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INTRODUCT1ON

This document is a working paper prepared by a sub-
commi ttee of the UCLA Working Group on Public Catalogs.
The material included consi;té of preliﬁinéry data
gathered for analysis and consideration by the full

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

Report of Subgroup C: User Requirements

N e
h ]

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: / -

-

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

. 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.

I1l. Personal interviews with selected faculty and staff authoritigxi

-

Iv. A test user survey conducted‘ey the Task Force in the URL.

,

V. A survey of catalog-related assistance 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 thank™the 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 Eitrovsky, who tracked down items idsptified 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, Sub3roup C tried as far as possible to con-
fine its study to surveys based on dafa 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, disgertations, and books.= 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 ‘s
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. 7o 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 all
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 lmportant
enough for study. The materials so selected were distributed “among-all the
members of the subgroup for reading and abstractlng Findings were then
compared for areas of agreement and disagreement, lmportant or interesting
observations and conc]usions{(and indications of areas in which further
study was needed.

+

P
“Note: Numbers enclosed within parentheses lndncate the correspondung ftem
in the Blb]lography ,
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B. HISTORY OF CATALOG USE SURVEYS AND THE MAJOR SURVEYS
Before 1931, the perennial discussion of the libra,V 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 of "the
Liberal-Arts Colleges Us& the Bibljographic Items Given on the Catalogue
Card?" (1) was the. first effort to make an objective evaluation of catalog
use and users. . Itfwas 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.'

"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-
graphncal items suth. as date publisher, series, etc., and abbreviations

such as ''‘rev. ed.", "'tr:, lllus.“, etc. Students were requested to suggest
other types of informatnon that wou]d be useful on a catalog card.

4

Findings of the survey indicated that -the students did not knowﬂhowM¥o use
the catalog, and did not know about otheF: hibliographical aids. The most
frequently suggested type of additional inforfation was the provus;on 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 cata]ogue must be made self-explanatory or there must be a better
system of instructing students in its use than now exists. -

4 *
-

Between the Akers survey of 1931 and the publication of ~ the . far-reaching’
American Lnbrary Association survey in .1958 thirty-two catalog use surveys
of various sizes and¢structures were produced. Attempts 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"library patron makes relative]y little use of the catalog. .
- l ‘s
b) The typlca] user is a student, more often male than female, who is
looklng for material to complete a class aSSIgnment
, c) The'non-specialist makes more use of the subjeét heading than the -

’ L]

4 specialist.
d) Most use of the subject eatalog is for materials in English of fairly
recent date. -\ ’ .

-

e) The items of information on catalog cards most used are: author,
title, subject heading, date of publication, and callrnumber. (There -
is some dlsagrecment on_the order of importance of the five |tems)




f) The rate of success in using the catalog is high.

.

g) Librarians have not done an effecti
the catalog.

ve job in teaching the use of

- o

Considerable disagreement had already deégdoped regarding what is now called

the "known-item' search versus the subjeCt

search. (A "known item' is a

document known or believed to exist, about which the user ‘has some informa-
tion). Most surveys found their use to be about equal, and this finding
was reported by Frarey (24) as a generally accepted conclision. However,

indications that the percentage of known-i
portionately as the academic level of the

noted (12, 38, 39, 50).

Disagreement had also developed regarding

on the catalog other than the leading five
pointed out that different kinds of users

Kinds of libraries needed different standa
certain types of information, or*added ent
users.

A number of studies indicated the lack of
and their tendency to give up after meetin

tem searches increases pro-
user rises had already been

the value of items of information

. Akers, Miller (40), Spalding (50)
had different needs, and different
rds. Arbitrary elimination of )
ries, would cause hardship to many

perseverance of most catalog users,
g with failure after one or two

attempts to find information in the catalog.

American Library Assoication Survey, 1955-

56.

This monumental survey, known as the,Jacks
was conducted by interviews based on quest
thirty-nine libraries througholit the Unite
public and special to small high school li

Y

on’ study (2) and published in 1958,
ionnaires with 5,700 patrons in

d States, ranging from academic,
braries. lts purposes were:

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

b) To measure the adequacy with which
demands; -

"
»

¢) To isolate areas in need of fore thorough inyestigatdon;

the catalog is meeting these

F} ’ p

.

d) To provide a more reliiable interview form gnd relétea tools.’

The fo]iowing findings were reported:

.y
P . ‘

~

a) All catalogs tested were used successfqlly and_apparent]y to the

patron's satisfaction in the large

majority of cases; Lo

\

b) Many cases of failure were?due to the incorrect orfincomp];te
bibliographical data gith which the patron had agproached the

catalog;

<:;i,.lb2 patron's inexperience and unfamiliarity with the catalog was

a principal source of difficulty;




Not all staff members were more skilled than the pat}on in using
the catalog; '

The incidence of failure wasindirectlyrelated to the size af the
catalog;

-

The patron usually ¢onsulted only one subject heading during
a particular subject search;

Joint author entries were apparently used only in rare instances;

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

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 exol;sfve oral citations;

c) Making more¥pnstruction in catalog use available at the cata]qg;
d) Train{ng 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; i

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. .




- " * -
Post-ALA and Beginnings of the Computer-Oriented Survey.

For a few years after the publication of the massive ALA effort, there was
something of a lull 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
to reference service. A pllot study, reported By Perrine (47) was conducted

in 1965 to determine the most frequent catalog Qse difficulties observed by
referfence librarians. \Forms~for recording data were sent to reference’
librarians at twelve unnversnty Tibraries; eleven responded, returning more
than 300 completed forms. “The responses-made it clear that a great deal of

the reference librarian's time was devoted to assisting users with the gatalog.

The most comfan difficulties found, in order of number of times Féparted? Ware:

a) Subject headings .
, ;
b) Filing arrangé@ent J
'
c) Lack of see an% see also reference . )

 J
d) Lack of title added entries

e) Lack of bibliographical information
\

f) Lack of analytics) SRR

i
1
g) Lack of personal ﬁgme addedsentry

)

h) Lack of any entry

. 5

i) Lack of series added gentry -

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 location information, and varlous problems
involving divided catalogs. .

&

Probable causes of the difficulties were ranked as:

a) Local policy
Ny,
b) Local cataloging

c) LC cataloging . . .
d) Clerical error & e

e) Arrearages : - | -

f) Defects in rules o

-
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The two sost frequently mentione: catalog use difficulties, those c¢ongerned
with subject headings and filing arrangements, were also the two categories
where the probable cause was found least determineable.

-
4

The'RED#CatalBg Use Committee conducted its main study in 1967, also reported
by Perrine (46). .This time eleven public libraries vere included with the —
twelve university libraries. The same methodology was used,. resulting in

647 completed forms. The §ix most common difficulties were ranked. For the
university libraries, the order of the first five remained the same as in the
pr?vious survey. The sixth difficulty, ranked second in public libraries, "was
,the call”ﬁhﬂber;'fﬁTEwW5§*§EE}ce]y 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
libraries, less hesistant in assigning causes, considered problems with
filing to be overwhelmingly due to the user's confiusiodn, lack of familiarity
with the catalog, etc. But Pefrine declared the under ying cause to be the
librarians' failure to make filing rules clear to the ®¥ser. '

. .
. N

At 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 problem. -

Perrine felt that the studies had not pro eegfadprccise diagnosis of the

cause of the _troubles, but that they had empha§TzeQ\Ehe "Curaﬁive role' played
by reference librarians* S

'
.

’ . 3 - . . . . . ¢ '
Beginning in the mid-sixties, and concurrerft with the perrine surveys, the

idea that the computer might‘provide the answers te the perennial problems
of the catalog was becoming increasingly intriguing. .There was a resurgence .,

of information-gathering activity about catalog users, motivated by the hopqh;.

of making use of this information for computerization. .

N
’ t

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. anTwo studies
were reported, one relating to machjne memory, the other to answer the
-question: 'Cam there be Lhc sophisticated interaction between a human user -
and the machine memory to pefmit the type of dialogug which is ever present ¢
in the process of using the bibliographic apparatus of a lafge ‘research
library?'' This secopd study, very limited in scope, involved. following the
preliminary cata[égé@ in the work of scarching, to establish how many searches
and how much time was rgquired. The figures teported were not tompared with
any other type of sear The author admitted that 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 daé§\‘
on the heaviest use of the subjecl 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 of Columbia, Harvard, and Yale. 1In 501 inte
views at the dictionary catalog, half with the public, hadf with staff, they
'ﬁpund only 12.8 percent subject soarches; if the public only were considered,
17.9 percent. The purposes of a significant number of these subject searches

v «
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viere determined to be: to,locate krowp_ items; to serve as quick guides to |
- the shelves; or to find a particular form of material, such as a journat.
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- 3
dltlonal card catalog does not have adequate references to meet new demands. }
There was an average of 1.6 subject cards per book. Another finding was that *
materigls,sglected were mainly in English and of recent fate. 1
‘The user survey made at the international Labour Office in Gene’a in 1965, 1
"reported by Kenney (28) is an cxample of a well thought out attempt to achieve :
_a complete picture of the user's library needs and practices, and to arrive 1
"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 whd needed to use it. Reorganization of the old catalog, it was felt,
“viould not have solved this problem, nor the problem of integrating into it
pamphlets and offprints which had been cataldged 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 tnternational 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 included monographs, a selection of articles,
and -documents of international organnzai1 ns. The value of this system has Sti]]
to be tested, and the author thought that another user survey might provide ‘very [
different results. y .
A Survey conducted. in 1968 by the Aldermaston Mechanised Cataloguing and
Ordering System at the Atomic Weapons Research Establishment at Aldermaston,
England, was reported by Ayres and others (4). A 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 30
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, 14 percent were traceable while 11.3 were not. No claim was
made for -the universality 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 natnonal survey
y‘coverlng a wide range of llbrarles. o & :
- !n 1970, the results of three large-scale surveys at large libraries in the
~ United States were published, all motivated by the possibilities of computeri-

zation. .
University of Michigsn Survey, 1967

- ]
«The rain”objeetive ofwthis stu&[t\;;gfxted by. Palmer in J970 (hb), wag to

determine,if patrons would be abtle use successfully a shortened five-term
l”computer tatalog entry. The conclu5|on was that such an entry,.containing

P ) .
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title, author, call-nurber, subject heading, and date, the data determined
to be rost used, would not reduce the users' success rate.

To obtain this information, Palumer sought to ascertain who used the catalog,
why, and how well. ‘A questionnaire was used, filled out by more than
L, 500 users of the General Library catalog.

The answers tended to confirm the findings of previous surveys. Students
wére 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 rebationship between approach and educational level indicated in many
previous studies was substantiated. ApprOXimately 70 percent of searches
were know-item. By educatipnal level, the percentages were: 64 percent
undergraduates, 73 percent graduates; 79 percent faculty. Of known-item
gearches, 85 percent were successful. The use of foreign language material
also rose with educational”level: 1| percent undergraduate, 20 percent
graduate; 39 percent faculty. ’ . "

v
The chief purpose for using the catalog was to complete class assignments.
The most used e]ements of the catalog entry were title, author, call number,
subject.heading, 'and date, witth the first three the most heavily used.

/" Other elements were used about one-sixth of the time, with the exception

»

2

of contents notes, which, although infrequently provided, were used by alx
most pne-quarter of those questioned.

The study concurred in the finding that subject approach is used less for
older and foreign languagé 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 percent while the efficiency

of the catalog would be reduced only 6.2 percent (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 pub]nshed in 1970
(54, 55, 56) was to investigate ''that aspect of information- seeking behavior
which has to do with.,searching through a directory." (55) 1t was stated
that "'other forms of directory, such as a subject index, a telephone book, a
gunde, 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 fer the automatic systems of the future. .

Pattenﬁg .of Behavior of the users of the card catalogs of four libraries were’
studied--the General, Undergraduate, and Medical Libraries of the University of
Mlchlgan, and the Ann Arbor Public,Library. A, total of 2,681 interviews were
taken with a random]y selected Sample, the technlque belng open- ended oral »
interviews in combination with observation of the users' behavior at the catalog.

| '
-

|




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 fagulty, 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 of the title. A small minority used the 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 .find 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 wés more difficult than it might
seem, since the users' true objectives were not known. Success is known-item
searches was given as 8] percent 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 establishgent of degrees of agreement between subject headings and the
searchers' terminology. Matching ranged-from 96 percent in the General’ .
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.h4 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.

13

- L} .
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 purpuse was to study possible modification of subject
cataloging; the ultimate purpose was the ‘collection of gdata for evéhtu&l et

. ) 9
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computerization. An important and unusual feature of the study was its.in-
clusion of a report on total catalog use over a periodjof a year 75229)99674/
Many complaints have been voiced at the lack of such i“formation,

assertions made of the necessity for knowing the total volume of. use that

is being talked about before valid conclusjons can be reached. Of related
importance was the finding of a close correlation bétween circulation figures
and catalog use. If this correlation should be corroborated by future studies;
a useful tool will be made available to surveyd}s 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
use¥s were graduate students (the largest group in the student body) 35.5 per-
cent, undergraduates 31.9 percent, floutsiders' 20 percent, and faculty-staff
{not ‘including library staff) 12.1 percent. In proportion to their numbers

in the University population, upper c]assméh made the heaviest use of the
catalog. :

Known-item searches predominated with 73 percent, follewed by 16 percent
subject searches, 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. g -

'

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 percent by
editor, series, or some other access point. Of known-item &earches, 84 per-
cent were” successful. With correction for the fact that the library lacked
the material in question, the figlire 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 library!s chLcctjaﬁs'anﬂ better orientation of
) catafﬁg users would do more ‘to improve success in cataldg‘use than-
".  modification or expansion of catalog entries;’

b) Usability would be improved By chronologj cal filing of subjsct cards;

c) Neither the author nor the title approach has an overwhelming ad-
~.vantage; e . . Se N . . s ; !

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

16
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’ e) HMore access should be provided by more '‘title-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.

¢
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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 Chicagaq,Graduate Library School
over a period of seven years--the most extensive experimental survey of
library catalog users ever undertaken. fts 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 library 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
studiés from 1949-64 (41); a questionnaire and 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 catalogs (7); and a
timing study of the manual, searching of catalogs (3).

_The major effort of the project was the ''Book Memory Experiment,' published
as Progress Report Np. 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 characteristics that people recall about a
book that might be useful for multiple orrdinate searching im automatic
systems. An elaborately contrived experiment 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‘whaf they remembered about them a
few weeks later.

.

Cooper.was able to give ac;memorability rankNg'' to twenty-four ''ngn-standard"
characteristics of books:, such as number of pa¥es, color of bindifg, whether
it has an index, contains case histories, etc.
useless in a standard cataloy, has possibilities an automatgd system,
where, properly exploited, it might conceivably ach >
length reduction.

~
The memory data cellected was considered a basis for catalog improvement
on the assumption that there exists a "hidden market' for the use of a
research library catalog, and that a large number of people do not, use the -
catalog because 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 importamt; it should be
provided by each separate word of the title, with "'suitable provisions for
entry by means of singular/plural and ether types of word form variation, i
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.

S

El{lC | . 19 . o '
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United Kingdom Survey 1969-71,

A sufvey 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. Flndlngs 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 cata]oglng practices is based on a long-term consensus of
librarians' impressions and ideas rafher 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
together 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 iA-
cluded, but special Tibraries were not. 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.
0f 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 onty 24 percent used
the cata]og 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 author
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, authoI/tltle 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 library 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 bibhNographic description

is Ilttle 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 polnt of view; most readers do not know how to find des-
criptive materlal,ln bugllographles, which are not used as catalog substitutes.

“ 4
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. The Jackson report of the ALA survey admitted that the sample, although large,

_user, nor on what ''success' in the use of the catalog means. Almost every

W

C. METHODQLOGY OF CATALOG USE SURVEYS

7Y

The methodology of catalog use surveys has been crntncnzed since the first
effort in the field, not infrequently within the surveys themselves. Ayres
criticized her own rellance 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 card catalogue "more or less frequently;" (c) "‘that
the students, selected“by the librarian, would check . . . a list . . . care- /°
fully;' (d) that students know and remember what items on the catalogue, card
they are in the habit of using;' (e) ''that.students know off and what in-
formation they would like to have on the catalogue card, which is not usually
given. . .

was not scientifically selected. Dubester qualified his findings by meritioning
thé limited scope of his survey and the smallness of the sample. Perrine
mentioned the lack of unVformity 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 158) Maltby, 1971 (36), Cher- -

venie (14) 5™ 4, - :
¥ e 3 K

THe early surveys are triticized for their unscientific sampling techniques,

their -lack of psychological sophlstlcatlon in the formulation of questions,

their lack-of-objectivity, their lack of ‘comparapility with other gurveys

and the vagueness of their goals. The #85t frequent criticism is ‘that the .

surveys are purely quantitative, relying on statistical tabulations and

taking no account of the quality of use and its relation to the purposes of

the catalog. There is no agreement on what constitutes a 'typical'’ catalog

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 res@lt of a survey is an indigestible mass
of badly interpreted data collected from a poorly chosen, inadequate sample
by unreliable and invalid methods according to an ill-conceived design.'

Wood out]fhed the various methods of carrying out use studies and thejpitfalls
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 questionndire.

Chervenie stated that evaluating a catalog from the polnt of view of the
user should dtermine: (a) "if it can be used effectively, easily, 5and rapidly ,
with a minimum of ‘staff assistance;' (b) '"how much instruction and/or assis~

i -




tance the user needs,' (c) "if the documents retrieved . . . are appropri-
ate for the user's feeds . ." (d) "how many relevant documents were unde-
tected." Basic problems 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). Theuser 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. 1t 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 it. A poor second
choice was 'to try andther.library; a third, to ask a 1ibrar1an.\/(

1 4
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 measufing .
catalod 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 artifical situations to test
‘certain aspects of catalog use (3,5+15,16,21,30,53). "Of the quantitative

surveys, sevem used a combination of questionnaires and interwiews (2,11,12,
19,33,37;48); eight ysed interviews only (6, 9, 31, 38, Lo, 43, 45, 50); three,
questionnaires only (1, 35, 51); three, analysis of reference questions (4, 46,
47); one (reported in three articles) @ combination of interviews with observa=
tion of user behavior (54, 55, 56); and one each, a combination of questionnatres,
interviews, and analysis of reference questions (28), a combination of query slips
at the catalog and interviews (#9) and a tally of sources of cali-slip information

(39). | .

Y

Twenty-one of the quantitative surveys were limited to actual users of the
catalog, while four included both users and hon-users.

L




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 brarch 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 fos our purposes.

