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. v ' ‘ ' 2 - ‘ )
Recent research’ in infoymaltion Yetrieval has seen- an ‘increased concern
with the development of *‘user-friendly"’ systems. Also called user-otiented
or user-cordial systems, these have been described as ““infarmation retrieval
systems which require no special knowledge to use, so that the full spec-
trum of end users can be accommodated.”’ Unfort ;natelye user friendli-
ness is difficult to define with any precision, and & a result is used in.a
variety of conflicting and confusing ways. There are those who seem 10
beheve for instance, that a computerized systém is inherently moge user
fnendly than a manual system; that a touch-sensitive computer terminal is
necessarily more user fnendly than a keyboard terminal; or that a menu-
driven retrieval system is inherently more user friendly than a command-

-driven system. The widespread use and abuse of the term may make it,\and
- perhaps the concept it describes, very suspect. It has become a catch phrase,

one which any system designer might like to have attached to his or her .
particular system. : . @

There have, however, been some efforts made to define and limit the term.

" One of the most thorough examinations of the concept is that of Dehning, -

Essig and Maass, who surveyed the.literature 8f user friendliness and .

summarized it by'enumerating its essential characteristics:

B

1. The system'sbehaviour toward the user must be flexible so that the
user is not forced to act in a strictly prescribed way.
2. A system must be able to distinguish among several users and adapt to -
them.
3. The system behaviour and its effects should be transparent to the user.
4. The system should always be helpful; it should never force the user
mto embarrassing situations. . .
5.. Man-machine interaction should resemble—as far as possible—
< human communication, , A
“6. System design has to take into consideration the physncal and psyclu-
cal needs of the user durmg his work with the computer.
7. System use should require no special skills.
8x Special physical and’ motorial skills should not be requlred
" 9. The common linguistic and communicative skills of .the user must be
sufficient for leading simple, dlalogs' :
10: The system should behave in a consistent way so that the usercan learn
10 anticipate it.
11. The possible kinds of problem solvmg should not be limited by the
system.
12. The human ability of learning by domg should be exploned moder-

ately.?
7e
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This list of chaxactensucs can serve asa IrameWork for evaluating the user.
fnendlmess of any particular type of syslem and will be returned to later § K\

,thnspaper : SRS o i ‘

Although the term is-maost often assocnated with interactive computer
systems, and especially with quesuon-answenng systems, the concept of
désighing information retrieval systems to achieve maximum accomma-
dation to. the needs of end users has a lengthier history than the term

—'—’ﬁlﬁ‘emly in vogue. Concern for the needs of library catalog users have been

a'significant, perhaps dominant, force in the literature about the library’
catalog. This study is based on Engllsh language literature dealing with
library catalogs published from thg time of thé ascendancy of the card
catalog in the latemineteenth century up totheadvent of online interactive
catalogs in the last quarte.r of the twenueth cemury . -

The emphasls of this study is on rhetonc rather than pracuce Some of the
proposals that were identified‘were probably never actually 1mplememed
and rio attempt has been made here-to specnhcally compare.or evaluate
those.approaches that were m fact reflected in practice; User friendliness is ‘
not always directly reflected in catalpg practice. Thus, this study does not

—___purport 0 be a test of the user friendliness of the various approaches, not -

»does it mtErﬁ‘to‘provrdemmpmhenmwvxew or evaluation of studxes'of -

catalog use or catalog users. Explncu concern with user friendlines i is of
vefy recent origin, and it is not yet possible to, precisely. define those'
characterjstics which dnsungunsh a user-friendly system from a’ user-.
n,mfnendly system. ‘To a considerable extent, user, friendliness can be

a consndemuon in mtalogmg deqnsnons o .t

ard ethuem: Jjn the
haps its most: adamam

A geneml concern for the ‘user llas long been s
literature of catalogs and-cat.alogmg, finding

‘considered subjective and arburary, and the term has been used in ways |’
- which 1mply a variety of meamngs It is nonetheless posslble to analyze
" and categorize the ways in whlch user friendliness may beseen to have beeri

expression in Cutter’s contention that, “the convenience of:the publlc is- °

_always to. be’ set before- the ease of the catalogdr.”‘Cutter’s Rules for a

Dictionary Catalog is hberallysprnnkled with re rences to the needs and
wants of USErs. Other writers have expressed the e idea. Perkins, for
instance, asserted that the object of a catalog *‘is to.enable the reader to find
out with the ]
wants...” and tHat “it should therefore demand of the reader as little
knowledge,. thouglhit or sense as possible.”® WllSOl'l stated that'the catalog ‘
“is for people touse, always and openly...””® and Swanson adennhed “the’
user and poten 1 user of the library...” as the focal pomt of gatalog
research.’ il _ ) .

.

st ‘possible troublée whether the llbmry has what.he’ ‘
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- Concemn for the library user may- be dlsungulshed accoxdmg o ral
* broadly defined issues. The first, not frequemly addréssed but upd which
“all othersuggesuonsﬁ_dependem, askswhetheracatalogxs necessaryand D
useful at-all. The other areas of concern address the intdhded dsers of  °
library catalogs; the basic¢ purposes of catalogs; the physical form of the
" catalog; the form, content, and number of catalog entries; and theanange-
" ment of entries within the catalog. :

-

Lo T THE NEED FOR CATALOGS

: Mosrwrmngs donthe mtalog have assumed that some son“lndnvndualued
local mtalog is necessary” However, there have been suggestions to the .
contrary, an early one being that of Pearson, writing in 1915 for the Bogton
Evening Transcript; “would 1t not be the most fortunate thing that could
, happen to all the libraries in the world if thelrmtalogues should be utterly
consumed by fire this' very mght?" Elsewhere, Pearson contended that

