holdings
Confused serial main etry3s, indication *of UCLA holdings; missed checking

. card
.No serial holdings for branch,given in card catalog.

Catalog_ Supplemen

Keypunching error causing inisfile
Call number in catalog supplement reproduced poorly, unreadable.

"I

Filing Order-

Aimlauts.and other tliScritical marks

.4

Hyphenated words,

Ihterfiling ortitles and subjects with subdivisions

Authors, personal
Compound surname
Names beginning with. St.
Mc, Mac, M'
Voluminous author filing
Standared.titles in voluminous authof filing

Authors, corporate
California University individual campuses

. New York entries
U.S. Government entries
"International" headings
Subheadings of corporate authors
University listed by name of city with name of country counted in

filing although not on card

Initibls
Filtdat beginning of letter
Initials vs. acronyms filed as words

Word by word filing vs. letter by letter

Separate drawer for Clark holdings on- Oscar Wilde 0

Bible

Misfile

Unreadable cards

'Brieflisted card title paAje lettering small and unclear
Holdings information'Onelear on ph&tocopied branch holdings card
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INDFX OF DIFFICULTIES (4)

Information on Cards

CLU

Interpreted as meaning work is i(n College Library.
General queries about significance

Notes .(e.g., "number of ce.pies limited to 150") thought significant in location

*N.

Required interpretation of complicated pagination information for bibliography , I

IIR

Differnt call nos. for 2 copies of same work, one classed With series

Symbols (*, #,'etc.)

Misread 1 for 1 and vice-versa

Author's birthdate interpreted as book publication date

Temporary card with no call ,no., title, or cataloger's initials
a

Call nUMber for branch on back of card

-
Confbsions of "Newspaper Stacks" and "Film" on Newsp er holdings card

Branch Library' Locations

Holdings listed only under main entry
Misread location on Checking card for serial
Misread location on checking cardfor monograph
Failed to note branch designation above call number
Confusing branch location handwritten on old locator card (SAUP)
Branch holding only listed under added entry,- though main entry'shows URL copy
Failed to see card for URL copy, saw only branch copy card
Call number in branch listed on back of card

Special Locations in URL

Archives .

* for oversized
Location of ** and
Brieflisted item misread instruction as meani)1

Location of Microfilm

Item Evidently 'Not in Collection

7 4
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INDEX OF DIFFICULTIES (5)

I.Patron-related problems

Incomplete infoination
Lacked author first name
Lacked author full,first name
Had only name of secondary author
Lacked author name entirely
Serial subtitle, lacked maintitle
Lacked serial subtitle necessary to find in file
Reversed title and subtitle -

Had only abbreviation of serial title
Lacked name of corporate ,author
Had only vague title reference, no author name
Lacked series note for unanalyzed series

Wrong information .

Misspelled author name
Misspelled word for subject or title search
Wrong reference to pericidical title
Incorrect serial title
Citation to German language ijem in grammatical form differing from entry
form

Wrong transliteration of non-Roman alphabet
Unfamiliar with,URL catalog

Generally unfamiliar with library catalogs

Unwilling to check catalog

Language difficulty

. ,

Overlooked item in catalog ( search made or d'orrect principles)
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REFERENCE DESK IN-PERSON CATALOG ASSISTANCE. SURVEY

The purpose of this survey is to identify elements in the public card
catalog's organization and conte+s that may present difficulties to library
users. It is part of a study being conducted by Subgroup C (User Requirements)
of the UCLA Library WO.rking Group on Public CatalOgs; it is hoped

rt
hat the end

result with be a series of recopmendations to make public catalogs more us4ble.
The above explanation may Ce offered to patrons who_isicwhatyou are wr'iting

down.

Instructions:

1. Record each encounter on a separate form, as often as time permits.
2. Try to state the reason why assistance was necessary, even if' you cannot

complete any other category, but
-$.3. Complete enti.re form whenever practical. All categories of information

are useful for this study.

A. Type of search:

( ) Specific item(s)
( ) Subject

B. Assistance given at:

( ) Serial dr newspaper holding
( ) Other (specify).

( ) Patron's request ( ) Librarian's initiative

C. Form of assistance:

( ) Explanation of catalog
( ) Personal assistance with search

.

( ) Suggested alternate approach, did not use catalog

D. Additional information (check each relevant category):

( ) Patron was referred to reference desk for help
( ) Patron had searched unsuccessfully on his own
( ) Patron required interpretation of information found in-catalrYg
( )'Patron had incomplete or incorrect information
( ) Search required verification in a reference source (state source and

outcome)

E. State pro e reason assistance was necessary (e.g., Ming technicality,
fdrm of entr information on card unclear, etc.):'

F,. Comments:

DEPOSIT COMPLETED FORMS IN RIGHT CENTER DRAWER OF 4EFERENtE DESK
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CARD CATA

1. Status (check 'one)

UCLA Undergraduate

UCLA-Graduate
Extension
Undergraduateother

college op university

Graduate--other college or university.

Academic UCLA
Staff-UCLA Library
Staff--UCLA non-Library

----Other
2. Why,are ypu us,ing the card. catalog? (check one or

Class assignMent
Research
Job Assignment
Persopal interest

3. Now often do you use the card catalog?

Daily
Weekly
Monthly :

Less frequently than any above

4. Do you usually look in the card catalog for a spec'

author, title or subject?

Yes

No
If so, which?

5. 1-i-The- filing arrangement
in the catalog clear to

Yes

No ,

6. `Do you sometimes'lind, information on the catalog

- card you do not understand?

Yes
No;-

7. Dbes the card Catalog tell you where the book is

located:
Yes

. No
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UESTIONNAIRE

Attachment I

Time:
Place:

ln.terviewer:.

1

Do you know how to find periodicals in the catalog ?'

Yes
No

Do you know how to look-for i newspaper?

Yes
No

Do you*know how to research a specific subject in

the catalog?
Yes
No

Do you know what the Catalog Supplement is?

, Yes

.No
Do you usually find what you are look for?

YeS
No

if you don't find,what you area looking for, what

do you do?
.