On the ratio begween 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 tibrary. 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. '

Stinson'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 Carolina. 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. BurchaPd's article, "How Humanists Use a Library,' (13)
gives an.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 than an earlier one; the production of many disciplines must
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 Dogumentation 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 members have a vast
diversity of interests and whose libraries are'scattered over a large area,
Among the facts that emerged were that 14 percent of thetresearchgbeéﬁle
never used any of the catalogs in the system, that 57 pefcent never used

the serial and pamphlet.catalogs, because they were ignorant of their exis-

~
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tence, and that researchers preferred to make use of more limited documentatlon

¢
at their own-gnnexes rather than go to the central library where more informa-
tion was avajlable. - :
# !

Another class 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 suitable for both the librarian and the general user. Spalding aban-
doned the attempt to include¥he library staff in his study of the use of
catalog eptries at the Library 'of Congress. Penalosa and Grose conceded

that the librarians' needs weretdlfferent Jrom the needs of other catalog’

users. The vast amount of inforf@tion on the catalog card which may be con- |
fusing and useless for the general #feader is absolutely essential to the
librarian. Penalosa felt that the catalog was designed more for the librarian
than fo¥, the general public, and suggested a dual cataloging system ith biblio-
graphical information to be compiled by catalogers, and'annotations t¢’ be pro-
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
bibljingraphical detail but indicating thé scope and level of the work, would

be P ovided for the pub]lc .

N

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 cFues.

The suggested solution to this admittedly conJectural sntuatlon was to in-
crease redundancy and multiple-access points in the catalog by an enormous
amount (53).




;
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E. THE SUBJECT SEARCH . ‘ . !

It has long been acknowledged that the subject heading is the mosg, problematic
type of heading in the library catalog. It was the topic f und - mos t perplex-

ing and insoluable in the UCLA Card Catalog Survey of 1956, is. at. the 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.

|

1

1
. : pr |
The difficulties are both practical and theoretical. Subject headings are |
the most expensive eléments of the catalog in terms of cataloging time. -With ~. |
the avowed intention of cutting expenses, Markley (33) and Merritt (39) pub- ﬁ
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. [t has been 1
stated that since the needs of the -library staff obviate any extensive modi- |
fication of author or title entries, major changes can-only be considefed for 1
the subject entry.. ) ‘ v

~

Some theoretical studies have reinforced the attack. Swank and athers (52)
have laughed at the pretensions of the library catalog to be a bibliography,
except in the case of a.very few outstanding.libraries. They have suggested
that librarians might better spend their time compilipg bibliographies and

working out ways to coordinate the use of the catalog-with the use of printed » | R
bibl bographies. Wilson has declared that the library profession has not even
decided, in principle, what a subject is (58). ' - :

.For Margaret Brown's Master's thesis of 1946, 'The 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 when the student wanted a )
selective list of.the best books on a subject, he found the catalog unselec-
tive;when he wanted all 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 {s of little use to the special-

ist except when he is not specializing.,

In addi'tion to the inadequacies of the catalog itself, students' difficulties
were traced to their own inexperience and lack of skill. Théy 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 tracings‘om 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. ‘ - .

" - -
L} ] -

Language was the chief basis for sélecting titles, even though much of the
most .mportant material was in German. Many students seemed unaware that
they were.missing material on this basis, while others lamentéd 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 cofitents notes.
Few indicated that the date of the book influenced. their choice.

-
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rareéy*s summary of users' difficulties with subject headings inc]udedf
ack of understanding of the rule of specificity; difficulties with obsolete *
and inverted forms FaI]UFL to dIStIHSUISh among subjects, title and

. fusion about geographical and chronological stbdivisions. . J
— .
Diener, in his survey of -four theological libraries in the Boston areacin
1970 (19), found a far higher percentage of patrons made use of the subject
approach at the Boston University School 6f Theology than at the other
libraries, because the catalog was relatively new, and up-to-date in its
entries. . ’ : J ) L T

. ‘ - . . -

Some solid facts abdut the;use of subject. headings have emerged frg m a recent

experlmenta] project by Bates (5).. In her Doctoral Dissertatidn o 1972,
she tried to determine the effect of ' subJect familiarity', and "catalog
' familiarity'” on success in subject searches. "Succ as begn the most

, 7 -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 beer based on the circumstance that’ the reader
fo d something, not on whether |t was the best thing, or precisely what the
Juser needed.: - . , . .
! * “ 4 . 7 ) - ’Ju
Using an experimental technique, with grouﬁs of economics, psychology, and ,
library school students, Bates determined that Success in subject searches
is far more closely related to famjiliarity with the cata]og than to familiarity
“ with the aubJect in fact, subject familiarity has a ve'ry slight detrimental
v effect. .The library schoo] students tended to err In the direction of being
\ too specific, while the subject specialists tended to select terms that were
i too broad, or that were different frem those used in the catalog. The study
revealed a decided difference between true succeds and assumed success.
v » - TE L
Bates was seriously concerned about the wholeZprinciple of specific entry,
and found it needed further deep study. One factor that affects the user
‘ is that”the book, not the topic, Is the focus' the researcher does not
“demand his material in book-size packages.'" She felt that the low level of

provision of see also references, which she attrlbuted to cost motivation, T

contributed greatly to readers' difficulties. But the heart of the prob‘tm '
is the difference in subject choice befween libraMy and reader, "and the
reader's inability to conceptud1|4c his sahJedt and match |t with the ter-
minology in the catalog "o . £ . . .
The'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 systgm ndt geared to the expert..  The :
expert (|nc1ud|ng the undergrdduate 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 flnds no preference among users wnth regard to subJect/place order :
in héadings, but decided preference for the natural, uninverted order in
adjective/noun subject headlnga

The percentage of users whose primary purpose &r using the library'catalog
5 ' " 3 . “ :‘ R ‘\ ‘ :K’ . s ' . N .L\
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is to search for material on a subject has not been well established. Al-
though the early surveys reported 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 Evidence that the user's rellance

on the subject search decreases as his academic level- rises seems praved

by many surveys, although the reasons. for this are in dispute. At 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’ changéd to 33 percent
when interviews revealed concealead subject searches behind many kmown-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 numbér of theories. Flgures such as those found by Btooks and Kilgour

at the Yale Medical Library in 1964 (9) which show subject 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 con-
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 sugnlficance.

+
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F.

FORM~OF THE CATALOG

1.

Book versus Card

The discussion of book versus card catalog, launched at the beginning
of  this 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 users
needed and wanted book catalogs, but these assumptions were never
verified by systematic or reliable tests.

The compendium on book catalogs pubiished by Kingery and Tauber in
1963 (28a) outlined the advantages and disavantages of the book
catalog, but was chiefly devotéd 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 phofocopying, 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 appiy 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 ponly article that
surveyed use, Stevens' report on the use of the Librgry of Congress
Printed Catalog within the Library of Congress itself, concluded that
while book catalogs were welcome as addjtions to comp]ete, up-to-date
card catalogs, they were not a substityte, and were not used as such
by elther the public-or the 1|bran§ staff. .

of user evaluation in K{hgery and Tauber, and observed that ''testi-
monials" only were givén. 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 sthe 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. ‘

An article by lIra Harr;;/éubllshed in 1964 (26) pointed out the lack

-

Unfortunately, when a second compilation on book catalogs appeared

in 1971, by Tauber and Feinberg (56a}, these questjons remained un-=
answered. Reports on user reaction were all impresgsionistic. Users
were declared to be "delighted’, "most favorable'Swetc., but no proofs.
were adduced. The report on the book catalog at the University of ™
Chlifornia 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 J%talog of the Free Library of Philadelphia
_stated that the catajog was a "proven success'', and that patrons were
""universally delighted", but also said that ''habit is strong'', and
neither staff for pubiic would use the book catalog when a card catalog




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 primarily as finding lists for
particular library or library .system collections. Still others are
intepded for both purposes. Some, like the Harvard sh&1flists, 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&c]ared that experience
wi'th a book form of index and a card index on a card wheel proved that
the user found the book form of catalog more acceptab]e 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 Chlcago 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 card' catalog. 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 di f-
ferences ‘due solely to format. The monagraphic 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. g
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 used  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 i
catalog users. But all searches for periodical failed: St. Llouis,
which has three book catalogs (author, title and subject) lists 't
periodicals _alphabetically at the beginning of the title catalog,

"while Chester has a completely separate periodical gatalog. Another
problem wi th the book catalog, in the author's opinion, was that
readers found it more difficult to identify the call number.

‘A]though tHeIgreab majority of comments on the catalogs were favor-
able, principal complaints were that the catalogs were, confusing,
complicated, and difficult, never up-to-date. |t 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

~
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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

fcomputerization of the catalog is beginning to be recognized as

retrogressive.'" «(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 Berkeléy.

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
VA 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 was not to evaluate
' the advantages of the arrangement for the user, byt to identify, by
) amount of use, types of materials for which subject classification
could be elimimdted. 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
experdment in 1962 (21) proved nothirfg since his results amounted
only to expressions of satisfaction from users both before and after
the experimental division of the catalog. ST L

Heinr+tz's article of 1964 (27) investigated only one aspect of the
problem: whether or not dividing the cataleg 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

P //
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duplication of entties, the total sizé of the catalog is increased.
In his~opinion, tbe 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.
Ip a large research library a divided catalog would be preferable in
terms of ''blocking', and a dictionary catalog in terms of waiting
time., 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 subjectheadings from other
types.of entries, the assumption was that subject searches would be
easier in the divided catalog, where subject headings, through being
segregated, are unambiguously identified.

The experiment invQlved the use of the card catalogs in two large
Midwestern state universities of similar size and Treputation--one with a
dictionary, the other with a divided catalog. The 144 undergraduates
who participated were selétted 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 Hown to have any
effect on success--a 5 percent differential. /Eialua;ion of ''success"
was made as objective as possible by as$igning pre-tested tasks in-
volving the location of cards bearing predetermined subject headings.
A couple of known item searches were included in the experiment as a
check. - X

g
No significant difference was found in the successirate between the
two groups using the two catalogs. The record qf performance for the
known-item searches was also the same for both. o

The largest single cause of failure in the subject searches was use

of incorrect search terins (29 percent). / Next was the inability to
distinguish between subject and other 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‘2g.8 peréen; 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




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 N |
the current semester. il i

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 cata]ogs are unaware that -the library has a divided
catalog..

The problem of the divided catalog does not relate only to the
familiar. duthor/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 1971 (34) defended the dictiopary catalog, asserting

that sp]fstlng increases the bulk of the catalog, as redundant

cards must be added, and that user confusion grows with each

additional catalog as the problem of where to look\Egcomes more

puzzling and.defeating. —_
3 v P

The machine and the computer have made the production of all kinds

. . of catalogs possible. In a sem|~humorous article entitled "Why not”
‘ Both?' published in 1973 (42), . Morris suggested that libraries
U 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 beeh made of another type of cata]og
"division: The division by chronological cut-off.




G. SUMMARIES

I. Summary of Conciusions

1.

\

Conclusions on which there is general a!reement, corroborated by

“a.
objective evidence.
. b
I Users . . i ,
== : .o ¥

. |
Insufficient basic research has been done on the evaljuation of
existing catalogs and tha needs and skills of users.

Many or most catalog useré\:o not understand the funétions,
purposes, contents, or arrangement 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.

L. About 60 percent of all library users use the cafelog 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 ode alphabet.

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

te

Il. How the catalog is used. !

The search for "known items' accounts for about half the

catalog use in libraries in general. This kind/of use in-

creases as the academic level of the user rises) until it o
reaches about 70 percent in academic libraries./ Once the

college level is reached, evidence about continuing in-

crease in the percentage of known-item use is éonfllctlng

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.

is authdr} title, subject, call-numbet, and date. Studies

The most frequently consulted information on catalog cards \\
do not agree on the order of importance of thése items.

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

Library staffs use the catalog in a dlfferent way from other -
types of users. Their need for blbllographlcal\gata is greater
N I
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than and different from that of other users, and is essential
for their work,

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:

Filing rules

Subject headings —

Sce and see also structure | -

Lack of title added entries /

fnaccurate information on the part of the patron

® o0 oo

3. Subject headings are the most problematic type of heading
in the catalog.

L. 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.

Obsolete terms ’ ‘

Failure to distingujsh among subjects, titles and corpor-

ate entries.

Confusion about subd|V|5|ons of entries.

Confusion about geographical or subject priority in entries

., Long runs of cards under one entry.

Inability to conceptualize a subject and match it with

catalog terminolody.

(¢

- T -

How the user may be assisted.

1. Having assistance available at the catalog materféliy increases
and improves his use.

2. There is need for more instruction in the use of the catalog,,
al though 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 Jeve] of the cataloged book.

Conclusions on which there is disagreement and in Wthh evidence,
is conflicting or inefficient. -

i

Users

1. Humanists and socnal “scientists use the public catalog more
than physncal or biological scientists.

.

2. The catalog needs of the humanist and .social scientist differ
in kind from the needs of the physical of biological scien;ist.

- i / ‘ \ i
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3. Previous experience with the catalog of a large libra ,
in the use of catalogs of other large libraries. ~
\ -
-~ 4. The user's knowledge of the title of the book-he is seeking is
more complete and accurate than his knowledge of the author's
name. i

/

Il. Type of catalog "

-

! 1. The advantages to the user of the book over the cafld catalog have
. never been objectively demonstrated. ﬂx
rd

2. The advantages of the divided over the dlctlonary Eatalog have
never been objectively demonstrated.

-

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

I1l.  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 reaHEF’has found some-
thing he can use, ndt necessarily the best material, or what he -

really needed. . » el
2. Success in known-ntem searches has not been adequate]y evaluated,
since the user's real objectives are rarely known. ‘\\

3. Precise know]edge of the book title correlates more closely with _
success in cata]og use than precise krowledge of the author's name. ...

P -~

o

IV. Function of the cata]og : S

1. As a subJect blblnography, the llbrary cata]og is generally un-

1

successful. ' L

2. Most of the descrlptlve blblnographlcal data given on the catalog
card are unused and unnecessary.

3. Usability would be 1mproved by chronological filing of subject
. cards.
“
T L, Neithet the author nor the tlt)e approach has an overwhe]mnng
) advantage.

- —— e
¥

5. *S%mpl?s&fc cataloging by computer would be uQsatisfactory.

6. Expansnon of the library's collections and better orientation of '
users would do more to improve success in cata]og use than modi-
fication or expansion, of catalog entries.

.;;/ ) N . g _ \%\ i .
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2. Summary of Recommendations=

|
a. Recommendations for improving—catalogs and their use j
|.. Provide more assistance to users at the tatalog. '

s 1. Provide more and better instruction in the use of the catalog.
AN <
I11. Provide more access points to the catalog through supple-
mentary indexes,,agﬂitional title entries, additional title-
like entries, analytics, personal name added entries.

—

IV. Provide more contents notes on cards.
V. “Provide more annotations on cards. -
Vl.» Provide more signs and guide cards.
VIil. Use fewer abbreviations on catalog cards.

VIIlI. Provide more see and see also references.

\,\

™~
IX. Use normal word order in subject headings.

X. Eliminate obsolete subjegﬁ/ﬁiadings.

XI. Eliminate long runs of cards under subject headings.
"XI1. Provide more descriptive apnotations as to scope, level, etc.,
on cards. ¢

XIll. Tie the catalog,more,cJosefy,tovthe rest of the. bibliographic S
network of the library.

’

b. ‘Recommendations for further research

»
~

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

4 . . . /‘
I1.' Who does not use the catalog, and why not<

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

IV. Qualitative use of catalog. -

’ . €
o -

V. How the Library staff uses the catalog. =
Vl. Do we need catalogs at all. ‘
VI, Methods of providing more and better instruction in thé.us

of catalogs for all types of users. ! / :
" \

Vll\. Specific methods of cor}elating subject catalogs wi h s @je&t
11 bibliographies. » ' . X
\! . -

z A , \
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Fundamental research on problems of subject headinés.

X. Problems of specific entry.

N T T

XI.” Value of title entries. *-
XI11. Effects of limiting subject catalogs to fairly recent materials
in English.
\\\\ . )
XI'll. Relative cost and effectiveness of dictionary versus divided
§~ N catalog. o ’
XIV. Relative cost and effectiveness of book versus card catalog.

'}

XV. What functions do catalogs serve at present.

“ . ‘ r
XVI.. How far does the physical formof the catalog affect its use.

El

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

XVILL. éo]ving the problems of cost versus improvements.

XIX. Refinements i® methodology of investigating catalog use.

~

- XX. Use of descriptive bibliographic elements on cards. . ; >
’ ™™

v

XX!. Evaluating success in catalog use™

e XXtl. How far should ]oéa] standards go in overriding national
» standards.

-t XXI111. Should more resources be devoted to reader services and less
- to cataloging. 7

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

-
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GENERAL OBSERVATIONS

1

}

4

|
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 1
been the target of criticism even longer, and the orite complaint has been |
. that it does not meet the needs of its users.” It is tod-large, complicated, i
and costly; it is illogical; it was created by catalogers, for 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 fulfi1"l these needs. T j

The use surveys have identi{ied the "typical' catalog user, but this is not
much help. He turns out to be @ student who is using the catalog in connec-
tion with some kind of academic’ assignment, who does not_understand the func-
tion or arrangement of the catalog and-cannot interpret the information it
contains, who gives up casily, dislikes lébking in more than one place or
refuses to do_so, and who is usually loowing for a specific book under the
naire of the éafﬁbr in spite of the fact that he has a more exact notion of the
t(t]e. As the Ayres report puts it: 'Card catalogs are normally used with a
minimum.of intelligence and usually by people of above average intelligence."

The library use(\zgo does not use the catalog has not even been identified.
He does not know why he does not use it, or refuses to tell. He may prefer to
N 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 al} users and non-users are not necessarily typical. Some
feel that although the expert in a field may use the catalog differently from N
a novice, he deserves some service. There is a feeling that different kinds
of users require different amounts of bibliographical information, but there
is little qvidence\éi to whéthgr or not the amount of such information affects
"a catalog's utility. :Jhere are indications of very different library needs
. . and types of catalog use humaniéts, social scientists, and natural and
applied scientists, but fﬁé\Suppglﬁing evidence is scanty. The librarian is
~- admitted to be a very special class of user wjith 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 aicatalog at all and fzgf we should not
proceed until we know where we are |going. Chervenie (I thinks that over the
years the catalog has gradua]ly’phﬂnged from a guide to the library's re-
sources to a guide to its book collections only, and that the user is unaware
of this change. If the catalog is a bibliography, it is an unsatisfactory
one//unselectIVE‘asTto the best books, §elective as to the total amount of
mageria] printed. The catalog is a part of the total information network of
tike library, 3?# the user whould be taught to select and use'the information
dource appropflate %o his need. |, .

4,/A1though users refuse to look in more than one place, a large body of opinion
supports a multiplicity of supplementary catalog indexes of all kinds.