. 'Do you have any suggestions for the improvement

of the catalog.

Y.'1'411r ti
k

R.



CARD C

Status (check one)
<UCLA Undergraduate
UCLA Graduate
Extension

Undergraduate--other college or univer=sity
Graduate--other college or university
-Academic UCLA
Staff--UCLA Library.
Staff--UCLA non - library
Other

2. Why do you usually use the card catalog?
(check one or more)

Class Assignment
Research
Job'Assignment
Personal interest

3. How often do you use the card catalog?
Daily
Weekly
Monthly

Less frequent than any above
.4. Do you usually look in the card catalog for:

Author?

Title?
Subject! ,.

5. Has the filing arrangement in the catalog ever
confused you?

Yes ,

No

How?
.6. What information do you use on the catalog card?

_ Author Date Tracings
Title Edition Holdings
Place Pagination Notes
Publisher Series° -7 Call #

7. Do you ever have questiOg about information bn
the catalog card?

,
Yes

-,
--0

,.

No

9
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Attachment 2
1

4 1.1

UESTIONNAIRE
Time:

Place:

Interviewer:

8. How can you tell which library a book is in?,

'Ye
4

No

9. How do you find periodicals in the catalog?

Yes
No

0. How do you look fOr a newspaper in the catalog?

Yes

No

1. How do you research a specific subject in the catalog?

Yes

NO
2., Dolru know what the Catalog Suppleriient is?

Yes
t

No

13. Do you usually find whaC you are looking for in the

card catalog?
tes

No

14. If-you don!, s find what you are looking for in the card

catalog, what do ),c)u do?
er

15. Do you have arXsuggestions'for the rinprcivement of

the catal ?

16. Is theWanything would like to know about the

f4

4

3

card catalog?

ad

or,

so

41-

'ye
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IV. SUMMARY'OF FINDINGS' 4.,

a

.

In fulfilling its chaPige, the s tudy of hoW patrons and library staff use pugTi'c
catalogs, Subgrodp-C Soon found itself totally immersed in catalog deficiencies,
particularly those of the URL card catalog. It is easy to lose sight.of the
faot, that The card catalog does illeet thec.peeds of many varied and demanding
patrons. In an endeavor of thiO kind there.isa tendency to forget, the exten-,
sive and intensive demanels a the card catalog, its constantly changing 'nature',
its size and, its excellence. It must be remembered also that the guide to a
,compleZ library must be complex, and that the UCLA,Library'has a responsibIli-
, ty to its users to provide an-adequate guide of high quality no matter how
largeon.how complex.

Subgroup C, in arriving at its recommendations,,attempted to s ummarize areas
of agreement and disagreement in the literature, in the interviews, and in the
surveys. It is difficult but possible to codify the mass of material in the ,

literature into some meaningful pattern. The interviews and surveys are im-
possible to synthesize in the same way, but enough of a correlation between
the three aspects of the study presented itself to make the final recommenda-
tions unavoidable.

1N

Users Surveys

Since the numerous catalog use surveys and related sitidies that have been con-.
ductdd have failed to arrive at definite conclusions as tcrthe needs of the
user, Subgroup C sees no point in attempting a general catalog use survey at
UCLA at this time. Catalog use research is being done and will continue to
be done In various libraries, and the Subgroup's experiments with surveys indi-'
cate that the results of a general use survey at UCLA would probably tend to
confirm the findings of suveys-at comparable institutions. Most such researc
is currently being done on,a very large scale, over long periods of time, and
with substantiarfunding. The cost and time,which would be required to mount
yet another full-scale study at UCLA are forbidding to contemplate.

'

Rowever; the Subgroup feels ghat limited surveys covering 'certain aspects of
catalog use could well prove to be fruitful. Such surveys should beRrecisely
.defined and planned, if posible, with the assistance of.eXperts in such fields
as market research and scientific sampling. The experience of the Task force
in,its trial survey indicates that surveys must be very carefully planned and
that'outkide expertiseis probably necessary to design meaningful usesurveyi:

One such survey might lie a comparative study of the catalog Use patterls of
scientists, social scientists,, and humanists, as background-fqr planning future

requirements for the catalogs of specific units, and especially for the URL
catalog in its functioh as a union catalog for the UCLA library system.

*Mother possibility would be to conduct surveys in specific library units. Cer-

tain units have statbd in interviews that they would like to study use of their

own catalogs.
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Assistance at Public Catalogs'

In\both the literature survey and the uni4,2ntervieWs.ther is\almost univer-

sal agreement that direct assistance for,(sers sr)ould be R ovided at public

catalogs. The literature indicates that such assistance n t only improves'

the qualitty of catalog use, but' materi,a1 increass the amo nt of it.

, -

Staff and user reaction to the Task Force Card Catalog Pro ect proves most
convincingly the need for this seryice 4t the URL Card,cat log. .A number of
non-URL units have expressed a need for more direct person 1, assistance'with

)

their own catalogs and would provide itf they had staff .o do so.

UCLA library staff and the individual experts inteeviewed, el strongly that

the level of experience and skill oE personnel bfferingthl service should be

very high. This opinion is confirmed in the literature.

Several units fee) that a direct telephonelin'e to the URL'catalog would be

among the greatest aids they could rece0e.:allowing.them 'o Arovide far

'better service to their patrons than is now pqssible.

Orientation

Another point upon which there is almost uRiverlal, agreement in the 1,itera-
.. ture and among units and experts interviewed is that more and better instruc-

,
tion in catalog use 'would be highly beneficial'to the user. Opinions differ,'

however, as to how much instruction should'be given) or in what oerrli_ or at

whatstage.of the user's experience with the library.

Subgroup C did not undertake to survey the literiture of instruction and

-orientation in'library use. However, the Subgroup is convinced that More and ;

better instruction in the use of public catalogs is Seriously needed, parti-

cularly for the student u4r. Therefore, the Subgroup recommends that.inten2

sive investigation be made of the various methods of orientation and that

careful evaluation be/made of the methods currently in use at UCLA, with a

view toward mounting'an adequate program of instruction that will provide

students with necessary Orientation in the use of campus ,libraries and their

catalogs.

Although reservations were expressed in many interviews as -to the effective-

ness of Signs as orientation aids, opinion was fairly uniform that more 'signs,

and it particular, more visible and informative signs, are desirable and should

be provided in the URL card catalog and in otherunits, as needed.

-oar

Editing the URL Card Catalog

As stated in'the section of interviews with stuff and faculty authorities,

"whatever the fUture of the existing catalog, it should be upgraded by elimi-'

nating inconsistencies, errors, past disasters, etc." The New York Public

Library agreed with this principle and planned to edit its catalog before-

closing it.' jt, failed to do so, with consequences we do not yet

know._ Since nil decision has been made at UCLA on catalog cutoff, we should
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take advantage of the ,opportunjty to perform this necessary, if onerous, task.

Many catalog shortcomings identified in unit interviews and surveys could
remedied by a rigorous editing of the URL card' catalog that would include the
fb1104ing:

Correction of filing :errors
Replacement of worn,,broken, illegible cards ' tf

Correction of misleading and outdated iriformatiOn (Symbols, locations,
etc.)

Rgmoval 'Of CLU.anci. catalogers' initials from permanent cards'
Review of all brieflisting,anji oth8r temporary cards and remova;1 of

those for which permanent records have been placed in the catalog
Removal of' obsolete see references.

In ,addition, special attention should be given to known problem area
New aper listings, which should be fully reviewed and corrected as to

oth holdings and location notes
Sequences (such as London (England)) in which an element influencing:
-"-filing order does not always appear on the card

Sequences in which refi.ling is necessary beeeuse of new filing rules
Voluminous.puthors for which a.unified title system has been adopted

Editing the URL card catalog is ,a formidable undertaking and should be taret
fully Planned and executed. SoMe preliminary determination of the amount and

kind of work to be dome would be necessary. A Task Force project working with

limited sections of the catalog most needing attention might serve as-a basis

' for planning a complete,editingprbject.

Processing Policy

Certain general aspects of processing have been ibenti fiec.Yin unit interviews as

.causing serious pr4lems. These are:

/ ' a ',' .

/ 11),4 Delays in processing of-newly-acquired materials

INadequate communication between processing units and public services
staff, and between central RrocessingsIpff and pon-URL units

. Insufficient experienced and welltrained staff for proper catalog loy

maintenance (e.g., filing adding serial holdings, etc.)

A great many of the user difficulties with-the URL' card catalog that were '

-ideritifieq in unit interviews and in Ore'surveys could probably be solved ,

by changpio,iocal processing policies. Among these difficulties are:

Unclear logqtjon indicators such as lack of "see also"

r ferencei, insu,f+cient "see".references, insufficient references

/from alterna serial titl 'blind references, and Library' of Con-

gressiRri ed references
Insuffic. nt analytics
SAE angernent by autoyr rather than eries number

T frequent and in'en5isterit use of SNU

Filing by title under added entries (except-S
4.isleading symbols on the face of tire card,

initials

83
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Lack of standardization of the handling of many types of material

There are otha( desirable changes brought out in the surveys which involve
major and long-standing local or national policies. These would require care-0

fut study. such changes should be jointly planned by processing and public
service'staff andtested bypilot projects. implications for, state-wide

. 4p.

cooperative efforts must be taken into consideration.

- The fact remains that the goal of any change should be to improve catalog,
quality and bibliographic access fot the patron without sacrificing processing
speed., which is another important user requirement.

%The Fikure of the URL Card Catalog

Subgroup C's' literature search has discovered no solid evicMnce that any
other. form of catalog is superior to the dictionary card catalog. Indeed,

there apSars to be a trend away from the vogue,for book catalogs, and the
.only substantial study of searches in dictionary vs. divided catalogs found
`that there was no significant difference for the use. And, as Krikelas states,
"A mere change in the format of the catalog does not guarantee an increase in

user performance." therefore, Subgroup C'recommends that the URL public
catalog continue in its dictionary card form for the time-beirig.

Retention of one form of catalog should not preclude experiMentatiOn with the
,

production of specialized lists that provide additional.or more convenient
points of.ccess for the user. For example, the dictionary card catalog would
provide approaches by author, title, and subject for all cataloged materials.
An auxiliary catalog might contain a smaller, frequently sought after, body'

af'material, such.as current periodicals, listed by the same elements and also
by language and tountxy of origin.

' '' i .. .

Although no literature has yet been published on user reaction to catalog .

cutoff, there are indications from various surveys that users very much dis-

like having to look more than one place on alphabet -and often refuse'to o do

try a second entry after an initial fail0e. tiOst users,either have no idea

of the date of the book they are looking forQor are at least' five years off
when they do estimate a date. Users will look "for subject headings in a'clearly

labelled author title catalog.' Indeed, the whole pattern of user behavior, as

revealed in the literature,'argues against cutoff.
. . .

The user's dislike of having to look in more than one place was also frequently ,

remarked in unit interviews. The test surveys uhdertaken by Subgroup C

support survey literature findings on the users low persistence and inability

eb adjust to mul.tOple catalogs or forms of catalogs. . ,

Of the fifteen library unitswhich volUnteered opinions on'catalog cutoff,

seven felt that such-a move would be'disastrous,,five felt it would serve no

purpose,' and two felt it'would be desirableonly if the new catalog represented

changend"definite improvement °v .v. the old. There was one statement in favor

of cutoff. Of those opposing cutoff, several units'observedthat theLr users °

require access to the entire chronological range of materials. The general
\ 4

84



conclusion tha ,may be reached ig that there is considerable feeling among the
library staff on the subject of catalog cutoff, and the feeling is predomi-
nantly opposed.

?

Investigations should be made of user rbacOons to catalog tutoff in institp-,

tions where this has already occprred. Since there seems to be.no litei=ature
as yet produced on this subject, Subgroup C recommends that small teams be
sent to appraise the situation at such institutions as theNew York Public
Library.