.
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The surveys have identified, from the user's point of view, a number of prob]eq;
and difficulties with ‘the catalog The solving and correctldﬁ§ef these is
possible and would probably be helpful. The supject heading i3 the thorniest

. cataloging problem. Some surveys aimply ignore it; some suggest abolishing
or severely limiting it. Others suggest°drd§t|c reform. There probably is
a solution to the problem which will emerge in time. :
" On three points there is general agreement: more surveys of cata]og use andw.
userd are needed; users need more assistance at  the catalog; and users need
¢ more and better instruction in the use of the cata]og - 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. N

- [ ‘
For all its faults, the library catalog is generally regarded as an effective
instrument which satlsfles, or at least helps, its users more than 70 percent
of the time. It is compllcated but as Krikelas has pointed out, it is not
equally complicated in all its sections., The user may have dlfflCU]ty in
finding anything under U.S., but he can easi]y find a book by Ernest Hemingwey,

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 of 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. . o

EY
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Working Group on Public Catalogs: Subgroup c Report

»

I1. INTERVIEWS

)

/—-_- . - -
! . A. Unit Interviews oo

\ ‘
pubgroup C members |nterV|ewed representattves of the various library units re-
. gardlog use of public catalogs by staff and patrons. Interviews were desngned
N to allow the maximum latitude of response and followed a loosely-corstructed

~format that concentrated on the following points:

13  Who uses public catalogs and for what purposes; <
2) “The degree to which exlstlng catalogs fulfill requirements of staff
and patrons;
3) Who assists patrons and if necessary, staff.with publlc catalogs,
L) Methods used to orient patrons to catalogs; \! v
. ‘5) How catalogs could be made more useful ‘and comprehensnble,
6) Opinions of the usefulness of other types of catalogs.
v .
A letter (copies of which have already been dlst{lbuted to all members of the .
"Working Group) was sent to each unit head in advance. The letter stated the

toplcs to be covered and invited the unit head td'hnclude, at his discretion,
othér 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 partucnpated .

4

"A}] library units were interviewed except the EﬁETTSﬁ{Beadlng Room and . the Unl—
versi.ty Elementary School Library, neither of which is represented in the URL .
o " catalogs. Chemistry, Geology/Geophysncs, and Physics Libraries were interviewed '
as a group but, where appropriate, treated as separate units in tabulatlon Two
members of\ the Bibliographers Group were interviewed separately: ~

A Q@ N
The Systems Department proved to Bz\the only unit that apparently ‘does. not pro-
vide assistange to library patrons using public catalogs. With this exceptlon,
all units were thus able from direct experience to offer valuable insights Fnto
‘the library user's needs as well as their own internal requirements of publlc
catalogs. ’

»

. .
Snve v o v e s g

- " General Observations Derived From Unit Interviews

Because interviews tended to stress ;koblem areas, the long lists of difficulties
and of suggestions for improvement that follow in these pages may seem to indi=
cate widespread dissatisfaction with'present public catalogs. It should, there-
' fore, be emphasized that most-units are {easonably well satisfied with their cata~
* logs and that in the.others dissatisﬂpctf?n centers on specifiF problem areas. .
The Architecture and Urban Planning Library does consider its public catalog to
be in poor condition “at this.time, and relies upon the URL catalogs for most pur-
poses. _ The Law lerary feels that the 'nature of its collection makes fotmulation
v s

" ¢
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of a satsifactory cgta]og.dffficult; this unit also notes that heaviest use is 4<=j
made of sets, compiMations of.laws, and periodicals which are shelved in the |
reading room and, are\u5ually found without the ‘aid of the catalog, and that most _ i
of its usets prefer to ‘ask for desired items rather than consult any catalog. _ ~
Public Affairs Service and Map Library emphasnzed that use of thei+ catalogs is Neo
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 catalpog use is by staff searching on the user's behalf. The "Education
and Psychology Library is satisfied w:th_;bs'cata]ogs but not with the amount of
assistance it is-able to give to users. The.Biomedical Library.is very well
pleased with its catalogs. i A

¥

——

Several non-self-cataloging units stated that better communication with Technical
Services would.improve the effectiveness of their catalogs, and one unit felt .
that |ts needs could be met more fully if it became se]f-cata]oglng

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 ho]dlngs
‘are represented, but not by full sets of cards providing multiple approaches  * .
(notably by subJect), and polncnes governing branch representation bave changed

over the years. Cards supplied by self- cataloging units are quite often incon-
Sistent with tpoée produced by Technical Services, and coordination with LC .o
copy is 'elso a continuing problem. ‘ - - . .

" N

o addition, holdings information for serials, and especially newspapers, is s
often |ncomp1ete, 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 |nternal usés of the

catalog frequently make it.convenient to inglude certain’ elements of information,

the card catalog contains mueh information that is irrelevant or, worse, con-

fusing for Library users: CLU or catalogers' lnltla]S on the face of the card
b]ine}/eferenqes for headlngs not in current use, and the like. .
Representation of materials given temporary or limited cataloging injects yet 4 °~
another source of perplexity for users, both in the unfamiliarity of the many
kinds of cards required and in the inconsistencies of head]ng, and thus of

filing, that result. Still further, many categories such as pon-book materials
are not represented at 411, and usérs may be unaware of the supplementary cata-
logs which list so many of the more currént items. All of these elements flaw
the URL card catalog from the stafdpoint of user egtfsfactlon and may also cause
difficulties for library staff: . . e .

It was, however, noted by a number of unlts that the URL card catalog is a re-
markably effective tool representlng/a 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 /////
flnd something approximating what ‘he seeks, and that this comprehenssVenesi_abuy
gives the user confidence that-a dlllgent dearch will be rewarded. As remarked ~

by a Bnbluographer, "The catalog does not fail; the collection fails' if a user

is uquccessful in finding relevdnt materials. | : '
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| The picture of the patron's catulog requirements that can be gaine

evan |

such.a broad representation of library staff opinion is nécessarily p5327ar\\~ |

since it depends so much on observation of patrons who have sought\aSSlstance. 1

. Still, certain recurring comments may serve to identify some basic characteris- }

‘ tics of the user/public catalog interface. S . TS
i

|

|

In general, the opinion is that the size of a cata]og,\FBwever forbidding, does,
especially in such cumbersome areas as U.S. and Bible entries or lengthy sub-
ject sequences with many subdnvnsnons Familiarity with other <atalogs may be
an advantage to the user, but not a]ways 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,‘exc]uded, or be unaware.ﬁggéaize catalog contains items
he ekpects to find recorded, separately. If there a upplementary 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-$upport the
often-repeated assertion that providing direct assistance at catalogs is th
most important single method of maklng them satlsfactory for the user. s
A number of units, including Ed. /Psych EMS, -Law, Music; and Oriental, stated

* that they would .l.ike surveys of use in, thelr own units. A survey is currently

' being carried out in Biomedical’ L|Erary by SLS-gtudents. Art Library suggested
controlled surveys of specifig units, made by personnel experienced in the unit
and in the unlt 's field of specialization, and special survey concentrating on
specific point$ (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 ynderstand, the techniques of  framing questions. There is no

doubt that a URL sufvey wog}é require consnderab]e staff time and funding. In
general, opinion seemed t9»f vor limited surveys on special aspects of public
catalogs and surveys of u in individual units over a full-scale user survey.

H
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WHO USES fUBLlC CATALGGS, AND WHY?
o 1. Who are-Tibrary PatronZ;//// \\\ ' 7
o .© "3 statistics on recopd: - A
. . URL-exit.and refefence statistics and College exist and reference

statistics, takén during February and March,” 1973: ‘preliminary
tabulatiop apfached. (See pp. 57a- 57d). - y

R

Statistics taken }n EMS during the same period\aTe\QgiE? tabulated.

. * ¢ © TN -
' Statistics from other units are frequently ‘contdined in thelra nual ‘
. reports. " . ) ' .
\ . ey .
\ Biomedical Library is currently condiucting a study. Severa] other . \

units have indicated willingness to consider surveys if néeded.
. : ;

b. Additional 6r supplementary estimates obtained in unit interviéws: .
AUP: Almost entirely UCKA students. : R
M Art: Staff, faculty, UCLA students and off-campus, no percentage
’ estimates. R
o ) .
o . .

.4 0
‘) .
. '




R Biomed: Medical School students and staff, all state colleges in |
- arga; outside users, not so_many, but use intensively (e.g., 1
— fillm and TV people). ' |
- Chem: ° UCLA'faculty and students, primarily. . |
* Clgrk: | 75% UCLA: " 2/3 faculty, 1/3 graduate, few undergraduates 1
: ~ «(usually one-time users); 25% outside: primarily UC and |
CSU faculty and graduates, visiting scholars. |
College: Mostly UCLA students (generally undergradustes); other i
college students; high school students; increasing number
of older people. ' .
Ed/Psych: Mostly graduates; half as many undergraduates; 1/4 academic,
1/4 other. o
EMS: Faculty and RA, departmental secretaries, librarians, UCLA
graduate and undergraduates; off-campus. (Former head
estimates catalog use to be 50% staff, 30% UCLA faculty *
and students, 20% off-campus).
v Law: 3/b UCLA students. Ca. 1/b students from other law
schools. (Extrapolated from circulation. figures). Small
“number of practicing lawyers in community.
Geology: Faculty, students, heavy off-campus use.- .
Map: UCLA: 50% undergraduate, 50% graduate. Very large number
) of off-campus. ‘
! GSH C. 600 MBA students, c..200 Ph.D candidates in Management,
N + Economics, History, Political Science; c¢. 100 MSc students.
N Some use from students interested in computer studies
(especially SLS), arts management, etc. Considerable 3
. outside use, especially related to Extension qourses ’
o o . Music: Mostly UCLA faculty and students. Some other college
\ tudents, little other. y
Ozjentalz Faculty, ;students and other outside users icjerested in the ___-

\ ” . collection. - . ‘

4 ’ . Physics:  Ranked (1) graduates; (2) faculty; (3) industrial re-

A , searchers; (4) undergraduates. Proportions of users not

N ) estimated. 90% of catalog use is through staff inter-
N mediary.

Theater Art: Many off-campus users. .

2. Patrops' PURPOSES in using publit catalogs:,

, By far ghe most frequent purpose is to”locate needed books ‘and serials

(includi E\hQ\gizgs of older 3s well as current serials), There is also some
. use for other purposes, such as obtaining bibliographica} information., Rea-
" sons for searches Thlegi class assignments, tefm and, seminar papers, thesis

"\and dissertation researchj;.and other research, in pr0portjdhs commensurate

. ith the user's academic ;;VET z_undergradyate, graduate, or faculty. Non-

X 6LA students are more likely'tS\Fé\w rking on research projects than class

.assignments, ﬂeqsoﬁa] interest accounts a substantial portion--per=
‘haps as* much as one-third--of catalog use. > . ot

v oty

LS

Special aspects of use in certain were also* noted_in unit‘in;ervieuk:
AUP: Most searches are rrert materig]g. B
Clark: Heaviest use igAfor research on authors, period;}\énd other

' special areas in whieh collections are strbng. Cabalog use to
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obtain bibliographical information is considerably heavier than
in 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 patrons use the library as a
whole more as a research collection.
Music: Most searches are to locate books qnd scores. Currency- is not a
factor, and the entire chronological -range is used:r .
Special Collections: Searches are for works and types of works'pecu]iar
‘ to the unit. ¢
" Theater Arts: Most searches are for special materials he]d in the_unlt,
e.g., clippings, stills, screenplays.

3.> 'Patrons' APRROACHES to public catalogs: o, T
URL: The coamsensus 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:

N AUP: Searches are for very specific items: commission reports,
: conferences, etc., or for materials_jn vertical fl]es.__

Clark: In addition to known items, users may be searching for all works
by an author or within a period. Many.special lists and files
are used to find commendatory verses and prefaces, pub]tcatnons
of a printer, provenance of items, etc. N v

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

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

. EMS: In contrast to the URL consensus graavetes 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 catalogk a]waxs with the assistance of a staff
membe'r.’ i
GSM: In addition to usual use, the separate catalog of reserve “books
o is frequently consulted.
. Music: ~Searches are usually for speC:fuc items; edltlons,are Se]dom
. important, and as much/gse is made of older as’of new materials.
Oriental: ‘Author-title approachs ) -
. Chemistry<.Searches are rarel}/ﬁ;:;ubject, often fo;/very qbscure
e ) i tems; conferenceproceedings are often sought. ‘
«Physics: Most scarched are for known items.*:
PAS: I “Catalog is pst in the psual serise public; 90% of searches are
. . | ///. . C PO
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made by staff member for the patron, though patrons may

consult trays directly if they wiskh. Searches are for known L

items or publications of an agency ‘Sbeects are not re- C

presented in the.catalog: o
Special Collections: Searches are usually for a known item, sometimes |

for types of works (e.g., '"shape' books or non-bgok materials).
Theater Arts: All approaches used; frequent approach by subJect or

type of -work (e.q., motion picture stllls)

. 'Staff use of public cata]og§: ) \
Public catalogs used by Library staff: \

. \ \\ ..
1) Unit's own catalogs : \ .

All units reported heavy staff use; AUP, whose catalbg is currently

in poor condition, relies on URL public catalogs. for most purposes. : <
- \ \ - ' ' .
2) URL card catalog ‘ l ‘

a) Use heavily: Bibl' ographers, Circulation, Reference, 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,
Physncal Sciences Libraries. » .

-~

3) UCLA béok cataf\gx (Noter ThIS information was not vo]unteered by all

Junbtf) §
a) Use heavily: College, C]ark EMS, Law.

b) Use some: GSM f .
c) Use little or none:’ Bibliographers, Reference, Serials, Systems,
k Force, Art, AUP , Ed/Rsych, Music, PAS, Special Collections.

L) CatalogA§upplement(s) (Notea' ThIS information w&s not volunteered’
by all units) -

a) "Use heavily: Bib]iographers, Circulati ﬁf/Reference, Task Force,
Technical Services_{(Acqujsitions andsg/g E sections), Art, AUP]; -
College2, Ed/Psych3, EMS*, Lawd, GSMO, Music?. B . ‘

b) Use some: PAS, Physical Scnencg/lerarles :

c) Use little.qr none: Serials, Systems, Tﬁchﬂlca] SerV|ces (cataloglng
sectiond), Biomedical, Clark.”

"

¢ v ®

Notes: ‘ v N
Y. AUP has small Cat. ‘Sup. of.own holdings. -

College has next to latest whole Cat. Sup. apdﬁseparate NBS .
listings. . . L - o
Ed/Psych has copy. . s ) " ~
EMS has own copy. ) > ) « !
Law has Cat. Sup. of own holdings. .

GSM has older copy of full Cat. Sup. . - .
"Music has Cat. Sup. of own holdings. .

Physical Sciences branches of own holdings.

TSD cataloging section’ cannot use Cat. Sup. .as 3ut\?r:ty File.
. ~
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1). Holdings of known iéems .o \\
* a) Location of copy in unit ‘
\b) Location of, copies in other uni ts
c) Edition(s) he]d
) Volumes of serial or work in parts held
g Translations held \\\

Number of copies held

ldings of classes of items
aj Of subject ! '
b Of personal author ‘ . .
c)\ Of agency or other corporate body )
d)\ Of conference proceedings, ‘symposia, etc.
. €) \O0f non-book materlals (e.qg., plctures).

3) - Bibl\ographical information . . -
///// tablish main entry . Y. v
b) Establish  form of author name . -
c) Establish full tﬂtle/subtit]e of item
d) Namés of co-authos, editors, translators, or printers
e) Publhcation |nforma\|on p]ace publisher, date

-

f) Series notes

g) Collation lnformatlon\\\skge pagination, etc///

. Notes on re]atlonsﬁlp to other works (e.gq., Former or merged
title, volume of trjjlogy, etc.]

) .i) Contents.of col]ectlons (of” poetr p]ays, selected works of
. author, e.g.)

j) tdentify works conta\nlng blb]lographle |11ustrat|ons etc.

of editor) \ -
1) Miscellaneous descriptive information (e g.,, limited edlglon,
publication history of’ set) " oo T

: g 4
4). Miscellaneous information o e :
a) Tracings on card of known item\to 'determine subject headings for
similar works - . \ .o v
b) Check classification assigred to known item or subjects.
c) Establish author dates \ .
. d). Establish binding ‘uniits of serials
e) Sen\es analyttc to glécover series |nformatxon
f) "Information cards" (e\g , to indicate existence and location

&

tlons) .
g)‘ Notes on organlzatlons égencues, countries, etc., contalned in
,“History cards"
h) “Title trans]4terat|on o ‘
;15 LC card: number, Dewey. classnfucatlon etc., contajned eon .LC
’ printed cards . %. o ’

~
1

Units- ﬁéy maintain special Lafalegs lists, types of cards,.bdr anno-
tations to provude approathes by, for example v
a) Language of work . ‘

- « v o *

Library staff may use public catalogs to obtain the following information:
* / i

k) Serial publication |nformatlon (e.qg., date af\flrst vo]ume change

of collections of manusgrlpts or uncataloged government publica- |
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b) Place of publication ' o —
c) Physical form (e.g., ''shape' books) - _—" -

,,,,//”d?“tTass of material (e.g., maps) LT - :
e) Association with authors of interest (e. 9., prefaces, dedicatory . ! -
verses, etc.) ' ! '

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

! assistance): . /
'1). Reference/readér assistance ‘ a
a) Holdings information needed by patrons (in person, by telephone, -
or by mail)
b) Bibliographical and mlscellaneous information needed by patrons
c) Finding materials needed to answer reference or informational
questions .
e
2). Acquisitions
a) Holdings information, including locations and editions
b) Establish main entry, bibliographical information, etc.
3). “Collection development ‘.
a) Holdings (of Rnown item, subject, personal or corporate author,
or type) o\ R
b) Establish main entry, bibliographical information, etc. .
c) Survey collection ) AR
L), catalogin S .
\ a) Holdings, including editions and locations -~
\\\- ' b) Establish main entries, form of author name, bibliographical
N informatjon, etcl - ’ S
c) Establish subject headings .
d) Establish classification ’ .
e) Policy decisions! (haking guide cards, analytlés, hatidling of T
serials, see references decision to give volumimous author o
handling, "etc. ) | ‘ N
“f) Maintenance and dltnng of catalog (filing, surveying for internal 7
consistency, etc. ) \ . .

5). Clrculatlon / v ‘\\ . ’ )
" a) Locate items needed for .yeserve . : . )
b) iInforination for dverdue notlces replacements, survey of stack
collectiop, ete. . . .
6). Interlibrary loan (borrowing,ana lending)
a) Holdings, editions, etc. K
b) Establnsh main entry, blbllographlcal information, etc.