The superiority of one form of catalog over another is'ofteh asserted but
rarely or never proved,by objective evrclenCe. It would,' therefore, seem
essential, to set up mechanisms for assessing user satisfaction with any major.
change in public catalog policty or with any.new or experimental type of cata-
log or list for public use.

Recommendations of the Working Group on Public Catalogs

literatureThe conslusions of Subgroup C, based upon the literatUre search, the
and individual interviews, and the test surveys, may require modification de-
pending upon the findings of Subgroups A and B. The Subgroup C recommendatioris

.,.,

that follow are, of course, subject to the consenids of the total Working k,

Group membership. -- .

i
..-,

. .

Aware of the difficulties of efecting cha e in a large and complex organiza-
tion, Subgroup C feels that a built-in fail- afe syttem shbu)d be included in
the Working Group's final recommendations. It would be shameful to let the

time and talent which has gOne into the Workini aGroup's act` accomplish
nothing of benefit to the patron. The clan er of such a potsibility is made
manifest by reading the April 1956, Staff urvey of the UCLA Library Card

Catalog., Many of the problems which seemed t plague the user in 1956 are

still of-concern in. 1974.

t

'
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V. RECOMMENDATIONS OF SUBGROUP C

1, 'User surveys

A. No comprehensive catalog'
time at UCLA.

se survey should be undertaken at this

B. Small, precisely designad ,,surveys of special 'aspects of catalog

use or of use in individual Library units would be desirable.

2. Assistance at'Public Catalogs
A. Beginning with 1974/75, assistance to pkrons shoUld be provided at

the.URL public catalog An an amount equivalent to one FTE. Staff

assigned to this task shOuld be experienced UCLA career personnel
and should represent a wide range of UM. units.

B. Immediate consideration should. be -given to requests f rom non-URL
. units for additional personnel for catalog user assistance.

0,. A direct telephone line to'the URL catalog should be made availa ble.

3. Orien on

A. Sub. C sees a serious need for more and better instruction in
the use public catalogs, but:is not prepared, to make spe ft

recommenda s as to the type and amount of orientation should

be given! Inv stigation of methods of orientation, including
classroom, audio-visual, self-guided, and other methods; should be
given high priority for immediate action toward planning catalog use
instruction.

B. More signs, and more effective signs, should be provided in the/ URL
Card.catalog area, and in other units as needed.

4. Editing of the URL Card Catalog
A. The'URL card catalog should be edited. The parts of thecatalog with

serious known difficulties'should be done first. Editing should in-

, clude correction of misleading and outdated information as well as

of filing errors.
B. The Library Task Force might help to define t roject as to time

and kinds of work required by carrying out,a test edit on limited
sections of the catalog approximating some ten or more di-awers.

C: Editing should begin within six months after the recommendation is

accepted. a
a

5. Processiing Policies 4
it Changes should be made in those aspects of procpssing whic h are

causing difficulties for the catalog user.'

B. A system to study those changes, and to impleMent them within #c
'reasonable time, should be devised.

6. The Future of the Card Catalog ,
/

A. For the present, the URL publi-c catalog should continue to be a

dictionary card catalog.

B. Any practical means of providing new approaches to collections or

more convenient listings,of spl ific bodies of meterial-I4n addition

to, not in 1125u of existing cat logsshould be explored.
.

. .
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C. No major innovation in public catalog form or policy should be,under-
taken until a pilot project has determined that user satisfaction
will be equalled or, if possible,' increased by the proposed change.
A dual system should be' maintainecithroughout the'test period.

D. If catalog cutoff is contemplated, investigation should be made of
user reaction in institutions where this has aPready occurred.

7. Recommendations of the Working.Group on Public Catalogs
The Working Group's final report should include the establishment Of time- ,

frames for follow-up on recommendations with the library administratioh.

4,
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EVERETT T.1100RE

1

TASK FORCE CARD CATALOG PROJECT

F

March 20, 1974

On April 1, 1974, the Task Force will have completed one year on
the card catalog project. Since there'is little likelihood that other
arrangements will be made by April 1 aftd rather than suspend service,
the Task Force proposes to continue the project until such time as
administrative decisions are made.'

The Task Force does not consider the project 6s alpermanentcassign-
ment nor is it able to use more than ten hours per Weer on the.project.
Should there be an opportunity to expand hours 'of sere ce with other

1'

staff members who meet Reference requirements, the Tas 1 Force will

attempt such an extension,of service on an informal basis. .

There is little to add to the reports already made other than
that the telephone answering serVre works, with an average at the
beginning of the service of 2.7 calls per hour. For the three month

period, October December 1973, an average of 15, questions per hour
were answered at the card catalog, 217 of which were serials question's.

The use of .T-shirts is'a help.

The recommendations agreed upon at the Reference/Task ForCe meeting

were these:

1. Card catalog assistance should be provided /at the card. catalog

on a permapent.basis for at least 40 hours per week.. It would
be desirable to provide some service on weekends when assis-
tanceis particularly needed. ,

2. The Technical Services Department seems' to be the appropriate
unit to assume responsibility for the service, thus providing
benefits in terms of the user, the catalog, and staff morale.

',The Refeneace, staff, sending as a. resource for orientation,-
would work closely with the unit who assumes responsibi-Nty
for the project.

3. The units providing the service, should receive \compensatory

time in the form of an additional position.
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March 1973

March 21; 1974

TASK rORCE CARD,CATALOG PROJECT

.u,

Project proposal accepted by Everett T. Moore,

Reference and Technical Services Department

ARril 1973 Project begins

May 1973

August 1973

October 1973

October 1973

October 1973

November 1973

November 1973

December 1973

February 19711.

March 1974

q-)

Ta k Force makes suggestions for signs and for
cats g improvements

Report made to Everett T. Moore, et al

Phones installed 4

Monographic catalogers express an interest in

the project

Resource Committees discussion

Begin to wear T-shirts at the public catalog

Task Force backup staff added to project

Reference requests flocks to be put on phones and
the phones be left out for ReTerence use

Reference/Task Force meeting to discuss project's

value and make "recommendations

.

Task Force report proposing temporary,,continuanpe
of project and making recommendations'.

1'
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TASK FORCE

-November 6, 1973

PUBLIC CARD CATALOG PROJECT:

RANDOM SAMPLE OF QUESTIONS

SUBMITT-Eb BY: Task Force

1. Now that I have the call number,. where do I go?

2. When the card says " / ecial Collections" and says "AHother copy" further

down, what does that ean?

3. I found a-cgrd that says Village Voice see under Newsp-apers-T-New York,

Village Voice. Now do I qp to the Powell Library?
-........

4. What is the Catalog Supplement?

5. What does "restricted use" 'mean?

Is,there a listing of periodicals at UCLA by language?
,

7. How many of these numbers (call numbers) do I need to write down and what

do these numbers pearl?

8. What does the vote "Photocopy positive." mean? Where is the book?

.9. How do I
look this up (printed citation in hand) Trans. New York, Academy

of Sci.?

10. Where are college catalogs?

11. This (PC card, tray in hand) is very old. Would it be in a locked area?

12. This book (author-title citation in hand) it not in the catalog.

13. What does this note on the PC card mean: "for-"holdings see main card"?
.1

14. '.Where are the 1971 issues of Popular Science?

15. Is this book .in this library (main card followed by a branch.check car-0?

16. Patron was looking for "Actas del Segundo Congress International der

_Hispanistas." He looked under "Actas" and.-undeT "Segundo". Did not 0-y

"Congre'so...", which gave cross reference to International 'Congress of

Hispanists.

.

T7. ,Patron looking for= book by E. A. Marshall - Fouid find only EliotiMarshall..

The7bof* was under Elizabeth Marshall.

18. Hoy) do I
find something in the U. S. section?

Thebook is not in the catalog, would it be in the Educ/Psych Library?

20.How do I look for a name beginning with
kwk

-r



21: How do I find this book? It is not listed in the card catalog,.

22. I am looking for a book from 4ran, are all the foreign books- in a separate place?

23. I -have the author but no title. Is there a separate author listing?-

24. How do I find a'book on vegetation in New Zealand?

25 I am looking for Liverpool University. Annals of Archaeology and
Anthropology. Should I look /under Liverpool?

26. How do I find these-periodicals?,

27. tI need some information by this place called ERIC (Education Resources
Information Center) My teacher says it's on microfilm. Can you help me
find it?

28. Where are the stacks?

29. Patron looking for Universe Reformation of 1898 found histor4cal period
of dynasty ending in 1912 but hadn't realized another period r 19th
century also existed.

+474*

30. Where are the HB's? Howam I supposed, to know that?

31. I can't find these newspapers?

32. How do I find these newspapers?

33. Card says Inst. Intl. Dev. (no call number) where do Ifind this book?

34. What does "CLUB' on card mean?

---- 35 What does *,mean?
o

36. How do I ,look up this magazine?

: .

37.. What do the words (tracings) at the, bottom of the 'pale mean?

38. Are subject and/or titles in-this catalog?

Patron looked 4 article in journal under author.

40. Is author's birth date the publication date?

41. Is there a list Ak pecioclicpl.at UCLA?

'42. What,does the rid 'type on a card mean?

A

. .

, 4 ., ,
1.

43. Does the phrase Music Library above the call number mean the bok Is
,

only in the Music Library? .

.

;

44, Do l'go to the, Loan Desk if there is` slip With a funny number on it?'
--.----.
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August 6, 1973

EVERETT MOORE:

Early this spring the Library Task Forte took surveys on the use of the
Catalog Supplement. As a result of this experience, a need for instruc-
tion on its use and in the use of the card catalog was overwhelmingly
apparent. It was proposed that Task Fbrce personnel man a card catalog
information desk to give basic ass,i4ance in the use of the catalog and
.to r fer patrons as needed to other reference and information points.
Afte consultation with related units it was decided to do this on a
limi ed schedule for a period of six months.

A si -month final report with recommendations, was planked for the end of
1

the ask Force card catalog project in October 1573; however, since
conc pts about several aspects of the project haiie changed since its
begi ning in April 1973, a report with recommencratiohs can be made now.

The ask Force card catalog project staff feel that sufficient facts are
at and and hope that with this early report somedecisidns can be
rea hed before the beginning of the fall quarter when assistance in the
use of the card catalog is'especially nece5sary.

r
. ..

Bot the main library at UCB and,the Law Library at the University of
Mic igan are permanenetly allocating one FTE to similar assignments.
Reports relating to their procedures and views, are'attached. ,

Also appended is a table of statistics compiled to date by'the sk

Force based on two hours of service per day. A compari'son of. th

respective available monthly averages from our study ,(492), and from
Michigan (528) indicates that the latter is responding tp appr'oximately
7 per cent more questilons in eight hours than le are in two. However,
by hypothetically extending our statistics over an eight-hour period,
and keeping in'minsi that the two hours we covered were expected to be
the busiest time, our total would be 272 per cent greater than theirs.
The figlires used fors-comparison are very rough, and in any event a
number count in assessing this type of service has obvious deficiencies;

however, it can be said with certainty that our demonstrated need is
greater than that ofan important branch of a major universiq.library
which has qppointed,one full-time position to this paSt. The real,

question is how much does the library want to help, the user and how 'much

does the library, staff want to,know the use'r's needs.

The tisk'Force project staff can unconditionally and emphatically state
0

that from experience on this project, On their feet. Moving among the
wserS, that the Library's prime concern and raison d'etre should be to

,

help the user and learn the ,user's needs,.and the need'is,great, if not
always in number; in intensity..

et ' 7 -,,

Furthermor9, THE CARD CATALOG AT UCLA'S LIBRARY IS A,COMPLITED TOOL
*

,.,,INCOMPREHENSIBLE TO THE PATRON AND REQUIRES CONSTANT (Hi-THE-SPOT

INTERPRETATION. -The,library.staff'-in vrious;:ermhittees constantly ,

discusses the user and the catalog. ,Ifndeed, more than one-thtrPof the

9 2



45. My professor said to look on the New Acquisitions shelf where books are
listed under subject. Where is it? 1,,

46. Where is the Clark Library. Can I take out books from there?

47. Where do 1 look up 'the Civil War?,

48. Patron very indignant because a book (located in College L- ibrary) was only
listed under author, not title and author was a difficult Chinese name to

firid.