(X3

” 3

7). Gifts and exchang_‘ -

.a) Holdings, editions, etc. ‘ .

o b) Establish main entry, blb]nographlcal information, etc. « .,

.8). - Serials records ' k e ' . o
a) Holdings, editions, vo]umes bound etc. - " ‘ >




.
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~ b) Establish entry, Hibliographical information, etc.
c) Determine bindinglunits

d) Maintain\serial records: adding records of bound volumes, etc. .

N . . . .
- 9). Administration, research, and publication ~
a) Holdings, editions, etc.
. b) Bibliographical |nformat|on
c) Finding materials nesded to accomplish-task
+Any function may be carried on by any un|t in proportion to the unit's acttvt-

ties and special requirements. ( \

;
«
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ASSISTANCENIQ PATROMS (AND, IF NECESSARY, STAFF) WITH PUBLIC CATALOG

c

On one point there is a}most universal agreement: direct assistance withkpublic )

catalogs should be provided to patrons. Several units stressed this as the most
- important single factor in satisfying user requirements, and no dissentln% opin-
. ion was voiced. . AN

Two units noted that they currently provided full personal assistance at all
times, since their catalogs gre almost always used by patrons through the jnter>
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 offlers
assistance to lnexperlﬁnced users. ,Several units felt that they would provide . P
adequate assistance. Several other units stated that they would provide moye .
direct assistance if they had staff to do so. Several specialized science
libraries raga;ked that in their disciplines catalogs are less importdnt than
abstracting-services and that catalog assistance in their units is thus not

so vital. <d - .

-

Both 'URL and othg;/*fgtary units were also united in the opinion that the URL%
]

< -

card catalog should have staff on the spot to prgvide user assistance. Sever
units spoke~Yery favorably of the Task Force's recent™Mcontributions in this .
Recommendations for staffing a card ‘catalog service point were made \
ome units; these were divided between Reference aff, Technical Services

- staff, or a combination of the two, but there was gene agreement that staff\
shou]d be experienced career personne] and that provision for such stafflng
should have high priority. ™ : // a\

It was also emphasized that a direct telephone line to the, 'URL card catalog :
would be a boon to other library unlts/aﬁd to individual users. At least two
units laid special stress on this ponnt/ \

s Y
A1l units except Systems reported g/V|ng assistance. to patrons with publac \
catalogs, and that any staff on hand may be called upon to do so. Assistance
given at public service points is, of coursé to be expected, but any staff \‘
may be asked for help at the catalogs. |In addition, Bibliographers are often \
- sought out as sources of assistance, and many technical_services staff members \

. are often called upon in connection with special prob¥ems. Assistance with the \
ne use of the .public cataloys is thus shown to be a total library endeavor.
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ORIENTIATION
N, ‘ .

Signs L - T
Most units have a minimal number o s@gns'at public catalogs, usu=. B ’i
ally restricted .to section labels gnd brief general directions.
Effectiveness was generally rated zs poor to fair, and it was fre-

quently noted that signs are not sufficiently conspicuous. There

were, nevertheless, several recomméndations for more si and
‘\&érticularly for more visible signs. )

Maps and plans v

About half of the library units have maps or similar guides to the
physical érrangement of the unit. Effectiveness is gnerally judged
to be fair to good. ! ‘

Other visual\aids

Special displays, such as the flowchart posted at the College
Library's public catalog,\weje considered fairly effective. There
were several sUggestians that instrugtions for use be posfed in
public catalogs, and that copies of filing rules be made available
to.users in the\catalog. ‘ f + -

Library GufBQ§ and other printed handouts *

The UCLA Libragy- Guide, available in all units, was ‘generally .
‘rated as\pggr or ineffective as a means of orienting patrons to the
card catalQg, since little relevant information is contained in it. , ’
Several "units reported’somewhat better results from their own o
special guides and information sheets although it was gener#lly - [
noted that printed handodts tend to remain unread. Issuance of special
guides and bibliographies was recommended by several units, and a
representative of the Bibliographeyrs Group considered highly desirable
a series of printed lessons on the URL card cataldg§\ ) )

- Tours . { .
It was noted that tours are quite effective but not on a er;d scale,

since they reach relatively few users. Two units expressed satisfaction

with self-guided tours that theyﬁgurrently use. ¥ -~ N

i
Seminars and other special instruction . -
These were considered quite effective for the fel they reach, since
they are usually given to users who are at the point of applying

what they have learned, and focus is on specific areas. /

> -~ -

Formal instruction

In at least six interviews it was stated that students should be
offered courses in library use that would include 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 freshmén were somewhat contradicted by the observa-
tion that instruction is often given too early in the student's
career, $0 that he forgets it before he has intensive need of the
knowledge imparted. Pt was noted that the College Library's l}brary .

"
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~ skills program if populaf and wellireceive
.. sPecifii classes \kit this time. Ser form of audiovisua
_was_mentioned as Yesirpble in several ‘interviews.
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Summary: . » !

The consensus seems to be that all possible forms of orientation should h L

be explored'and utilizey, and that none can be Felied upon as unipersally =~ - ™
effective. It Was alsohoted that some orientation can be incor ted \ i
into the catalogs themselyves in the form of more guide cards, ¢ojo ed oﬂ/ \
specia)ly marked cards, and color coding. By far the most effectiJe \ ) j
means of orientation, it \whs agreed, is personal assistance with public

catalogs, and a number ofi unjts stated that the form of orientation they \!
most wish to add<of expang is ‘thig sort of«direct assistance. ' t::%N\ﬁ

. \ ¢
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DIFFICULTIES ENCOUNTERED WITH PUBLICe CATALOGS (with notes on times mentioned)
:', N |

"a) Entry (total 152) /
Main entry (total 56) ) ,
Corporate (especially subdivisions) (9) . . i
Conference and|symposia sta@dard entries (2) . )
Form entry for \newspapers (13): - . . v
N ™~ _ Title (distintive title entry/principles of chojce) (2)
N \\Entries for materials at- different levels of cataloging B
o . (subtotal 24) .
e A General (2) ’ v
- Brieflisting - many inaccuracies (11) . ' “
< PATE - many| inaccuracigs (1)

" Collections special ly’treated (e.g., Ganz, Boyer) (7) X
- "Temporarily" withdrawn cards (6) s

‘Grammatical formlof entry differs from citation (esp.»Germahf

() .
LC coordination hiad to keep up ().
d entries ¥

Ymiig needed (11) . \ g\ : .
Sub kectN\beadings ) .

.. \X%_inéi\gle not grasped by users (9) &
" N

Obsolete, not suffjciently current (10) . .
on-specific (14) . A
Large, genetal (e.d., Political Science) (8)
Sub-headjngs (subtoftal 24)
. Unnecessary (e\g.; addresses, essays, lectures) (5)
t , Hard to find (d.g., geographic at end of long series of
undivided sublject) ° o0
Confusing (e.g.} chronological) (9)
-~ : Periodicals subtheadings inadequate (1)
Incopsistencies (stbtotal 14) . - .
ooks on safie subject under different headings (5)

x| Differences etween URL and other libraries on - 2
r , « campus (9) . l . i . .
. . : Braych subjec heaflings hot-in URL ‘catalpg (8) . %
, . - Unsuktable to purposes ‘af library (folvowing LC does ' _ ..

. ' \§ not jibe.with UGLA neédsz (D _ 1\ “ ,
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c)
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e)

-
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b) Series (total 28)

- Cat. as sep. (total 10) =«
SNU (subtotal 8)
. Used too frequently (5) '
Used inconsistently (3) e /‘

£

| e

4 . .
. Arrangement by author, but should be number (if- ‘ .
author known,  book can be, found by/author in usual g
way) +(2)
Cat. as series (subtotal 18)'\
- Open date (5)
-Beginning date of publicat {On as shdwn on‘?gln c{rd confused
with holdings (&) ° o
Separate holdings cards (3) -
:‘ Difficulty in distinguishing newspaper fromeurnal (4 \

s

Newspaper holdings incorrect and lncomplete (2)
Cross References (tatal 34) ' '
- See and see also (more needed, for subjects, authors, ébr—
porate entries) (17) - L
Serial titles (insufficieAt references from alternate forms :
of title) (7) '
Blind references (obsolete &r for entries not yet in use)
Library of Congress printed reference (typographleal confu-
sion) (1)
Analytics ® ' C -
‘More needed (11) _

‘
v

Filing (total 98) , )

Voluminous authors (subtotal 12) ’ ‘
Unified titles needed (4) ° :
Need original title on card for translation (3) .
Inconsistent policies on treating author as vo]umlnoﬁs (2)°

.. ,Generally complex and confusing g
Misfiling (6) .
Filing rules (subtotal 23) . ¥ )
< Rules, complicated, labyrlnthlne, constantly changing (8) . '

Unit had no written rules (5)
Unit's rules differ from URL (4)

. Di fferences from/other types of filing (in standard biblio-
‘graphies or other familiar _sequences, such as telephone
books) (6) . p
Abbreviations (5) : & . N

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

D Jdnitials- after surname (1) : . .
)" First names by status (saints, moparchs, etc.) (2) o
Subject headings - subdivisions, inconsistencies 3)Z . D

Corporate-entry subdivisions (10)
"Titles and subjeats confused (5)"
Musical scores mixed with composers! other‘writingsA(])~




Chronological filing of historical periods (5) .
FI}I;Q by word that does not appear on card (e.g., London (Eng]and))
3
Filing by title under added entries (except SAE) (3)
‘Diaritical marks (3) . b
Bible (3) - )
C]assnfled fiTing of subJect headings (ﬁn units which do this) (3)

Special Marklngs on Cards” (total L)
Location (subtotal 18)

f)
9 T Branch-(5) o
Obsolete (e.g., llR) (5) B

Inaccurate (e.g., '"Newspaper stacks' on:cards for micro=
filmed newspapers) (8) .
¢ Addjtional copies of editions llsted only under main entry (3)

Symbols (subtotal 26) g .

T— Obsolete (e.g., rectangle for Specnal Co]lectlons) (7

cLy (5) ) SN

Cataloger's initials $h) “ 0 .
. Other obsolete markings (e.g., 'restricted use') (5)

Call number on back of card h) ’

Irrelevant matdrial from user standponnt fe g., LC card
number) (1)

g) *Unreadable Cards (8) ‘
) Photographed title pages- (5)
Unreadable numbers on brieflisting cards (3)

h) Multiple Catalogs (6)

. Library Materials not Represented in Catalog (total 20)

Non-book materials {5) . .

Branch library holdings (8) -

Delayed in processing (especially materlals long-delayed,
such as addeds, temporary cards left for years, non- current
‘serials left in contins. ) (7) . -

A
.

SUGGESTED WAYS TO MAKE PU%LIC‘CATALOGS MORE USEABLE -
4 v’ N )

Organization N ‘oL o

1. Physical Aspetts e o ‘
More color coding of catalog trays (1)
Locate closer to service desks (1) %

- 2. Organization of Comtents Lo

, Unify catalogs to reduce’'number of places to look (3) - s
Change from dictionary to divided catalog (2)
Do not divide catalog (2) .

. _Use telephone book filing (1)

e

Contents and Scope : ;

14 Representatlon of Materlals in URL Public Cata]og
" t 1




Remove serials from card catalog (5) .
Remove newspapers from card catalog (4) ‘ 1 .
Represent non-book holdings (2) \ ' ’
Remove cards for lost or withdrawn booRs (l) :
2. Entries in URL Public Catalog - o
Full cataloging or more added entries for branch holdings in
URL catalog (8) b
+  More analytics (5) . . " ,
. o " More see and see also references (5) .
HMore guide cards  (4) o -
More specific subject headings (4) I
More current subjecttheadings (4)
v Better information on items in process (2) .
See also references for geographlcal subdivisions of .subject
headings (1) - .
Guide cards for alternate spelllngs of surnames (1)
Eliminate unnecessary subject subdivisions or subheadings (1)
Put cataloging information into machine-readable form (1)
3. Representatlon of Materials.in Other Libraries in Branch Library
Catalogs (2) :

c. Quality .

L . Consistency ‘in- series added entry policies (4) -

On-going editing of catalogs (2)

Better communication between public services and technical
services (2) . ] ) 1

Better notés on cards (1) ’

Improve quality of supplementary catalogs (l) ‘ . .

. More detailed bibliographicdl description for rare and Speclal‘
. ' items (1) . .
g ! Review brieflisted items (1) o ‘ TN
\ - improve accuracy,of filing (1) "
- ' Better printing for cards and book catalogs (1) . R
' v : _Stendardize filing among llbrarles (1) T '

“Simplify filing (1)
More full cataloging (1)

. Give full cataloging to everything (7)
D. S Staffing .- ? . B -
' . More individual ,assistance in URL public catalog (9) .
Direct phone to URL public catalog (3) ¢ -

Keep up Task Force project ‘ih URL public catalog (2)
Improve quality and training of filing personnel (2) .
. A . Improve level of training of staff updating serial holdlngs (1)
Have fllrng staff in catalog only during off peak hourd (1)
) . Orientation and Publicity _
: . Courses in Llibrary use fqr students (4) .
Include library usé instrugction in Subject A (2)
Required instruction for students (1) ) .
d : - prlentatlon in catalog use for staff at all levels (1) EVN
) Orientatipn on corporate entries (1)° ‘ ‘ N

o

Better signs (3) + - . ‘




Since interviews were designed 'to allow for as _much freedom of expression as

"sections. Congestion in the card catalog was several times mentioneddps an,

Publicize filing rules (2
Better visual aids (2)
Instructional cards or 1
. Better publicity for toar , .
- Publicize preview catalogi(e.g-; catalog supplement) (1) -,

Publish guides on specialiged subjects (1) - -
, <
- . |. - x ,
‘s ' . . A . ; ) ’ . N . . . . s k
'/ ADD | T1ONAL COMMENTS AND OPINIONS QN CATALOGS FOR PUBLIC USE. .

L f

possible, not all units volunteered opin‘ibns on all, or even any, of the-topics
below., No attempt is made here to distinguish group sfrom individual opinion,
and the number of pro and con opiniohs cannot be intefpreted as. a statistical
survey of unit opinion. The variety of%opliinion expressed on both practical .and
theoretical issues is included as-being in itself of interest. B

* (N

Latalog Cutoff ‘ .

Since there has been considerable recent discuésion of this possibility, it is
not surprising that opinions on the subject were“volunteered in 15 intefviews:
Catalog cutoff would be a disaster (7).
Catalog cutoff would serve no purpose (5) - T ‘ A
€atalog cutoff would be.desirabte only if the new catalog tepresented
change and definite improvement over the old (2) °
The catalog should be closed, put into, book form, and supplemented on

cards (1)

.
L)

.
’ . b

Of those opposing cutoff, several remarked that users dislike having to search
in more than one catalog (see below). Interviewees from several units serving
the arts, humanities, and social sciences mentioned that their users require .
access to thé full range of materials, regardless of publication date, and
that having catalogs devoted to recent materials only would be no benefit.

v
v
+ M ‘

Size and Scope of Public Catalogs ; ' s

- .

Several units remarked ﬁﬁat al though the sfge of the URL catalog is forbidding,
size in itself.is not as significant as comple&ity of the whole or specific .

us access

-

annoyance, and it was noted that any catalog should provide simultane
to as_many users as possible. Other opinjon included:
* Give full cataloging to everything (7) . .
Represent ‘all,materials in collection, includirg non-book (6)
URL cataleg should have full representation of a1l branch holdings (4)
. Recorlds in aﬁy formﬂshou]d contain as, much information as possible (2) .
Récords,should.be simplified to exclude non-essential information (2) e




’ . ) N *
. - Organization of the Catalog. . A . -
3 ‘

Prefer dictionary cata]og§(9)

Prefer divided catalog (6): '
Unit opinior mixed on dictionary vs. divlded catalog (3)
Chronological divis'ion for recent materials (1)

Like classified arrangement of subject cards (1) ,
Dislike classified arrangement of subject cards (77\;

3
’ -

‘Physical Form of Cataloging o, -
s Prefer card catalog (6) ’ s
(No person interviewed expressed a dusllke of card catalogs)
. Prefer bdok catalogs (4) L
<, Dislike book catalogs (3)

Dislike.printouts (2)
Investigate on-line systems (3) i
On-line systems must have multiple access (2)

Investigate microform catalogs (2) %,
» * v | : w
Use MRC to produce cards for catalog (1) ' .
‘ - . : PR ) Q “ﬂ‘\( .
Single Public Catalog vs..Multiple Records ' R . L
. 4 R ’
Prefer card catalog for everything {7) =
¢t Full records of all serials in card catalog (1) -
© Full records of all newspapers in card catalog (1) ) L
Serials list separate R - . -]
. Prefer serials list in separate form (6) ,
Include full-retrospective holdings in serials llst (4)
Remove all.serials holdings‘records from card catalog (1)
.. ' Include government serial documents in serials list (1) ,
" Newspaper list sepérate ’ <o _—
Prefer separate newspaper list (2) ' N
Include full retrospective ho]dlngs in newspaper list: (2) '*
Remove all newspaper listings from card catalog (2) * v
' Catalog supplement ' ' . .

’

Catalog supplement is a’ d}sadvantage (4)

Prefer separate dissertation list (1) . @
Prefer separate microfil catalog or list (M) -

viould 1ike public sheltf list (2)

Patrons dislike having more-than one place to look (8).

+

[} b . ot '
\
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L2

. Production and. Maintenangce .
"All processing should be done ceatrally (1)
Catalog needs of ‘branch 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)
AcceptsLE copy, CIP, etc., in interests of speed (1)

o

.
-

SUPPLEMENT: g INIERLIBRARY LOANS

-~V . ' N
-

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

© sample 9f such requests.

.A]ihough the reason for the patron's failure to find the desired item at UCLA

-is not always possible to determine with accuracy, these 89 records may be

roughly tabulated as follows: .

1. Patron apparently thought UCLA did not own: -
: Part of series (identified through verification) (18)

Wrong main.entry (9) y
In catalog.supplement (2) :
Ftling order, e.g., initial article (1) o

Newspaper holdings not accurately ref]ected in catalog (1)
Wrong title of serial (1)

Uncataloged item (1) .

Reason for failure not identified (12)

1
~

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

“film (21) -
_ ltem on shelf (19) .
= ’ Charged to lndLV|dual
_.Charged to reserve sectl

P

o@ (zf

r

¥

Pages missing from URL copy avallab]e in another llbrary s copy (])




,/, . .
. . ‘ .._OuLde AI3JUIM .._Ou.._mzd 43JUIM J
. COmmMOWLOuC_ 3O YoM LUCOP 30 oM yixis :
367 35°8 ISHE  20°91 '39°91 %08 2E° 1€ 28
611 7S &L 9L s oTe o LE 1%

o9t £ »J S°t - £ 6°1 .z
'8 9°1 S 8L s TE oL 97 .68 “9°1
L2 S* _.w 8°1 ot kS 9°2 o
0's 6" 8 €l 6°1 §°2 9°1 Ty 8

L S .