I.

49. Wh does filth r to call numbex mean and where is -this?

50 o these
eve t

notes 4Opy. Positive" Detatched typescript,

book or only,the film copy?

.01

1-7,

etc., mean We

t



Everett Moore August 6, 1973

\

staff spend their working lives in the construction of the catalog, yet
many of the staff have little or no direct or practical knowledge of the
user. A three-month stint of three to five hours per week would be
more than compensated for in most ordinary work situations and would,
prove invaluable.to the staff to say nothing of the benefit to the

patrons. The awards to the staff in terms of morale and work enlighten-
ment are inva16able.

RN:LL:SS:CW:sm
Attachments

Page Ackerman
Paul Miles
Ann Hinckley
Norah Jones
Diane Kennedy

a
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GENERAL OBSERVATIONS

- User reaction to the project has been very favOrable.

. I

One of the ori.ginal aims of the project, to provide instruction in the`
uselof the Catalog Supplement has been overshadowed by the great need
for instruction in the use of the card catalog and in the use of the

. -.Agressive behayior on the part of the staff often uncovers users needing
help (see also the Law Library-letter).

- When one patron, sees help being given, several others invariably line
up for assistance.

'01

Serials questions comprise one-third of the questions asked.

Non-card catalog inquiries are not difficult, to recognize and refer to
the Reference Librarians.

Patrons do return for help.

- See the attached notes' from CU and from Michigan,

- Users do not understand how to use the library. They -,come to the card

catalog expecting o find everything t need. They can be referred
to Reference Librarians if help is at hand at the card catalog.

, .

Users'fsequently only copy numbers--not the letters of the call numbers.

- The card- catalog appears to be a tool fTO-r-lirary staff, not the

average user.

Morale and learniRg.factors foe the staff involved cannot be over -

emphasized.embhasiZed.
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FREQUENTLY ASKED QUESTIONS

"What floor is thisdall number in the stacks?" 1

"What does (branch) mean 'over the call number?"

"Does library.have this book too (branch) name overcall number, ?"

"What does 'CLU' mean?"

"Does" CLU mean it's only in Colle'ge Library ?!'

"Are journals listed in the catalog?"
.

"I've looked,under author and title and you don't have this book."
(Usually we do.)

"Where do I'find something on (subject)?"

''Where is the Clark Library?"

"Whey can I find this journal article?"

'Wh, t 4:16es 'For holdings see...' mean?"

"What does IIR and no call number mean?6

"Where is Microfili6; hoto, etc.?"

"I .can't find th. newspapei-
e

in catalog under titre."

(4

4

4. 4
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ANN HINCKLEY:

May 2, 197

At the finish of the Card CataTOg Information Projecta report with
_recommendations is planned; however, at the end of one month we would like

o impressLons thus far an put forth two suggestions in the hope

.9thers may. have recogni zetl,thesame situations as problems and perhaps, 4

solutions so4A4-12,eelsklored before six .z have passed.

least twiceIeach_hpur, a patron after finding the call number

ora:book asks i-rections,to a stack level. True he will eventually find
the floor guide by "OT in-tbe,eievator but it would seem a great step toward

improving service to provide -a-stack directory at several points within the

card catalog area.

"CLU stamped on the catalog card is confusing'to, rons. On several

occasions patrons have interpreted "CLU" to mean College Library as a location.

One patron actually went'to College Library. Would Technical Services con-

sider putting "CLU" on the verso of the card or omitting it trom,the public

card catalog? . . s

A total of 588 questions or directions were given during the month. Ther

seem to be little correlation between Reference desk statistics=aadTask

Force statistics as the attachment shows. As a great many of the questio

seemed to involve location of serial titles, at the request of the Serial

Department, we have begun to tab these questions separately. Clark Libra

and Photographic information questions are frequently asked.

Favorable comments from students, faculty and staff are numerous. There

have been two unfavorable comments. One, was a misunderstanding of the

project as a policing operation; the other may be a compliment depending

on point of view. It was, "How can the library afford you?"

Other staff have expressed interest in participating in the project. The

personal reward and morale building factors for the Task Force staff who

previously had little opportunity to receive instant satisfaction for

their efforts are immeasurable.

RN:ib
.ATTACH.

cc: ETM
PM

-
Norah es

James Co
Diane Ken edy
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University of California, Los Angeles ,

Technical Services Task Force

March 8, 1973

4

4 'INN HINCKLEY:"

Task Force Card Catalog Information Project

This project drew out of the Task Force surveys on the use of the Catalog

Supplement. A,need for instruction on its use and in the use of the card
catalog was overwhelmingly apparent.. Subsequent discussions with staff in
the Reference, Technical Services and Circulation Department have brought
the concept of the project to this point:

Project definition: To provide assistance in the use in the Catalog
Supplement and of the URL card catalog. Users will be referred to the
Refe'rence Desk at any time that Reference help is indicated. Phone

service Will not be attempted at this time.

Time: The project will last for a period of.slix months beginning April -

1, 1973, daily from 11 to noon and from 1 p.m. to 2 p.m.

Plate: Midway in the URL Bard catalog near the Catalog Supplement table
there will be a lectern or a table to serve as a focal point for the Task

Force staff.

Signs: During hours of service at the lectern will be a sign saying,

"Card Catalog Information". "For Card Catalog. Information, consult

Reference staff" will be posted at other hours. Staff will wear 2" x h"

badges sayirlg "Card Catalog Information".

Staff: Four Tasks Force members will be regularly assigned to the project.

A schedule is attached. Staff will not sit at a desk but will "roam" the

area to give assistance.

Statistics: The Task Force staff will keep statistics on service given in

the categories outlined on the attached sheet. firculation Department

and Reference Department may keep correlated statistics during this period.

Project Evaluation: The Task Force will conduct another Catalog Supplement

Use Survey at the end of the project. Task Forc will summarize the project

with a narrativ- e ort at its' conclusion.