B T3 VAR T T 3559 20748 WER %0°26 3L°89 36" 16
hz 18 €y 611 2°€ Ly . 0°2 0°8
A% 0"t z°S nel 6°1 9°1 61 6
o'z - ,5¢ 9°2 4 8¢ 6°2 L1 1°z
€ o T 9'g | £l L*s* L*S sz - nE
6°1€ . S* mm B 1 £°9¢ 6°62 0°ST 8- Z€ 8 €€

38T T M9l %0°LL 3S°6€ %L %Lz %L°gy
9987t weEgTlL £92° 655701 9¢€’[  olS'zt L9z7¢ .59L°ge
ung-jeg 144 -uoy ung-jeg |4 4-U0y ung-~jeg 144-U0Y ung-jeg 1A 4-Uu0y
LYN wody 74N wouy YN wousy Adelaqiq yoaeasay A3|s
~ $3sIX3 {ejo) S151% o) s1Ix3 [e3joj ~49A1un woly s3Isix3 (ejof

S399M ¢ (e30]

LEAE-9Z/¢ 30 33 GL/E-ZI/E 3O Hoom

€L/81/2-€L/21/T 30 >oaN

. €Ll61 Lougmld 433uip ? .
A3AdnNS y3sn . :

-

A

SNdWVYJ-330 TVl0L -

1 -

211gnd |e49uly
s{ooyss Y6y
|e207 wouy sjuapnig
*sAatupn” -
8 sab39) |09 4ay3g
sIsndwe) .n 43y3Q
"SAtun Ije3s - |ey
J _twouy
>u_:uwu.w s3juapnig

vIdn viod

3jeis Aseaqyy vion
S3UIpPN3S.'UO SUIIXI
|3uuosiagd” Jjels yIIn
33€3S ddwapedy yIIn
sajenpedsy yiin
sajenpeabiapun yiIn

IC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

E

-~ e N - PEES -

]

L



. - . . ;- ° . . - ‘,,
- N ) . ] .v- , ‘ o - -~ 2
‘ . - . - ' RIPYo SN
' \ ‘ ., ' o, i 1
; . f £
: “ ] : : - -
“ 4334 JJUIM d43314enyY J9JU M 43934enh J2JUIM -
: . uoj|ssastajuy) - 4O 399M yjuay pYe xuuz_ yixys 30 Y394 p4I\L v )
. ’ . SN . -
28°ZF - %9°6Z %2°65 ,__ mk.—: %0°L¢ 29°1T _ 29°s¢ k4 KA 29°2y, 20°L2 m:mz<usuuo vioL
. . : . ) . i :\o
, 8°61 LAl 6°12 IAN 44 :.w .9t 2°91 m.w_ 6°tz 7°91 201Ny _mgucmw
i°y A 9°9 R 2 I o'y 'L - 977 S (A4 8- _ slooyds ybyy
. ] : . “ {e%207 wodj_sjuapnig
0°g 9° 8's1 . &g 9L -~ wm Az 'n 879 EX s tun
~ B : v e ] 9 s9ba|joy 43y310
S°q 1z . ¢t 9°¢ 6°1 £°1 '8 £°1 °S 81 sasndwe) Jn J43Yy3iQ
b9 €°¢ L1 8% 1°S (A (28] (AR - [AR1 ‘SAlun ey c{e)
. . . . : woa§
) . . . ) . A3 inoe4 g sjuspnig
Jo ‘ |
- %eeLs 0L  %g oy %6°85 %0°€9 ML I™'HY 29°SL  3m°LS %0°€L V19T TvLi0L
s il ' -
L g 3 0°¢ 07T - 6° €°1 - S°1 £ “0°l jjeis Aseuaqyl vion
91 [AN o2 | (481 L - o't t°t %1 $3uapnlg§ UO|SUIIXI
0°¢ VAL ST %°9 9l '€ L1 L€ £°€ 94y [3uuosdiagd j4e1s yiINn
- Lt 1*L z°8 L8 €1 1°9 1€ 8’9 / 8 w.w 33835 d1wapedy yiIn
o°wz - L°ot 6°L1 0°/[2 6°61 A4 (Y4 9°4¢ £°0¢t “Eg saienpeuy yiin
‘%z 9¢ €97 = gL ol E-€1 Z1°9¢ 29°6¢ 35°4e 30°82 39°1e wm 9< saienpeabaspun yiin
S7L 1 920°L 961 CTANT WS 8502 685 9L 1- 99¢ £€0°C .
-ungiieg - {a4-uoy - les 11 4-uoy ung-1eg 14j-UOW uNG-31€S  114-UO[ uNG_3eg 144-U0K
<" J9n Uy siseiuo) 4N Ut s3oeido) © 7¥n Uy S3Idejuo) J4N Ul S3oe3juo) 4N Ul SIdEeIUOY
3%Ua19}9y [e10y 3Jua.349y |€I0) | 9Jua.4ai3y |ejoy 9JUd13j3Y |e30) - 9d2Ua1349y ‘|eI0} .
S399M 4 (B30} 1€/£-92/¢ 30 A9SM  GL/E-TL/E 30 HI3M 81/2-21/C 30 Y33M €T/1+2T/1 30 33N . mMVVl
. w ) . . . 1mmm
i

L

Ve
N
-RI




Aieaqgyqy 9bsy o)
wousj S3}|X3 {e30]

Aldeuaqiq abay0)
.WoJJ S31X3 [ej0]

Aseaqi abaj|0)
woJ J ,S3ISIX] [e30)

Asexqyq 9boy40)
wouay 3ISIX3 [e3jo]

Aldeaqyq abay o)
woJj 3IsIX3 [ejo]

S393M % |e30] .

1€/¢€-82/¢ 30 98K

8L/€-21/¢ 30 >33M

81/2-21/T 30 *asmM

82/1-22/1 30 33M

3 , . =
o\ © .,
. ) J3jaend Ja3uim - quLm:d JIUIM J934end J493UM . . -
. Uo|%¥SaSIaIU] . 40 >asM Yiuay 30 33N yiIx|s 40 jo9M pJyL A ]
. . ~, . , .
2902, 32°6 Th°2s /%541 %0 °St 29°S 2€°92 4 I 36° LT 6 . SNAWVI-410 TViOL
N ) o + . “,
A NS 6°€1 $°6 ey ' o A4 0"y S* e %S 211qnd 1ea9u9Y
g€ S* 9°St . 6° Al e 1€ - U4 y° S|90oYss ybiy
| g . . 18207 woly sjuspnis
s €1 g8 4l €7 R 9 [AR} Yy N S Sy 15 : *sAjun
: 3 53631107 12420
L1 S | A4 6° L - 6°1 - 8t 9°, sasndwey In J3Y30
99 91 LS 6° 9z o't UM n* L°L L “Jrmee=" s saun B3€3S ‘109
. . ‘ . 1wod§
. . Ajinoey 9 sjuspnig
MZL 2906 - - 29°Lh  25°S8 20°58 w6 3L°€L /w6 3L 29:06 - ¥19n V101
L A 9°2 €€ 1°'8 oy (A} .- Z°¢ 9°1L 9 33838 Aaeaqiy vIion
81 0"t . 6" v 6° rAl | AR €1 St o't L~ SJUaPNYS UO}SUIIXI
1 5°2 8° 7°01 N A (A €1 0°¢ £°1 ¢°¢ |3uuosJdad jjiels yidn
S°1 L €€ o'y 8’ 8’ [ 6° R | 9° 33e1s dlwapedy yiIn
0°91 °51 g%l g8-o¢ 6°¢t 8°5! Z°91 1°91 £€°91 'St sajenpedsy yiin
C2ETLS, 29°89 29702 2E€° 1y 29° %9 gz ol 2L €S NN L 1S h°69 saienpesbiapun yiIn
§9¢€°%9 696" €€, Lh€ Z9% 11 (457t H6L €1 96€°2, - omw«w HZl' 1 £98°¢ ,
ung-1eg 14 J-uoy . 1eg 144-popM ung-les 14 Jl-uoy ung-31eg {4 4-Ugy ung-jeg 14 4 -uoy

Aruitoxt provided by Eic

E\.




L . -+
) ‘ . O
) - . A 1/ ' A}
‘ ) R M ; M ) .
: 2 / . R 1934en] J433uiM v | J931aen) 1L M ,4914end 19JUM ) o L
- // - UOISSISIAJUL 3O HIIM YIua) 30 %M yIx|s, 30 fo9M payL .
" %0°0y '%8°S1 $9°SL ~ ¥n'6T  %0°6l %0°L1 %L He %zl 32Ty 35791 . SNdWYI-340.
A H'9 /NvoN g €l g€ L 06 - L 6°9 . 211904 ﬂm»»toa\
- z°L £°¢ z yt S "L 9°Z 6% ziy s L H'Z ., S1oou3s 'yb1H
. ~— X o .. 1e207 wouy siuapnig.
8°6 0°¢ 6°L1 .69 'S 9°Y s-ol 8"t A S* m . . “sajun
g ’ ) \ . . g saBa| |09 43Y30"
N N1 €1 i°s  sg. R4 ;8 0°¢ 8" 1°¢ €L sasndwe) 9n 43y3Q
L 8" 1 St L . - : 1°2 L9 1 1°6 e ce.s TSALUN B3RS CB)
- s “ ¢ “os T wody
. * _Aignoey 2 silbaprizg
, §0°09 %248 Iz " %9°0L '%0°18 %0°€8  %6°59 L8 28°LS 25°€8 'v1an 4<»op
. e
e €1 9°2 Ly - 0°l 27T 1°1 - L1 3jeis >ngn.4 <40:
.9 -l - €1 S A4 8" L - 6° - S1uapnIs uojisualx3
. R €t 0°'9 R4 9°2 11 8¢ | 'z {duuosiag fiels <403
: 0°t L1 . €1 0°¢ . - 9°€ - L sl N t°1 33€31s O|wapedy yin
, T'6 L0 9°2 891, 1°S 9 b A O S s ol ot 8-l . $a1enpety vion
8°9% 26°%9 %6°L 8"y $6°0L/ 79 2L gy 32769 30°9% 29°49 mougvm‘_m._ovc: v1on
] gtg 1%9°% 8l S60°1 - 762 €g°1 192 8% 961 €521 .
*ung-3leg 114-uoy jeg 1d14-Pap ung-leg 144-uoK ung-leg i14-uol ung-jeg 1314-uoy -
- Aaesqiq Alegqi Aderq|q . Ateaqlq Adeaqy
’ umo_.OQ ul s3d5e3U0) aba||o) ul oejuojy 3ba| (o) ul sioejuo)y 9ba|0) ul sidejuo) .,963| (09 Uy SIoRIUOY T
v _ 9duU313jay |e3o) CENEYEFENINCEEN CEEYEYENINGE DY 9OU3I9)9Y |B10) 3aduaJ13343y |ei1of

S¥°9M 4 (€10

(E/€-82/€ 340 X99M QI/E-Z1/€ 30 oom -

. . .

L

81/T-T1/T 30 ModM

8T/1-22/1 30 AoaM

L4

3
v
. Q ‘
ERIC




. .

INTERVIEWS

L4

B. Interviews with Staff and Faculty Authorities

’

¥

L

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.

e T
Areas of Agreement
P T

!

~"1. Staff assistance to users of the public catalog is an essential in- o

' gredient of orientation on catalog use.

‘be stationéd permanently at the ,URL catalog.

One f.t.e., at least, Would

This person should be

a professiomal )ibrarian with full background and experience in both
technical and publlc services, should maintain frequent liaison with
‘both reference and cataloging personnel, and should keep records of
dlfflCu]tleS encountered by users.

-

I

2. Whatever the future of the existing catalog, it should be upgtaded
N by eliminating inconsistencies, ervors, past disasters, etc. "The
public-catalog of a research library is the single most zmpo}tant
tool in a scholar's research; and anythlng that impairs the integri-
-ty of the catalog is & threat to his scho]ar]y purposes " (Gullans)
3. Whatever new information access system(s) may be added to, or Sub-
stituted for, the present tatalog, the.most important consideration
should be that."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." (Gu]]ans) :

Areas of Disagreement ,

1
Two of the three individuals interviewed were ,in favog of cétalgg cutoff
with conversion to MRB to produce a new catalog., Both of these fe]t'
strongly that the existing URL card catalog should be tﬁorough]y 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 leldcd
catalog; one thought that this divided catalog should be kept contlnuous-
ly up to date by card 5upplements . .
The third individual favared retaining the existing catalog, with rigorous

editing and improvement.® ( ) .
% . « 0 > 2 N ’

PN . +
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The User e :
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 g stight edge. A variety of
staff, faculty, and off-campus users comprise about one-fifth of the total.

s ) - *

The patron's primaTy 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 patron comes to the card catalog intent on finding his material with-
cut the time for sign reading nor the patience for lengthy explanations or for
seeking help unless immediately at hand. Frequently he comes with shortcomings
of h|s 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 i
seeking |nformat|on on a subject.

. .
Whatever\Qis 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. -1f he is \ookfhg for a periodical or newspaper article, he is often
unsure of what the catalog provides in this respect:

A * -

The physical -arrangegent of the catalog, its size and its-arrangement in ,
the room, and the likelihood of misplaced catalog trays tause some difficulty,
but this is minor compared with the confusion‘caused 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 strutture. Voluminous
authors,. corporate authors, compound surnames, articles, initials, government
publications, subjects and subject subdivisions are only some of the causes of
troubles wuth fu]nng .

i
V

The desired card, once found, does not end obstacles to be ove€rcome. The
information on the card is often misleading, unclear, or outdated. The devices
are not clear. Puzzliing, too, is seemingly gratuitous information on the card

such as "CLU" or '"number of copies limited to 150.'" Particular.idosyncracies
such as the variety of branch and temporary Bataloging cards, lack of subject -
headings for all libraries, and blind see references contribute to the patron's
perpdexity. . . . ,i ‘ S

i |

Despite the number of problems and complexities |dent|f|ed it is striking
that general reaction to Lhe URL card cataldg is essentially favorab]e. Both
Task Force surveys record a, large majority of positive responses by. users of

the library. . R
. ¢ . (.\
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: USE'R/SURVLYS
)

»

Given the

ck ofevidence of tﬁe usefulness of user surveys (and Inmnted
ﬁynSubgro

.0 survey must. be by time, monex/,and ‘survey xperuence)g the
maxevuse of three sources of URL dser lyformat| Although no’
statisti eV|dente presents itself from these survéys, some Fects, rather

than opinions and g@ ressions, can be ded to’the knowlgdge abaut the URL 4
user, his apprqach t6 the catalog, bfs successes and failures along with the
reasons for the successes and failures. - -Some -insight into actual survey pre-
paration, technhques, and tabylation was galned as well. The survey, tnformaflon
substantiated qther data and confirmed, long- hedd presumptions. This data,\
glong with unit and personal interviews, conversatlons with others, &nd general,
experience with the use of the card catalog and the card cata]og user served ,
as part of the basis upon which the Subgroup recommendatlons were made.

. . o o
The Reference Survey . .

’ 5
' N 4

" The URL Ref#rence staff kindly agreed to fill out a form'recording. in-

.person assistance give userslof'the URL card catalog. It was understood

that no effort was to be to record all encounters between card catalog

users and ReferenCe staff but only encountersanreh—zhe staff were able

to record at a later time. The form' desig rtunately was excellent in insur-
ing useful responses and in being apparentl ml{e]atlvely easy 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 |anrmat|on came from the user ‘who required

a55|stance with' the URL card catalogt
-1

] H N . ‘s
: I L) - \
:::‘(@Sk Force Card Catalog Prdject ) ) , \\

;::\{esk Force Card Catalog Project Reports (Appendix‘B) also only re;drd
information about the URL user who needs assistance with the catalog. The in-
formation .in the report was gathered:-over a one year period of 10 hours per
week provndlng user aid at the card cataldg by four staff members.’ ain the
informatign is not statistical but‘falls ihto the common pattern of knowledge

about the card catalog user.

; " . \‘m

The Task Force Use Questionnaite \
.o - e

- - =~ : l

N\ The TaskK Force Use Questionnaire (Appendix C) differs from the other two
surveys in that the informdtion was gathered at random from 300 people who,
happened to be in ‘the URL catalog area in the fourth and fifth weéks of; the
Winter quarter. These people were not necessarily cafd catalog users. The
information was compiled statisfic¢ally but it is the interpretation of the
questionnarie and the random comments that are supportlve of the other survey
findings. - ) }

e . 1
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Additidnal Observat{ons y : . ' 3
= ' : |
¢ There should be a requireéd course om thé use of the library basic to the ]
curriculum. . . . ' . ]
~ ! ) l'-' . @ e .
- ' Primary emphasis in-the production of all catalog information, in what- . . ' ;
‘ ever\forp, shquld be on quality, not quantity. N ‘,1
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. ‘141. *USER SURVEYS =~ ¢ -
a . APPENDIX A - .

.

‘ UBL Reference Desk Record

For approximately five weeks (February 21-March’ 29, J1974) the URL Reference
Desk staff kept a record of 231 in-person transactions involving assfstance with
the URL publi¢ catalogs. Transactions were recorded only at. t:mesgwhen the
staff had leisure to do se. Thus,. the record accumulated is neither a full’
representation nor a statisticallyfyalid samp]e of catalog assistance provided
during that period. It was intendé ‘onfy to prowide, docudentation of some
characteristic pub];c catalog dlfflcurtles and is not appropriate for statistical
eva]uatlon ; ~

[

The form used (samp]eoattached) was_designed to be completed entifely” from
the librarian's observation and did not require the librarian to ask 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 approa;hed the Reference Desk for asslstance, but a
few took place at the .card catalog.- .

A]though, as noted, this is not a statistical record, the foj]owing figures are
possibly of interest: ™ ’
. °}’. ) N
' 231 transactigns vlere recorded. .
183 were spegific item searches, 43 were subject searches, and 5 were
"~ requests ‘for general orientation to the catalog.
’ .. . R - “ * . -
,J93 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.
» . . s ” ’ . . *
. tn 129 instances it was determined tHat the patron had already searched
’ the catalog, and in 1] instances that the patron requested assnstanca
' before’ beglnnlng his search. . » . : '

s 72 requests were for ‘interpretation of iﬁfo?mationnféund in the catalog.
. . - 7 KR y o' i
; In SL instances, the patron had incomplete or incorrect information.

. : " 16 transactions involved consu]tatnon of the LC sqk_ect headlng list and = .
27 involved verlglcatlon ih a bibllographscal source,

.

'In 21 inStances the Iibrarian‘recommended a course of action-other than
~using the-catalog, ., 4 ’ ~"
- . - £ - /(k
- A number of transactions invo]ved more than one e]ement of difficulty, e. g.,
unfamlllarlty wi th corpordte(iuthor principle and incomplete lnformatlon, or

- . unfamnllarbty with filing arrangement and lakk of a see reference. However,
« ' - it can be noted that the major probab]e reasons fhat assistence was nécessary
. lncludlng the fo]]owxng . o
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. «  Filing rules - 42 T .
“  Patron's incomplete or nncorrect information -~ 35 ° + | .
_Patron's general uafamiliarity with or unw;lllngness to use catalog - 21 -
- Subject heading structure - 26 . :
) Corporate author - 20 _
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mosx OF IDENTIFIED DIFFICULTIES I CL
: ~ - : ‘ ot
\ . ‘ .

General A5pects‘of Catalogs.', oL )

£

Dictionary arrangement . o s - <.
Asked for subject catalog : . - . - -
" Asked for author-title catalog ) . ' /

.

Types of cards - , - > .
Confused title and subJect cards o ; . r 7
Could not distinguish author from subject card ~° °
. Confused sjournal title ard subject heading - B
- Temporary cards - ’ :
Brieflisting cards ) : oo

Multiple catalogs™ o, o ‘ X
Failed to check cat. sup. : o
Thought all new books are in cat. sup., failed to check card catalog
Failed to check card cat. for serial after checknng serial list

‘Failed to check card cat. or serial list after checking PRR rotary file

Failed to check card cat. for ho]dnngs’of earlier vols. of serial in

serial ligt . . . , ,
ltem listed in both card cat. and cat. sup. for different libraries .
No card in PC for serial in serials list - T )

No card in PC for microfilm holdlng of serlals - on]y in serials list

’

Physncal'

. . -
" - . .

Misplaced trays
Cards temporarily removed from cataIOg, no temporary cards
Confuslng labeling on trays . -

e
.
-

- See Referenges .
e

Failed to understand instructipns on see ref
Did not note correct spelling of author name .
Did not understand element under which to took for compound author name
Confused by printed LiBRARY OF CONGRESS REFERENCE, entirely missed rea]

reference to entry. ) . - . -

Temporary see ref note confusnng J <~ .
Blmcgdead see ref . oA , . '

. ~/ -

g Unable to understand see. ref for newspaper’form entry

See ref to voluminous author work with spelling variations .

See ref lacking for author pseudonym ' o
For later fiame of journal ’

Searials list _ ) o . : .
No see ref for former name of journal , ! .
No see ref to main"entry N )
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A INDEX OF DIFFICULTIES (2) = '
- ' ) <
. * ~ N
Corporateuentry ST -7 ; ] -
California University . .- ’ -
U,S. government publications . : ) -

Corporate author of journal
Corporate author as majn entry for- work also having persona] authors
< Congress proceedlngs
Museum listed undef name-of city
Confused corporate entry with title in citation® -
" Corporate author .as both author and title
t
Personal author entry
Real name vs pseudonym ~~ )
Form of author name in cata]og differs from familiar usage

v ~

’ » 7
Form entries . ,
Newspapers ‘
Dissertations ) > . )
Lack of title entry ' ~e -
» Main entry - general ~ 00N ' N

Branch holdings listed only under main entry
"Other editions listed only-under main entry
Serials holdings I:sted only under main entry
Incénsistent main entry for cards from self-cataldging branch

Subject headings ' ] .

!

LC subﬁect heading structure ‘
Needed to check LC list for'correct headings
No appropriate subject headlng in LC list or supplements

-~
.

No "see also' reference for subject Reading in catalog
Inconsistent application of subject headings. . ' -

*

Chronological subdivigions of subject hea%ing . C .t .

Analytics lacking for series

‘ ”»
-

- & y N . ’ .

- B -

Materials excluded from datalog . " :

Current government pub]ncatlons A kS ) ' ’ -
" Individual perlodlcal articles , . -+ » " . .

Individual plays *in collection’, . ‘ . ;

Serial hofdfngs ; . ’ ’ o .

,
N e Do .

-~ 7

. o ‘ 4 .
Serial ho]dnngs not fu]]y represented on checktng ‘card (bound volumes in
stacks) N . o

.
v

~ o ’ ‘ ¢
.

>

cooe o R




vy

.
» N ‘ . @
. ’

INDEX HF DI FFICULTIES (3)

.
4 : . } ' o

: Obsolete newspaper- holdings -~ .-
' ., Confuséd serial main entry .as indication 'of UCLA holdings; missed checking

card
.No serial holdtngs for branch, glven in card cata]og

P T,

Catalog Supplement - L “ .
- . I . ven ~ 1
Keypunching error causing misfjile ’ ‘
. - Call number in catalog supplemént reproduced poorly,'unreadable. B .
Filing Order - - o
+
‘Umlauts: and other d?écriticéi‘marks"
Hypbenated words t ) .
i iaterfiling of ‘titles and#subjects with subdivisions ’
Authors, personal ' -
Compound surname - '
Names begnnn;ng w:th St. .
Mc, Mac, M!' . : ) .
Voluminous author* filing -t ’ i . ’ a
StandaFed ‘titles in yoluminous author filing .
- " Authors, corporate ’ :
. California University |nd|v;dua1 campuses
New York entrngs ]
U.S. Government entries .
=  'International" headings ’

0

Subheadings of corporate authors
University listed by name of city with name of country counted in
filing although hot on card

y . -~
.

Iqitié]s' ,
Filed-at beginning of letter
Initials vs. acronyms filed as words
Word by word filing vs. letter by letter
Separate drawer for Clark holdihgs om Oscar Wilde . . 0
Bible
Hisfile ' -

Unreadable cards

s

"Brieflisted card -~ title paye lattering small and unclear
Holdings information® unclear on phdtocopled branch holdings card

T

- -

-~

. N
' N o .




INDEX OF DIFFICULTIES (4)

oy T

|

1

/ ‘ - A i

. " j

* 4nformation on Cards < - ) |
2 .

CLU . . - 1

Interpreted as meaning work is in College Library = = ) 1

J General queries about significance |

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

Required interpretation of complicated pagination information for bibliography

R

.

Di%ferént call nos. for 2 copies of same worky one é]assed with series

Symbols (%, #, ‘etc.) . ] ‘ .
Misread 1 for l‘and viceiversa l

Author's birthdate interpreted as b;&k publication date L

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

% PV . . Ay
Call nufber for branch on back of card i

Conflisions of '"Newspaper StacKs'' and "Film'* on Newspépg;#ioldings card

Branch Library'Locations ' * ;;N
. 4 v

. . )

Holdings listed only under main entry h
Misread location on Checking card for serial .
Misread location on checking card-for monograph

3 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 i

* for oversized
Location of #¥ and *#% /

Brieflisted item - misread instruction as meaning it /was held at Reference Desk
Location of Microfilm ‘ ) :

! ~

~

by )

- » -

{tem Evidently Not in Collection .




INDEX OF DIFFICULTIES (5)

| ~

/.Patron—related problems

Incomplete information
Lacked author first name \
Lacked author full.first name
Had only name of secondary author
Lacked author name entirely
Serfal 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 -
Misspel led author name
Misspelled word for subJect or tltle search
Wrong reference to periddical title
Incorrect serial title :

Citation to German language ifem 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 catglog

Language difficﬁ]ty

[ Y

Overlooked item in catalog (search made or correct princip]esS

I3




REFERENCE DESK IN-PERSON CATALOG ASSISTANCE. SURVEY

The purpose of this survey is to identify elements in the public card
catalog's organization and contcﬂts that may present difficulties to library
users. It is part of a study being conducted by Subgroup C (User Requirements)-
of the UCLA Library Working Group on Public Catalogs; it is hoped ‘that the end
result with be a series of recammendations to make public catalogs more useable.

The above explanation may be offered to patrons who.ask.whaxayou are writing
down.

fnstructions: ) A

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 entire form whenever practical.

are useful for this study.

All categéries of information

. )

A. Type of search: .

() Specific item(s)
() Subject

L

B. Assistance.given at:

( ) patron's request

C. Form of assistance: \

( ) Explanation of catalog
() personal assistance with search

() Serial or newspaper holding
( ) other (specify)

() Librarian's initiative

( ) Suggested alternate approach, did not yée catalog

D. Additional |

nformation (check each relevant category): .

Patron
Patron
Patron

PN SN N
N N N e N

was referred to reference desk for help
had searched unsuccessfu]ly on his own
requnmed interpretation of information found in- catabdg

'Patron had incomplete or incorrect information
Search requnred verification in a reference sourge {state source and
outcome) . .
E. State pro e reason assistance was necessary (e.g., fllnng technnca]nty,
form of entr |nformat|on on card unclear, etc.). -
2 ] .
~ -
3 ., 5
. l -
F. Comments: ,
2 ’ »

I3




" CARD CATA

.
/ .
- > s
’ . -

A e _—

1. Status {check one)
UCLA Undergraduate
UCLA Graduate
° .

Extension . .
T Undergraduate--other college or unjversity

. . Graduate--other college or university. -
. - Academic UCLA ot
Staff-UCLA Library )

— staff--UCLA non-Library
. — Other R :
- 2. Why  are ypu uaiﬁg the ca
Class assignment
Research
Job Assignment . .
) Persopal interest \ . ’
3., How often do you use the card catalog?
Daily
Weekly " , .
Monthly © - ’
. ’ Less frequently than any above . .
L. Do you usually look in the card catalog for a speci
o ‘author, title or subject? '
' . Yes . -
No -
P ) T |f so, which? .
» 5. 15 the filing arrangement in the catalog clear to Y
Yes ' :
~ ' No - )
6. Do you sometimes~find, information on the catalog
“ card you do not understand? '

~

\. . Yes ’ ,
. —————— N . . ‘
. . No_ -~ -
7. Does the card catalog tell you where the book is
. , ~ located: .
. Yes
. No . -

T

.o~

rd catalog? (check one or md

e ——

-

’ -~
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p . Attachment 1 s i . !
~ ' , R R - e - é : . . 1
QUEST IONNAIRE .7 . & { ,
¢ ', Time: - , % :
' Place: - . ' »
. ' Interviewer:. S o N
. , . ‘ ~ vt ;c-/
% Do you know how to find periodicals in the catalog? 4 . .
Yes ' S . S
No . - .
. Do you know how to look- for a newspaper? z \
Yes . . . » .
No ! . e
). Do you'know how to research a specific subject in T )
the catalog? ) ; i .
. Yes i . (: .
No , - H .
. Do you know what the Catalog Supplement is?
Yes . . ; .
: No o
p. Do you usually find what you are look for? ' ’ . .
Yes ' . ’ e
Ho . . , . 4
3. "1f you don't find what you aré logking for, what 3 . .
do you do? o 3 L
- ‘ )2
‘ ~ Y- .
= ¥,
- ' » z
I . B k]
d § ,
. P 4
i
: g .
. . A 300
L. ‘Do you have any suggestions for the improvement g ‘ L
of the catalog. 3 ]
;
g »
> 1
: i ¢ ;
' g '
" 2 R
i : ® N
_— r .
' . <
‘ / 3 ~, i‘,’ © P
' “ ‘ ) - . y
1 " o . ’ . ’ 4
' ) - . ¢
! - .
{ ERIC 738 : ;

Aruitoxt provided by Eric:




t.

Do you ever have questlpns about |nformat|on on
the catalog card? !
Yes - o6z

NO ﬂ"\'\\\‘

‘ . ~ 77 CARD CA

. ‘ Y [44
Status “(check one) .
-UCLA Undergraduate v
+_ UCLA Graduate ‘
Extension T
Undergraduate--other col]ege or unnvérsnty
- Graduate--other college or university
Academic UCLA . !
Staff-~UCLA Library.
Staff-~UCLA non-llbrary
Other .
Why do you usually use the card cata]og?
(check one or more)
" Class Asstgnment
Research g
Job Assignment . .
Personal interest ~ ' -
How often do you use the card catalog?
Daily . .
Weekly ’ . o
Monthly ¢
Less frequent than any above -
Do you usually look in the card catalog for:. o

3

1|

| l

|

Author? .
T Title? "
Subject: .
Has the filing arrangement in the cata]og ever
confused you? ) . »
Yes ) ‘
* No ) \
How? ( .
What information do you use on the catalog card?
~ Author . Date Tracings
Title Edition Holdings
Place Pagination Notes
Publisher Series ° . Call #

1




Attachment 2 5 ;
) « ° ‘ ;:
UEST IONNA T RE L4 %
Time: '
Place: : '
Interviewer: \
8. How can you te]] which library a book is in% ~ '
‘Yes
____No ’
9. How do you find periodicals in the catalog?
__VYes
. " No - ! . :
0. How do you look for a newspaper in the catalog?
Yes .
7 No .
{1. FHow do you research a specific subject in the catalog?
____Yes
T Mo
12. Do «Gu know.what the Catalog SuppleMent is?
___Yes | \
T No ’
13. Do you usually find what you are looking for in the
., card catalog?
___Yes ° ' -
7 No
b, TF- you don.é find what you dre looklng for in the card
catalog, what do you do? ] )
15. Do you have anQ\éuggestions'for the improvement of
\ A -
the catalagz \ .
P NN :
16. Ts ther® anything~yowwould like to know )
Y d\M;ET\\ ow about the

card catalog?

L% 1 W TUIATRES IR 454l S

LeTyeon

.
CRSTIRE | HY SN SIS VI REAIR
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Users Surveys - . o - »
9 ‘L ‘ ){?

-
‘.
-~
’
-
-
v e
I U R

IV, SUMMARY“OF FINDINGS' 4,  ~
. . R E
—" .. ' ‘ . ) s ' .o “ .
¢ . ' “s - ., -0
In fulfilling its chakge, the study of how patrons and library staff use public-
catalogs, Subgroup-C soon found itself totally immersed in catalog deficiencies, . -
partlculaFWy those Qf the URL card catalog. It is easy to lose sight of the S
fact that the card catalog does meet tbe?peeds of many varied and demanding
patrons. In an endeavor of thi# kind there’'is a tendency to forget the exten-
sive and antensnve demanlls ofi the card. catalog, its constantly changing’ nature,
its size and, its excellence. 1t must be remembered also that the guide to a
‘compiex library must be complex, and tha@ the UCLA .Library has a responsibjli-
., ty to its users to provide anpadequate guide of high quality no matter how
large or. how complex. ) .

-

[N
’

,Subgroup C, in arr|v1ng at its recommendatlons, attempted to summar|2e areas -
of agreement ‘and disagreement in the 1|terature, in the interviews, and in the
surveys. ‘it is difficult but possible to codify the mass of materna] in the

literature into some meanlngful pattern. The interviews and surveys are im-
posslble to synthesize in the same way, but enough of a correlatien between
the three aspects of the study presented itself to make the final recommenda-

tions unavoidable. AN

Since the numerous catalog use surveys and related stldies that have been con-.
ducted have faited to arrive at definite conclusions as to ‘the needs of the

user, Subgroup C sees no point in attemptlng a general catalog use survey at s
UCLA at this time. Catalog use résearch is belng 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 substantial funding. The cost and time which would be required to mount

yet another fu]] scale study at UCLA are forblddlng to contemplate.

-
A e -

. However; the Subgroup feels fhat limited su veys covering certain aspects of
catalQg use could well prove to be fruitful’, Sach surveys should be. recisely
.defined and planned, if poSsible, with the assistance of .experts in such fields
as market research and scientific sampling. The experience of the Task fForce

¥y

in,its trial survey indicates that surveys must be very carefully planned and 2
that outside expertise.is probab]y necessary to design megningful use surveys

One such survey might Be a comparative study of the catalog use pattepfls of
scientists, %Social scientists, and humanists, as background fr planning future
requirements for the catalogs of specnfnc units, and especially for the URL
catalog in its function as a unnon catalog for the UCLA library system.

s
-

@nother possibility would be to conduct surveys in specific llbrary units. Cér~
tain units have statled in interviews that they would ltke to study use of their
own catalogs.

5 N * ' 4

2
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Assistance at Public Catalogs ) ' ‘, .

lQ\both the literature survey and the uq}s;jnterviéﬁs.ther_ is,almost univer-

sal agreement that direct assistance for-users should be p ov?éed at publigc

catalogs. The ‘literature indicates that such assistance npt only improves'

the qual#ty of catalog use, hut'material increaséé the amount of it.
F - N

P

Staff and us@r reaction to the Task Force Card Catalog Project proves most .

.convincingly the need for this seryice 4t the URL card.catglog. .A number of

non-URL units have expressed a nced for more d[?éct persongl- assistance’with J
their_own catajogs and would provide itﬁ}f they had staff 4o do so. . . .

v

UCLA library staff and the individual experts interviewed, fleel strongly that

the level of experiegce and skill of personnel bffering thi service should bélk/

% t

very high. Ihis opinion is confirmed in the literature.
Several units fee] that a direct telephone&]iﬁé to the URL jcatalog would be
among the greatest aids they could receiQe\'allowing.¢hem o provide far
better service to their patrons than is now possible, Ll

‘
[

. 2 - s vy

Orientation ; ) ) . e ,
LS .~ 4 .

Another point upon which theré is almost umiversal, ég[éement\in the litera~
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 differy
however, as to how much instruction §hou1d‘be given, or in what [form, or at
what stage of the user's experience with the library. A : .

.
. .

.3 ) [ . {
Subgroup C did not undertake to survey the literature of instruction and

-orientation in‘library use. However, the Subgroup is convinced that fore and .

better instruction in the use of public catalggs is seriously needed, parti-
cularly for the student uéer. Therefore, the Subgroup recommends that.inten-
sive investigation be made of the various methods of orientation and that °
careful evaluation beymade 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. sTgns as orientation aids, opinion was fairly uniform that more “signs,

and ig particular, more visible and informative signs, are desirable and should

be provided in the URL card catalog and in other .units, as needed. -
~ co. %

Editing the URL Card Catalog = .

.

As stated in'the section of interviews with stgff and faculty authorities,
“yhatever 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 befpre-
closing it.” However, jt failed to do so, with consequences we do not yet
know. . Since n# decision has been made at UCLA on catalog cutoff, we should

SV

[ B}

.

. -

»

.

;
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. take advantage of the opportunjty to perform this necessary, if onerous, task.

Many catalog shortcomirlgs identified in unit interviews and surveys could be
remedied by a rigorous edltlng of the URL card catalog that would include the

folldwing: . ‘ ) :
Correction of filing ‘errors ‘ . ) . )
Replacement of worn, - broken, illegible cards ° R Y
Correct;on of mlsleadnng and outdated |nformaf|3n CSymbols, locations,
etc ~ . .