RN:ib,

CLS.

,Jame Cox
orah Jones
Pa Miles

'Ever t Moore
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TASK FORCE CARD CATALOG INFORMATION SCHEDULE

WEEK OF:'
April 2, 16, 30

May 14, 28
June 11, 25

' 11=12 Noon 1-2'p.m.

M Lorelyn Lewis Cathy Whitman

T Suzanne Shellaby Roberta Nixon

W Ldrelyn Lewis . Cathy Whitman

TH Suzanne-Shellaby Roberta Nixon

F Lorelyn Lewis Cathy Whitmarl

WEEK OF:
April 9, 23
May 7, 21

June J, 18

11-.12 Noon

M Roberta Nixon

T Cathy Whitman

W Roberta Nixon

TH-- Cathy Whitman

F -' Roberta Nixon
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1-2 p.m.

Suzanne Shellaby

Lorelyn Lewis

Suzanne Shellaby

Lorelyn Lewis

Suzzanne Shellaby

4



TASK,FORCE CARD CATALOG INFORMATION PROJECT

DATE:.

HOUR:

STAFF

Card Catalog
Information

Card Catalog Cat.' Sup.

Directional.
Information Referrals

Reference Other

.f

_-t
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ss February 5, 1974

TASK FORCE USE QUESTIONNAIRE FOR SUBGROUP C OF THE WORKING
GROUP ON PUBLIC CATALQGS

On behalf of
the Task Force, in order
catalog user survey in terms
in the fourth and fifth week of
interviewed 300 URL card catalog useP

Subgroup C of the Working Group on the Publie Catalogs,
to explore for Subgroup C, the mechanics of a card

of practicality, devised a questionnaire and
the Winter Quarter, 'January 23 to 30, 1974,

s.

The Questionnaire

The 15 point questionnaire (attaskment 1) was us
checking off answers during the in4erview. /At the end of t
the questionnaire was revised,, question no. 16 was added and th
version (attachment 2) was used for the re't of the project with mod
by the interviewer. The seemingly illogical yes/no answers to questions
11 were interpreted by the interviewer from the users answers. 'A question

--inquiring if the interviewee would be interested in taking a course was
thoight of too late to be included. Further revisions in the Questionnaire

would be useful were the project to continue.

ed by the interviewer
he first day

e revised
ifications

8 to

The Place of the Interviewt

All interviews were conducted within the University Research Library
with the exception of six interviews conducted in the court area directly
in front of URL.

The Timing

The time within the Quarter seemed ideal in order to reach a large
user population; however, the concentration of the interviews, 300 interviews
by 6 staff conducted between 9 and 5 on 6 consecutive class days was beginning
to reach a saturation point by the sixth day, that is, users were being ap-

roached for the second time. The URL turnstile exits for that period averaged
5,000 from 9 to 6 p.m.

The URL user was most cooperative and helpful particularly when the
purpose of the interview was, made clear. Only 1 per cent said My were
too busy for an, interview.

The Iriterviewer

A

Librarians and, LA's, with experience in the library and the public

catalog conducted the interviews. Some experienced a certain reludtance
in approaching people, but once an approach was made, the interview went
smoothly. Some of the answers tb the questionnaire seem to reflect the
particular approach of the individual interviewer. The project, an ntirely

new experience, was interesting, enlightening, rewarding and stimulating.

Data Gathered

On the whole the data gathered from the questions directly contradicted
information the Task Force group has learned about the user who asks for help

at the public catalog. The questions were not of the kind to overcome the

users reluctance to admit his lack of knowledge about the catalog use or to

help him recognize the complexity of the card catalog. Many of the comments'

made in response to questions 15 and 16, however, do support the Task Forceis

feeling about the .user.
101



Card Catalog Use Questionnaire with comments

1.' Status (check one)
46% UCLA Undergraduate

35% UCLA Graduate

I% Extension
2% Undergraduate--other college or university
2% Graduate--pther college or university

2% Academic UCLA'

4% Staff--UCLA Library
1/2 of 1% Staff--UCLA non-library

7% Other

The number of Undergraduates using URL, perhaps, is not sUprising, but
there was an indication from responses to'requests for interviews that
many undergraduate students use URL'as a study hall, The variety of users

was interesting. There were users who identified themselves as alumni,
three writers, a .district attorney, faculty from the University of Pittsburg,
University of Michigan, Cal Arts, USCD, USI and USC.

2. Why do you usually use the card catalog? '

(check one or more)

51% Class assignment

70% Research

11% Job assignment
32% ,Personal interest

These catagorie5 of use need redefining. There seemed to be a

tendency for the user to choose the "research" catagory of the "class
assignment" catagory without making too close' a distinction between them.
Also "personal interest" might better be listed as "leisure reading" since.

some interpret personal nterest as research.

3. How often do you use the card catalog?

22% Daily

46% Weekly

18% tionthly
Less frequent than any above

No comment

4. Do you usually look-in the card catalog for:

70% Author?
Title?

34T, ' Subject?

The answers to this question should indicate priorities of use since

many users employ all three approaches varieties of order.

5. Has the filing arrangement in the catalog ever confused you?

36% Yes

TITZ No

How?

This question*elicited an almost automatic "No" and those responding,
1 02

"Yes" often were unable to cite the, cause of their filing difficulties.



The Task Force card catalog workers felt that tile 'user fails to recognize
the complexity of the catalog filing and often may attribute failure to
locate an item to other causes such as the library not having the book.

6. What information do you use, on iie catalog card?
1'00% Author .02% Date/ .01% Tracings
$TF Title .019% Edition .02% Holdings
.Ol8 Place .015% Pagination .01 Notes
.019% Publisher .018% Series 100% Call Number

7. Do your ever have questions about information on the catalog card?

36; Yes

64% No

(6-7) Interviewing for these questions pointed up the users almost total
lack of use or understanding of the information on the card catalog.

8. How can you tell which library a book is in?

87% .Yes

13% No

9. How do you find periodicals in the catalog?

54% Yes

46% No

10; How do you look for a newspaper in the catalog?