Rgmoval of CLU.and. catalogers' |n|t|als from permanent cards’

Review pf all brieflisting, and othdr temporary cards and removgl of

.. those for which permanent ‘records have been placed in the catalog ’ ,
Removal of obso]ete see references. . »

In addition, specna] attention should be given to knoyn problem areagp
Newépaper listings, which should be fully reviewed and corrected as ta
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 refiling is necessary because of new flllng rules
Voluminous. authors for which a.unified title system has been adopted

»

4 n

Editing the URL card cata]og is a formidable undertaking and should be care®
. 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
.1 JYimkted sections of the catalog most needing attention might serve as"a basis
/ > for planning a complete editing project.

~

. Proqessing Fo]iqx - . .
- 7 . .
’ Certain general aspects of processing have been |8ent|f|edr|n unit lnterVIews as
. causing serious prdVlems These are: ) ’ .
) 4 . ’
. .
3" Delays in processnng of -newly-acquired materials ¢ .
lhadequate communication between processing units and public services
» staff, and between central procgssing-staff and pon-URL units
insufficient experienced and well®trained staff for proper catalog
maintenance (e.g., filing addlng~ser|a] holdings, etc. )
A great many of the user difficulties with’ the URF card catdlog that were
-|dent|f|eQ\|n unit interviews and in the surveys could probably be solved .

by changes lg.imcal processing policies. Among these difficulties are:
Unclear leatJon indicators such as lack of ''see also' .
. reéferences, insufficients ”'references, insuffictent references

from alternate~serial “titld¥syblind-references, and Library of Con-

¢ gres;}pra ¢d references ”
insufficient apalytics

angement by au s?r rather than
Ted frequent and inm®Bnsistent use of SNU
Filing by title under added entries (except.s
iisleading symbols on .the face of the card,
initials

eries number

N

PP

s CLU or catalogers® ,» )
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RN
f%ck of standardization of the handling of marty types of material

There are othay desirable chénges brought out in the surveys which involve
major and long-standing local or national policies. These would require care-,
ful study. Such changes should be jointly p]anned by processing and public
service staff and -tested by*pilot projects. Implications for, state-wnde
cooperative efforts must be taken into consideration. =~ .

!

The fact remains that the goal of any change should be to |mprove catatog
quality and bibliographic access fotr the patron without sacr|f|C|ng proce55|ng
speeds, thCh is another important user requnrement L )

'\

xThe‘Fﬁture of the URL Card Catalog : -

Subgroup C's' literature search has discovered no solid evidénce that any
other® form of catalog is superior to the dictionary card catalog. Indeed,
there appgars to be a trend away from the vogue ,for book catalogs, and the

.only substantigl study of searches in dictionary vs. divided catalogs found

“that there was no significant difference fof the use. And, as Krikelas states,
""A mere change in the format of the catalog does not guarantge an increase in

_ user performance.' therefore, Subgroup € ‘recommends that the URL public

catalog continue in |ts dictionary card form for the time~being.

e

Retentlon of one form of catalog should not preclude experlmentatlon with the
productlon of specialized lists that provide additional or more convenient ‘
poifts of access for the user. For example, the dictionary card catalog would
provide approaches by author, title, and subJect for all cataloged materl5ls.'
An auxiliary catalog might contain a smaller, frequently sought after body

of material, such:as current pernodlca]s, listed by the same elements and a]so

by language and ‘country of origin. . )

< o P .
Although no llterature has yet been published on user reaction to catalog .
cutoff, there are indncations from various surveys fﬁat users very much dis~
like having to look more than one place or‘alphabet and often refuse to do
so. The level of gerseverance is low; only about 50% of cata]og users will
try a second entry after an |n|t|a1 failute. Most users, ‘either have no idea
of the date of the book they are loocking fort or are at least’ five years off
when they do estimate a date. Users will look ¥or subject headlngs in a‘clearly
labelled author-title catalog. Indeed, the whole pattern of user behavior, as
revealed in the literature, argues against cutoff.

2

-
- -

The user's dislike of having to look in more, than one place was also frequently
remarked in unit interviews, The test surveys undertaken by Subgroup €

support survey literature findings on the user's low persistence and inabiJdity
# adjust to mulgiple catglogs or forms of catalogs. . .

O0f the fifteen library units which 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 desirable only if the new catalog represented
change and’'definite improvement over the old. There was one statement in favor
of cutoff. Of those opposing cuto?f, several units observed that their users °

requx{e access to the entnre chronologlcal range of materials. The general
4
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conclusion thah may be reached |s that there is considerable feeling among the .
library staff on the subject oF catalog cutoff "and the fee]:ng is predomi- .
nant]y opposed ,

”

Investigations should be made of user reactions to catalog tutoff in instity-
tions where this has already occyrred Since there seems to be.no litefature ,

as yet produced on this subJect Subgroup C recommends that small teams be ‘3
sent to appraise the sltuatlon at such |nst|tut|ons as the New York Public
Library. . . P .

The superiority of one form of catalog over another is often asserted but

rarely or never. proved\by objective evidence. It would,” therefore, seem ..
essential to set up mechanisms for assessing user satisfaction wnth any major .

change in publlc catalog policy or with any .new or experimental type of cata-

log or list for public use. '

-

L4

4

. y . I .
Recommendations of the Working Group on Public Catalogs
CY e ¢ g A
K 4 .
The conslusions of Subgroup C, based upon the literature search, the it
and individual interviews, and the test surveys, may require modlflcatlon de-

pend]ng upon the findings of Subgroups A and B. The Subgroup C recommendatiods ,

that follow are, of course, subject to the consensus of the total Working &
Group membe;ship. RN . ¢ N " o

[4 . b . .
Aware of the difficulties of effecting chéﬁg; in a large and complex organiza-
tion, Subgroup C feels that a built-in fail-5afe system should be included in
' the Worklng Group's final recommendatlons [t would be shameful to let the
time and talent which has gone into the WorkLné/Group s activities accompllsh
nothing of benefit to the patron. The danger of such a possibility is made
manifest by reading the April,, 1956, Staff Survey of the UCLA Library Card
Catalog. Many of the problems which seemed ty plague the user in 1956 are

still of «concern in. 1974. . .o ' .

a
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V. RECOMMENDATIONS OF SUBGROUP C g ;-
if s N . F‘
User surveys - 1 i o . K
A. No comprehen5|ve catafog‘*se survey should be undertaken at this
time at UCLA.
B. Small ?reC|se1y designzd surveys of speC1al -aspects of catalog
use or of use in individual library untts would be desirable.
Assistance at’ Public Catalogs ’

A. Beginning with 1974/75, assistance to patrons sholild be provided at
the.URL public catalog.in an ameunt equivalent to one FTE. Staff
assigned to this task should be experlenced UCLA career personnel
and should represent a wide range of URL units. .

B. Immediate consideration should.be given_to requests from non-URL
units for additional personnel for catalog user assistance. ‘

G. Lf direct telephone line to the URL catalog should be madg“ifailable.

Orien jon

A. Subdgoup C sees a serious need for more and better instruction in
the use public catalogs, but:.is not prepared to make spekific .
recommendat™aps as ta the type and amount of orientation thgq\should
be given! Invastigation of methods of orientation, including
classroom, audio-visual, self-guided, and other methodsy should be,
given high priority for immediate action toward planning catalog-use
lnstructlon . -

B. ,More signs, and more effective signs, should be provided in the URL
card.catalog area, and in other urlits as needed.

-
< T

A

Editing of the URL Card Catalog :
A. The URL card catalog should be edited. The parts of the .catalog with
serious known difficulties should be done first. Editing should in-
clude correction of mlsleadlng and outdated information as well as

of filing errors.

\ B.. The Library Task Force might help to deflne tﬁé\prOJect 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 drawers. ‘

C: Editing should begin wnthln six months after the recommendatnon is

accepted. 2 .
’ v \‘ 0

Processifg Policies !
- AR Changes should be made in those aspécts of procp55|ng which are

4 caus:ng difficulties for the catalog user.:*
B. A system to study those changes, and to implement them w:thln 8
' reasonable time, shou]d be devised. . ,

‘The Future of the Card Catalog .
A. For the present, the YRL pub]lc cata]og shou]d céntinue to be a

dictionary card catalog.
B. Any practical means of providing new approaches to collectfons or
more convenient llstlngsqof Spﬁzlflc bodies of mdterial-zin addition

to, not in L;qu of existing cat logs--should be exp]ored
v .

- A

I3 . . a -
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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
_wnl] be equalted or, if possnb?e -|ncreased by the proposed change.

' A dual system should be mauntanned throughout the "test perlgd.*

i
3
. D. If catalog cutoff is contemplated, investigation should be fiade of 1
o . user reaction in |nst|tut|ons where this has aFready occurred i ‘i
- L

7. Recommendatlons of the Working Group on Public Catalogs L .

The WOrknng Group's final report should include the establnshment of time-
frames for follow-up on recommendations with the library admnnlstratnph

+
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March| 20, 1974 ‘.

EVERETT T. "MOORE

-

TASK FORCE CARD CATALOG PROJECT ’ . %

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 Aprid 1 aed 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 consnder the project as a, permanent assigo-

ment nor is it able .to use more than ten hours per week on the.project.

Should there be an opportunity to expand hours 'of service with other

staff members who meet Reference requirements, the Task Force will

attempt such an extension® of service on an informal basis. .o v
There is little to add to the reports already made other than

* that the te]ephone answering servite 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 15.9 questions per hour

vere answered at the card catalog, 217 of which were serlals questlons ’ .

The use of .T- shlrts is'a he]p . .

[
B

The recommendations agreed upon at the Reference/Task Force meeting >
were these: . ’

s -
. .

*

1. Card catalog assistance should be provnded'%t the card ~catalog

\ on a permapent basis for at least 40 hours per week. . It would - .
be desirable to provide some service on weekénds when assis-
tance-is particularly needed. d - | o

s

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 Referemce staff, serving as a.resource for orientation,- :
would work closely with the unit who aSsumes respcnsnblﬁlty ,
-~ for the project. . - e

l .

3. The units provudlng the service, should receive\compensatory
time in the form of an addltlonal position,

a




"March 21, 1974

- o ' TASK FORCE CARD.CATALOG PROJECT

i
\
“ -
. . “\

March 1973 -- Project proposal accepted by Everett T. Moore,
Reference and Technical Services Department

Il

: April 1973 -- Project begins .
B > ‘
May 1973 -- /;gkngorce makes suggestions for signs and for
. . catalog improvements .
August 1973 -- . Report made to Everett T. Moore, et al . “
. hd o
October 1973 -- Phones ingtalled . , g
4 e s .,
October 1973 . =- Monographic catalogers eéxpfess an interest in
‘ . . the project . K .
) 'a) . ) .
October 1973 . -- Resource Committeei/discussion . "
i . v \
November 1973 -- Begin to wear T-shirts at ghe public catalog
, November 1973 -- Task Force backup staff added to project
December 1973 -- Reference requests llocks to be put on phones and

: . {

February 1974; - Reference/Task Force meeting to discuss prOJeCt s
value and make “recommendations
d
4 . a
« March 1974 -- Task Force report proposing temporary. continuange
-t A of pfoject and making recommendations’ .

¢

the phones be left out for Reference use

“4




\\E. Is.there a listing of periodicals at UCLA by language?

* ’ .

TASK FORCE :

: fﬁovember 6, 1973

-

A - PUBLIC CARD CATALOG PROJECT:

RANDOM SAMPLE OF QUESTIONS
\

. . \

SUBMITTED BY: Task Force

1. Now that | have the call number, where do | go? ) ¢

2. When the c¢ard says ”Sﬁecna] Co]lectlons“ and says ''Arother copy" further . ,
down, what does that rean?

3. | found a'card that says Village Voice see under NewspapersTwNew York,
Village Voice. Now do | go to the Powell Library? —~

.

4. what is the Catalog Supplement?

5. What does '‘restricted use' ‘mean? -

-

7. How many of these numbers (call .numbers) do | need to writé down and what
do these numbers mean? - \

v
5

8. What does the note “Photocopy positive' mean? Where is the book?

~

.9. How do | look this up (printed citation in hand) Trans. New York, Academy

of Sci.? N . . .
0. Vhere are college catalogs? .

1. This (PC card tray in,hand) is very o]d.'”WOuld {t be in é ]ock?d area?
2. This book (auqhor-tit]e citation in hand) ié not {n ‘the cata]og?”

3. What does this note on ghe Pé card mean: “for‘no{din?s see main card"'?
L. “Where are the 1973 issuos'of_Popu[ar Science? : ’ )

%7 R
‘ . ‘ . LN o
15. Is this book .n this library (main card followed by a branch.check card)?
-
- 16. Patron was looklng for ''Actas del Segundo Congress International der | °*
‘ ,Hnspannstas He looked under 'Actas" andfunder 'Segundo''. Did not tfy
""Congréso...", which gave cross reference to International Congress of
Hispanists. .

h

F

]

]

20

7. Patron looking for book by E. . Marsha]] - pould find only E]not’Marsha]l ¢
The “boek was under Elizabeth Marsha]] o
M ' . s

8. How do | find something in the U. 5. séction?

9v The+book is not in the catalog, would it be in the Educ/Psych Library? ;
- *
*How do | look for a name beginning with Mc. ..Z
' » wy N - ., . "t’ N ' N
b , ‘l'; . 3} " ,
(2 . -
y ’ 99
b A . . 4, .
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22.
23.
24,
25,

26.
27.

28.

29.

30.

I

32.
33.
34,
35.

°

36.

37..

38.

b

by,

b2,

43,

Card says

A

only in the Music Lnbrary T . ; . -
N N
Do 1'go to the,Loan Desk if there i§'i}sl|p viith a funny number on tt? — ‘
/ ’ R 9 1 ¥ .‘ '
- \\ - -"‘
) L) N

find this book?

4

How do | ft is not listed in the card cata]g!,

.

| am looking for a book from #ran, are all the foreign books in a separate place?

- 4

| -have the author but no title. {sthere a separate author listing?

How do | find a' Hook on vegetation in New Zealagnd?

| am looknng for Liverpool University. Annals of Archaeo]ogy and
Anthfopq]ogy Should | look under L|verpool7

How do | find these periodicals?

b i . : R,

| 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? ' B , .

Where are the stacks? i

Patron looking for Universe Reformation of 1898 found historical period
of dynasty ending in 1912 but hadn't realized another period ?Q{ 19th

century also existed. .
- ) - : . \\
Where are the HB's? How-am | supposed to know that? ” N
| can't find these newspapers? . . \\\
~

How do | find these newspapers?

’ . »

E

Inst. Intl. Dev. (no call number) where do k-find this book?

.
.

What does ''CLY) on card mean?

’

what does * mean? N .

How do 1 Jdook up this magaznne? . . . .
z(‘_ . 9 -, -

What do the words (tracnngs) at the bottom of the page mean?
. » v <o N
$

‘Are subject and/or titjJes in“&his catalog? | . .

- - .
’y . " N ~

Patron.looked up article in jodrnal under author.

A
* * a

&
Is author's birth date the publication date? > ‘ ) ~

Is there a list & periodicals at UCLA? ' . , .

e A1, 9 .

what. does tne ftd ‘type on a card mean?"

Does the phrase Music Lnbrarx above the call nUmber mean the E/pk is

areparair v
B

.
L
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.to refer patrons as needed to other reference and information points.

‘begihning in April 1973, a report with recommendatiohs can be ‘made now .

. Reports relating to their procedures and views, are’'attached. ; \\

- however, it can be sald with certainty that our demonstrated need is

~.INCOMPREHENSIBLE T9 THE PATRON AMD REQUIRES CONSTANT ON-THE-SPOT

‘ . August 6, 1973 ' %

' " ¢ ) !
EVERETT MOORE: l
Early this spring the Library Task Force ‘took surveys on the use of the | {

C4talog Supplement. As a result of this experience, a need for instruc-
tion on ity use and in the use of the card catalog was overwhelmingly
apparent. |t was proposed that Task Force personnel man a card catalog
information desk to give basic assistance in the use of the catalog and

Aftel consultation with related units it was decided to do this on a

limifed schedule for a period of six months.

» . - . ‘ S
A sik-month final report wnth recommendations was planned for the end of

the [fask Force card catalgg project in October 1973; howaver, since

concppts about several aspects of the project have changed since its

The {Task Force card catalog project staff feel that sufficient facts are

at Hand and hope that with this early report some decisidns can be -
%eached before the beglnnlng of the fall quarter when assistance in the

use lof the card catalog is eSpeclally necessary .

& . . .
BotH the main library at UCB and, the Law Library at the University of

Michigan are permanenetly allocating one FTE to similar assignments.

-

. ) f ‘ ’
Also appended is a table of statistics gompiled to date by’the\$§sk
Force based on two hours of service per day. A comparison of. th

respective available monthly averages from our study .(492), and from . .
Michigan (528) indicates that the latter is responding to approximately
7 per cent more questidns in eight hours than ye are in two., However, .

by hypothetica;ly extending our statistics over an eight-hour period, .

and keeping in"mipd that the two hours we covered were expected to be

the busies't time, 'our total would be 272 per cent greater than theirs.

The figures used for® comparison are very ‘rough, and in any event a s
number couht in assessing this type of service has obvious deficiencies;

greater than that of, an important branch of a major university library " .
which has app0|nted one full<time poSitiod to this post. The real. By
question is how much does the library want to help, the us er‘and how much
does the llbrary staff want to_know the usér's needs. ) .
1 ¢

The Tésk Force prngZt staff can uncondltlonally and emphatically state
that from experience on this project, on their feet foving among the
users, 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 ls/great if not
always in number, in intensity. : ) .

@ C T ~ .,

Furthermorg, THE CARD CATALOG AT UCLA S LIBRARY IS A COMPLIC TED TOOL

INTERPRETAT.ION. -The library staff-in'yarious’ i ttees consSant]y .
discusses the user and the cata]og qfndeed more than one- thlrdVof the

. . b
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" 45, My professor said to look on the Hew Acquisitions shelf where books are . \

listed under subject. Where is it? v, . . , e
~ T k&, Mhere is the Clark Library. Can | take out books from there? . T
- 47. Where do | look up the Civil War? A . -

48. Patron very indignant because a book (located in College Library) was only
g listed under author, not title and author was a difficult Chinese name to

find. . ;o R . i
T 2 o ’ . . .
49. Wh ? r the call number mean and where is -this? i
B '] .
o these notes ''Film &épy. Positive' Detatched typescript, €tc., mean we
; ave tQ@Ebook or only gthe filimn copy? ° . ] . -
~ " - ’ v ! % s v

- 1 4 |
. v I
Nt )
'
3
hd 3
'
» * fi —
< 4 N b
\ ~
b ~ >
Y &
fl « B “‘ \ i "‘
PR ’
* . ~
-
v = . .
- - < v
- > »
' } F- 4 -
Y \ ° L4
- v
.
»
r
. [ 4 N ‘
’ | 4 /
“ -
1 »
- - .
.‘ *
n
. t
f
- -
P
7 1
4 ]
t L]
. -0
. - . -
, ” - ~
] ° ”
S 7 -

o




.