26% Yes

74-7 No
$

11_ How do you research a spelific subject in the catalog?

'(75% Yes.
25% To

12. Do you know what the Catalog Supplement is?

63% Yes

17-Z No

(8 -12). Again experience working at the public catalog with Users indicates
a greater lack of knowledge about these items than the questionnaire shows.

The yes/no to questions 8-11 indicated whether the users answer was correct.
The Task Force project staff only meets the user who recognizes he needs help.

13. Do you usually firth what you are looking for in the card catalog?

84%,. Yes

7I63: No

The 84% yes response to this question often seemed, inconsistent with

other answers by the same patron. The respons'e was followed 50% of the

time by the emark that the book was not on the shelf.



14-15-16.
14 Responses to these questions (attached) are fisted without attempt

at summary or conclusions other than indicating th number of times similar
comments were made.

14, 'If you don't find what you are looking for in the card catalog,
what do you do?

(Numbe)

158 -Ask for help (a Reference Librarian, a Librarian,
the Information person)

.

-,

46 -Did not answer the question

31 -Give up

18 -Try another library (USC, Cal Tech, Powell, LAPL)

16 -Use the bibliographies (In Reference, NUC or CU)

7 -Look on the shelves at close call numbers

6 -Wait and check again

5 -Try another subject heading

5 -Try Circulation

5 -Buy the book - /
3 -Check on the citation

.., -

. r:
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15. Do you have any suggestions for the improvement of the catalog?

(Some general comments. Users were either surprisingly complimentary
or didn't say anything.)

-The Reference staff is brilliant

The Reference staff is helpflY0

-The library is rather nice

-The library is the best of the three schools I attended

One of the best libraries I've used all over the world

-Overwhelming

-Pretty good

-Satisfied

-Good

Library doing a good job

-Good system

The Catalog

(Number)

-Really exhaustive

-Well organized

-Good catalog for its size. '

Addicted loves it the bigger the better

-Impressed by the catalog

- Efficient for use

-It is pretty good --lots of variety

-It's good

2 -Satisfied

Functions well fon a library of this size if you are not
afraid to ask at the Reference Desk

-Problems are not in the catalog but the user
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(5)

The Catalog (continued)

(Number)

-Any set-up would cause problems

-Catalog is the only 4 don't have,e complaint about'

-People should rely on Reference books and not on the catalog

2 -Too big

-Proof read whole catalog

-Much better ten years ago /

-Fine, after a class with M. Lichtheim

-"Get Professor Gullans to tell you. He spends 15 minutes

each class complaining."

/ 2 -Computerize

-Dewey decimal is easier

-The physical arrangement is bad Tunnel arrangement should

be ciriplar or square

-Too far from A to J

-Drawers often out of order

-Chain pencils to the desks

-Dictionary ar angement is helpful

3 -Make the filing easier to ,use and ,grasp

-File Mc utider tic

-More ,series should be analysed

5 -Conferences, universities and Corporate entries are hard to find

-Put book articles in catalog

-Voluminous authors are hard to use

-Criticism about one author should be chronological

10 '-Make additional cross references

2 -Catalog card should include an abstract of the book

-.Put in see also's 4it the end of subjects
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The Catalog (continued)"

(Number)

2 ,-Use different Colored cards for authors and titles

-Use different colored cards for languages

-Use more guide cards

Make transliteration consistent for Near Eastern and
Oriental languages

-Put periodicals in one file

Make multiple/listings for journals

-Journals should be cataloged the same for all libraries

-improve newspaper listings

Periodical holdings ards are confusing

.2 -Put months and years on- holding cards

-Keep holdings cards p to date

4 -Catalog Supplement uld be by subject too ".

Catalog Supplement should include in-process and on order
books -,

. .,

;Standardize rules,,fo%double surnames

.
.

-Take catalog cards out for missing books

Pat in the catalog not -s as to where other librari)
,...)are .

Teach the use of the ading book

-Give the floor numbers along with the call number

-Give English translations of foreign books

Break subjects down more

-File Hebrew as Hebrew not transliterated

10 -Put up signs\with b,pic rules

-How to find headings i.e. Cal State University more sibns,

asking is embarassing
,

3 -A class to teach how to use the library 'pass/fail maybe

-Nobody taught me tow to use the library. I didn't learn

until Graduate S ool

P
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The Catalog (continued)

a

('Number)

(

3 ..-Would love to see a course taught

5. -..Directory for Reference books would be nice-

-Publicize the Reference catalog

3 -Put out a boOklet,on he of the catalog

5 -Put more full time staff in the catalog
T

-Having staff at the pc is helpful

-Having stiff at the PC is beautiful idea

2 -Have staff in the stacks

-Put a shelf list on every floor

3 -Return to closed4stacks

-Exclude Undergraduates

-Arrangement of the stacks should be improved.

2 -Quicker return of books to the shelves r

2

-Chaos in Shakespeare shelves

-There is a 'two year lag for new books even with

Catalog Supp ement

-Speed up

. -Get more copies o needed books

.
-More funds to buy lot books

.--More current fiction \

-Should be feedback on ord rs

-Ordering Ohlks is too time onsumingra

-Need personal book order service for student\

4 -Too crowded at 5

-Check out system like public librar\ie -too easy;

steal, books

-Publicize receipts of returned books
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16. 'Is there anything you would like eciknow about the card catalog?

(Number)

6

2

4/hat.dOes the asterisk mean?

-How do I find something on Women iri Prison?

-How doI find something onIndians?

0

-NoW ad) I find something on.Womens Studies?

How do I find something on Urban Sprawl?

Please explain the call number?
a .4f).

Where' can I order a book for the f Notary?

-Where is Ricrofilm?

'-Are the x books arranged?,.

-How do I researchrNcial subject?

-How do I find newspapers?

How are subjects filed? .

Are Chicano and Afro American Studies library cards
filed irithe card catalog?

-Where do the catalog cards come from?

How recent the Catalog Supplement?

-Whatris the differen.ce between College and URL?

I would-like a general orientation of the library.

Who decides what library gets what, books?
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