Everett Moore : -2~ Aughst &, 1913
|

<
staff spend their working lives in the construction of the cataloy, 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 tevms of moralg and work enlighten-

ment are inva%iuable.

v

. . . k/) \ ®
R { F .
v TASK FORCE P OJEC?\SlaF
. * Roberta Nixon
¢ ) . Lorelyn Llewis

Suzanne Shellaby
Cathy Whitman

!

RN:LL:SS:CWism : .
Attachments ; " :
. cci’ Page Ackerman . //

Paul Miles N
Ann Hinckley '
Norah Jones )
Diane Kennedy ;
N ‘% i |
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v ~ / - . ' ~
_ GENERAL OBSERVATIONS : .
' o ‘ ~ K ,'

- User reaction to the project has been very favdrable.

One of the original aims of the proJect, to provide instruction in the ¢ ;
use yof the Catalog Supplement has been overshadowed by the great need
for instruction in the use of the card cgtalog and in the use of the
llbrary.y/ )
. . .
- .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 wassistance. Co

oy W
- Serialsxauestions comprise one-third of the questions asked.
] N
- Non-card catalog inquiries are not difficult to recognizé& and refer to
the Reference lerarlans .
- Patrons do return for help. - - -
- See the attached notes from CU and from MichiganQ"_
' N\ . T g g . \} ~ 4
- Users| do not understand how to use the ljibrary. TheyaCome to the card }
.. catalpg expectlngbto find everyth;ng t need. They can be referred
e to Referei8e Librarians I;\he]p is at hand at the card cata]og.
- User§’f§equent1y only copy_ numbers--not the letters'of the call numbers.
- The card gatalog appears to be a too] for‘TJérary staff, not the -’
\ average“user. o ) Lo
" Morale and learnlng(factors for the staff involved cannot be over- | -
emphas;Zed 3‘f - e «
i )
i v o .
,]“ 4 . 4 .«
‘ V:’\\r"«’ ©
Yo f‘f“ \'.‘ .
3 4




1

FREQUENTLY ASKED QUESTIONS -

"What floor is this dall number in the stacks?" i f '

; ~

€ gomdin,
P

. .
"What does” (branch) mean ‘over the call number?"

B - 'y . ~ . .
"Does tibrary .have this book too (branch) name over call number?"

""What does 'CLU' mean?" ‘ - |

""Does’ CLU mean it's on]ykin Co]le&g Library? * .

- , VAre journals listed in the catalog?" ' '

4 - ) . ¢ \ y
'""I've looked, under author and title and you don't have this book."
(Usually we do.) . : ‘

S

v

9 T ,
\ "Where do | find something on (subject)?"
"Where is the Clark Library?" ' ) ' ;

“thyé can | find this journal article?" . | _ .

< . E
'""What does 'For ho]dipég?gee:..' mean?"' ///

- "What does |IR and no call number mean?"

, -

» :. . 4
"Where is ﬁicrofi]ﬁj\abgto, etc.?" .
-\~ & w

- >

- &

" can't find t?ﬁs newspapef in catalog under title.'™

—— : »




May 2,’1975

ANN HINCKLEY: / ,
t

At the finish of the Card Catalog Information Project:a report with
R - recommgndations is planned; however, at the end of one month we would like
— \":5§§§§3§:?é¢\pur impressigns.thus far and put forth two suggestions in the hope
.- ™ ~others may. have recognized the same situations as problems and perhaps+ *
?:::::;:~§2i253Q?§~qg?§é.bg&eégigfed before six months have passed. ,
~ e ~ A SNl >‘\w&" -
‘-Q¢E[equent!yf§%$»%ea;t twice gach_hour, a patron after finding the call number
of abook asks-ditections -to a stack level. True he will eventually find
the floor guide by er in ‘the elevator but it would seem a great step toward
improving service to provide a-stack directory at several points within the
card catalog area. s ’

NCLU'" stamped on the catalog card is confusing to patrons. On several
occasions patrons have interpreted ''CLU" to mean Coliege Library as a location.
One patron actually went to College Library. Woyld Technical Services con- '
sider putting '""CLU" on the verso of the card or omitting it from._the public
card catalog? .o s SN

- .

~.

A total of 588 questions or directions were giyen during the month. Theré " .

seem to be little correlation between Reference desk statistics—and Task o
Force statistics as the attachment shows. As a great many of the questiohs T
seemed to involve location of serial titles, at the request of the Serial gﬁ
Department, we have begun to tab these questions separately. Clark Library
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 moralg building factors for the Task Force staff who
previously had little opportunity to receive instant satisfaction for
their efforts are immeasurable. )

- ‘ )

"" ' " ~

Roberta Nixon
TASK FORCE

; - RN:ib .
: -ATTACH. . .
‘ . cc: ETH _ ]
| PH ' . '
Norah Jages L .
. James ngk
Diane Kennedy ‘ ‘

: | 97
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University of California, Los Angeles
. Technical Services Task Force * y

March 8, 1973 '

'ﬁNN HINCKLEY:”

N

-

Y

Task Force Card Catalog Information Project ’ ..

PR t

This pkqjest grew 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
Reference .Desk at any time that Reference help is indicated. Phone
service will not be attehpted at this time.

Time: The project will last for a period of s'ix months beginning April -
1, 1973, daily from 11 to noon and from 1 p.m. to 2 p.m,

Place: Midway in the URL card 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,
iCard Catalog Information'. 'For Card Catalog_ Information, consult
Reference staff"' will be posted at other hours. Staff will wear 2" x 4"
badges saying ''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. A - o .

Statistics: The Task Force staff will keep statistics on service given in
the categories outlined on the attached sheet. ;irculation 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 narrative_report at its ‘conclusion.

v

l
A .

Roberta Nixon N

N
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—_— ) TASK FORCE CARD CATALOG INFDRMATION.SCHEDULE
WEEK OF: = ° )
April 2, 16, 30 '
May 14, 28 .
June 11, 25
© > 11212 Noon 1-2'p.m.
’ g
M - Lorelyn Lewis Cathy Whitman '
T - Suzanne Shellaby Roberta Nixon ‘7
W - Ldrelyn Lewis . Cathy Whitman
TH - Suzanne~Shellaby Roberta Nixon
F - Lorelyn Lewis Cathy Whitman
WEEK OF:
April 9, 23
May 7, 21
June -4, 18 .
11-12 Noon 1-2 p.m. '
M = Roberta Nixon Suzanne Shellaby
T - Cathy Whitman ' Lorelyn Lewis’
W - Roberta Nixon ‘ Suzanne Shellaby
TH ™=~ Cathy Whitman ) Lorelyn Lewis ’
F ~-' Roberta Nixon Suzzanne Shellaby.




TASK FORCE CARD CATALOG INFORMATION PROJECT

DATE :
) HOUR:
. STAFF
Card Catalog Directional_
Information Information Referrals
Card Catalog Cat.’ Sup. Reference Other
2
&

100




»

- N

February 5, 1974

. —e

, TASK FORCE USE QUESTIONNAIRE FOR SUBGROUP C OF THE WORKING
GROUP On PUBLIC CATALQGS

On behalf of Subgroup C of the Working Group on the Publie Catalogs,
the Task Force, in order to explore for Subgroup C, the mechanics of a card
cata]og user survey in terms of practicality, devnsed a questionnaire and
in the fourth and fifth week of the Winter Quarter, ‘January 23 to 30, 1974,
interviewed 300 URL card catalog usefs.

iy

The Questionnaire

-

-

The 15 point questionnaire (attaghment 1) was used by the interviewer
checking of f answers during the interview. 4At the end of the first day
the questionnaire was revised,. question no. 16 was added and the revised
version (attachment 2) was used for the redt of the project with modifications
by the interviewer. The seemingly illogical yes/no answers to questions 8 to
1] were interpreted by the interviewer from the users answers. 'A question

-4nquiring if the interviewee would be interested in taking a course was

thodght of too late to be included. Further revisions in the Questionnaire
would be useful were the project to continue.

Fhe Place of the Interviews

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 b 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 heNpful particularly when the
purpose of the interview was made clear. Only 1 per cent said ?ﬁ%y were
too busy for an, interview. ‘ :

K AN
The Interviewer . : »

L3
Librarians and LA's with experience in the library and the public
catalog conducted the interyiews, Some experienced a certain reluctance
in approaching people, but orice an approach was made, the interview went

smoothly. Some of the answers t® the questionnaire seem to reflect\the —

particular approach of the individual interviewer. The project, an lentirely
new experience, was interesting, enlightening, rewarding and stimu]atinbt

Data Gathered

On tbhe whole the data gathered from the questions durectfy 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 1% and 16, however, do support the Task Force's

feeling about the .user.
101
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Card Catalog Use Questionnaire with comments

1.” Status (check one) ' .

462 UCLA Undergraduate C
35% UCLA Graduate :
1% Extension o : ?::
_22 Undergraduate--ethér college or university
_2% Graduate--pother college or university
< _2% Academic UCLA- . .
4% Staff--UCLA Library S
1/2 of 1% Staff--UCLA non-library
1% Other ’ '

[

The number of Undergraduates using URL, perhaps, is not suprising, but
there was an indication from responses to'reguests 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 usua)ly use the card catalag?
(check one or more) " N

51% Class assignment

10% Research

1% Job assignment ' .
32% . Personal interest

|

These catagories of use need redefining. There seemed to be a
tendency for the usgr 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‘perSOna1 nterest as research.

3. How often do you use the card catalog?
L]

22% Dai ly
: L6% Veekly ///4/”
8% ~Monthly : , <
IIE Less frequent than any above . o
No comment .

L, Do you usually look in the card catalog for:

¢ -
v .

70% Author? -» “ ’
ES% Title?
554% Subject?

——

The answers to this question should indicate priorities of use since
many users employ all three approaches .in varieties of order.

/
5. Has the filing arrdngement in the catalog ever confused you?

363 - Yes
6Ly No
‘ How? . -

This question;elicitcd an almost automatic 'No'' and those responding .
Yes'! often were unable to cite the, cause of their filing difficulties.

102
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__The Task Force card catalog workers felt that tHe user fails to recognize
the complexity of the catalog filing and often may attrlbute failure to
locate an item to other causes such as the Tibrary not having the book.

' 6. What information do you use on the catalog card?

100% Author .02% Date/ .01% Tracings
83% _Title .D19% Edition .02% Holdings
.018% Place .015% Pagination .0l Notes
y , .019% Publisher .018% Series 100% Call Number
e
7. Do you ever have questions about information on the catalog card? e
36%  Yes
64% Mo
(6-7) Interviewing for these questions pointed up the users almost total <7
! lack of use or understanding of the information on the card catalog. -

[
i

8. How cam you tell which library a book is in?

87%  Yes
1% Mo
T ™~ -
9. How do you find periodicals in the catalog?
54%  Yes .
L Mo

~

10: How do you look for a newspaper in the catalog?

26%  Yes L.
74% No s .. ’ .
*}1. How do you research a spegﬂfic subject in the catalog? .
. VRN -
2 — 75%  Yes |
' 25%  No
12. Do you know what the Catalog Supplement is? —
..63%  Yes .
" 37% Mo

(8~12). Again experience working at the public catalog with uUsers 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 find what you are looking for in the card catalog?

84%. Yes .
“16%  No | , .
The 84% yes respénse to this question often seemed- inconsistent with
g " other answers by the same patron. The response was followed 50% of the
.- . time by the remark that the book was not on the shelf.

N3




14-15~16.
Responses to these questions (attached) are<%isted without attempt
h

at summary or conclusions other than indicating the number of times similar

comments were made.

14, “1f you don't find what you are looking for in the card catalog,
what do you do? ‘ ) . ’

-

(Number)
158 -Ask for help (a Reference Librarian, a Librariah,
i the Information person)
L6 -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) e
7 -Look on the shelves at close call numbers
6 -Wait and check again -

-Try another subject heading

5
5 -Try Circulation
5

~Buy the book - /// . ,

.
-

3 ~-Check on the citation )

-~
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.

15. Do you have any sugaestions for the improvement of the catalog? )

(Some general comments. Users were gither surprisingly complimentary
or didn't say anything.) -

.

-The Rgference staff is brilliant 7

~The Reference staff is helpful?

-The library is rather nice

-Thé libfagy is the best of the three schools | attended
-One of the best libraries I've used all over the world
-Overwhelming
~Pretty gooé
-Satisfied ‘ .
-Good

~-Library doing a good job

-Good system

The Catalog
(Number) -
-Really exhaustive

-Well organized ‘ 3

-Good catalog for its size . .

-Addicted - loves it - the bigger the better

-Impressed by the catalog .
‘ . " -Effictent for use
-1t is pretty good -"lots of variety ;
. S
-1t's good Coe »
. o 9
2 -Satisfied .

Functions well for. 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

195
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The Catalog (continued) ' -y

(Number)

3

10

2

-Any set-upx%;uld cause problems '/J'
-Catalog is the only part J don't have ,a éomp]qint about” ' v
-People should rely on Reference books and not on the catalog
-Too big
-Proof read whole catalog
-Much better ten years agb P
-Fine, after a class wi&h M. Lichtheim
. L4

-Get Professor Gullans to tell you. He spends 15 minutes
each’ class complaining." : .

-Computerize

-Dewey decimal is easier

-The physical‘arrangement is bad - Tunnel arrangement should

be ciq@u]ar or square “
, -

-Too far from A to J -

-Drawers often out of order

-Chain pencils to the desks

-Dictionary arfangement is helpful

-Make the filing easier to use and grasp
-File Mc u?der Mc s
-More,geriés should be analysed ‘

)

-Conferences, universities and Corporate entries are hard to find (\,

Te

-Put book articles in-catalog
~-Voluminous authors are hard to use
-Criticism about one author should be chronological

-Make additional cross references \

~-Catalog card should include an abstract of the book

~Put in see also's at the %nd of subjects
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The Catalog (continued) : >

(Number) é o -J

b
- -

2 /-Uée different colored cards for authors and titles

e

-Use different colored cards for languages
~Use more guide cards

4 -Make transliteration consistent for Near Eastern ‘and
- Oriental languages

-

) -Put periodicals in one file

-Make'multiplellistings for journals . o
. .

b

-Journals should be cataloged the same for all libraries

-1mprove newspaper listings

~Periodical holdings-icards are confusing
.2 -Put months and yearsjon- holding cards
-Keep holdings cards yp to date

-Catalog Supplement should include in-process and oh order
books Cea T ‘

" -Take catalog cards out| for missing books

//” -PdiJin the catalog notes as to where othef librariegﬁ

are /

-Teach the use of the sybject

-Give the floor numbers |along with the call number
- [

-Give English translations of foreign books

-Break subjects down mo%e'

: |
-File Hebrew as Hebrew not transliterated
\

10 =Put up signs\with bgsic rules

~How to find headings i.e. Cal State University - more signs,
asking is embarassing ,

P

A}

3 -A c]asé to teach how to use the' library + ‘pass/fail maybe

N

: -Nobody taught me w to use the library. | didn't learn
. until Graduate Sehool °\

- 197
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. The Catalog (cqntinued) ’ . o ' \i
‘ (’Numbqr:) Ct _ . ‘ o ¥ . i
‘3 '. ~Would love to see'a course taught o ‘
5 -Directory for Reference books \;vould be nice- p
-Publiicize the Reference catalog / — L R
3 -Put out a boo'l:]et, on #se of the catalog
5 -Put more full time staff Tn the catalog = % o - 3
. Lo -Having staff at th/e PC is helpful V «
. -Having staff at the PCsis'beéuti.ful idea
2 -Have staff in the stacks . . . \
-Put a shelf list on every.floor o . p
. 3 -Return to closed’ stacks" . . . /\
\( » 5 -Exclude Undergraduates : T ' |
-Arrangement of the stacks s/hould be impr.ql/ed. ;,i -
' 2 -Quicker return of books to the shelves /{;/ = , Y
7 ’ !
-Chaos in Shakespeare shelves o o - .. .
-~ - 4 -There is a ‘two year la;g for new ‘boo.ks even with ‘ a - ’ \»/
' Catalog Supphement . S, .-
-Speed up \\ g | ‘ . . .
2 . -Get more copies o’F\\rleeded’ books - ) ’ 1 -,/_/
. - - \ - . e
. - _ -More ._funds to buy’lo\:\t books ‘ ‘ - \
. - ~More current fiction ‘\\ , ' : , . T .
. -Sho(ﬂd be f_eedback on ordars ' - 0 .
\ , -Ordering\ks is too time consumingd ..
\ \ -Need personal book o.rderd serv}‘se for studeﬁts\ )
,4 -Too crowded at 5 . ; - '{. (—\,
| -Check out s;/stem like public libra;\es-too ea;sy:t . A
steal. books : \ . ' Kﬂ : \
N\ - o f A I
-Publicize receipts of returned bodks \ '
4 .
’ . P ' . c a
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) 16. 'Is there anythfng you would like to know about the card catalog? %
‘ ’ '(Number)‘_ ’ " e ) . : . Y " -
‘ ;What.dées the asterisk mean?‘ . S ?“ ]
- o7 -How do | find something on Women iH‘Pri50n7 - . {
b B . -How do .1 find something on-Indians? ) i
' i -How d6 | find something 6niwomen§ Studies? . 1
’ e K -How do 1 find something on Urbén Sprawl? -
\ '6 | -Please egp]ain ;he‘call.nugger? ;
‘ -Where* can | order a book for the fibfary? :
' -wgere is Microfilm? ° . ‘ . " o
. ‘ , ':Are the x books arranged? . ' ) ‘
. I . - -How &o ! research™a s ciéi°subjéc§? 1 .
. - - | -How do | find newspapers? o . ’ _‘ . /
o ’ T '-How are subjects filed? . ’ ~
) . . . 2 , '
. -Are Chigino énd Afro Americaa Studies library cards
filed in the card catalog?
-Where do the catdlég c;rds come from? .
B T2 - -How recent ?5 the Catalog Supplement? -
! <:,.\’ ‘-Whag‘;s the difference between Colledge and URL?
| ‘ -1 would-like a general orientagion of the library. . .
s & ' ' ’ ' )

-Who decides wHat library gets what books?.
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