—'abourQO%ohrhbmrv‘s_W do r}; éven usé Qhe catalog? Although thereis

a note of facetiousness in Pear n s comments, -there is also a- sqrious
-undercurrent of concern.for wh her ‘the existenceof local catalogs can be
justified on the grounds ‘of public need. Dana’s comments on the catalog
mcluded the statement that.'‘the 1gnoram'm‘nnot use it, the leamed do not
. need i’

Y
L 4 . . 'v a

A significant arucle deahng with the necessuy for a library’ catalog
appeared in 1968. Grose and Line sug suggested that catalogs are made neces-

- . sary not by any, umiversal principle; instéad, they result from decisions

regarding the afrarigement of materials within library collections. The

‘authors. Very‘ deliberately set about to qﬁesuon the assumpuon thatevery -

-+ . library requires a ca}alog of itsown holdmgs A primary arrangement by

- title, augmented by.an efhcnem circulation file, might provide basic
< known-uem access, and subject access might be provided through pub-

.+ lished bnbllbgmphles Y Grose and Lme cited two arguments against this
proposal, “first, that it mquicker tou tallor made catalog...and second, -
that browsing becomes impossible i i ks.are riot grouped by subject’?
They concluded that thére is-no firm evidence to support eitherargument.
Itisapparent that the authors’ intent was to be provocative. Most of their ' *
respondents; however regxstered outrage that such fundamental assump-
tions should be quesuoned and none mnsed ahy new issues. 8o -

o s ». .
‘One argument calling for the abohuon of at least a poruoh of the catalogis

»  the contention that library users would-be better served by published

. ubject bnbhographles than by suﬁj«t catalogs ohndnvndual collecuons
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Tl;g catalog, then, would be used.only for locattggnems.oneeW
__authorhad- bcmdenﬁmmn supporters, and detractors

of this approach were well summarized by Swank in a review of the
literature covering the period- 1876 to 1942." As described by Swank, the

_ major issues of this controversy are the potential completeness of the twq
types of tools; thelr selectivity; the nature of the classification schemes
employed; the amount of analysis provided; currency; comprehenslveness

of coverage; cost; the competence of the compiler; the accuracy of the
*.entries; the process of compllauon the difficulty of use; the anticipated
amount of use;and the provision g[_ancffecuve-semee unit-within the
——Atbmrvmmmted out, in each of these areas there are arguments
- for and against both subject catalogs and subject biblioraphies, and

- “astonishingly little evidence is available to support any of those argu-
_._ments.’ $115_As mentioned-earlier, Grose arid Line also suggested the possi-
btllty that subject btbllographres could replace subject catalogmg at least

m SO{!‘IE sntuatlons . ‘. . »

Swank does not mention Young's proposal that the H,ﬂ,ﬂxlson(;omr

- catalogmg Accordmg to Young, this blbllography could be modlhed SO
that “it would give information under author, subject title, and. would
contain many cross references...leave enough space in the margins so that
“each library could insert its own call numbers..."" and provide “flyleavesat
the Back of each publication so that local material and foreign books could
be added."® Fodacilitate this, Youn§~suggested that the American Library
Assocnauon supervise the Wilson Company’s activities or that the Library
of Congress take over the entire project. This somewhat radical set of ideas
was in effect echoed by a 1968 proposal that Books i Print, with the

additien of call numbers, could taKe the placeofal catalog in btanch
libraries.'® Neither propos‘_al seems to have.gathered mych support from
the field. . ‘ : -

‘

13

Ball also addressed the }ssue of subject blbllography v. subject catalog,
suggesung that the argument properly revolves around whether the user is -
- a novjice or ah expertin a given field.” Ball voiced the popular contention
thaé‘xpert\s(ﬁave less need for sub;ect catalpging than for subject bibHogra-
phles,—buttllfat,the‘reverse is true fol- noviges. Since everyoneis likely tobea._
novice in some field, Ball argued, some sort of subject cataloging is-
necessary. Thé provision of catalog eferences 1o subject bibliographies
might take the place of in-depth subject cataloging and thereby reduce the
physical bulk of the catalog. She still concluded that subjgct bibliogra-
phies could never actas the major source of subject information in a library”
without some sort of augmentation or supplém_entatiori. Frttton?on the




other hand, suggested that in an academic environment a person working
in a field other-than his/her own area of expertise is more likely to consulta *
person in that field than to attempt to search the subject catalog, and that
*““an, elaborate system of subject cards can[not] be justified on the grounds
that occasionally we reghiire material outside our area of specialization. 3 _
Fruton concluded that indexing and abstracting sources and subject bnbh-; ’

. ogTaPhnes are of much greater value to scientists than are subject catalogs

e

THE USERS OF«CATALOGS

.1t a caralog is-te-be-truly-userfriendly, it must be capable of meeung the .

needs of all users equally while inconveniencing none. “Ideally, booksand =
“journals should be arranged, ged, cataloged, and—mdexed_’fj;anmdawduai—’"’
user, but-as-the mmBEFGI users.expands; it bec’c?ﬁe—sEcreasmgly difficult,
and then 1mpossnble, to classnfy, catalog, and index for individuals.”® -
Many writers have emphasized the needs and desires of the * ‘average’’ or
.+, “typical” user, but others have suggested that catalogs must necessarily
" vary accordmg to the nature of the clientele expected to use them. The
problem, then, becomes how tq devise a unitary tool capable of meeting
multi-dimensional needs. Dana’s observation on the problems of the _ * _
1gnomm" and the “learned’’ represents the extreme condition of this
problem.* Avram-has accounted for the area between the extremes by
“'pointing out that, ‘“the catalog user is everyman with infinite
requirements.”? . '

f e e

Considerable <{oncem has been expressed- regardmg' i€ Tieeds of different

- classes of users-€utier emphasized that entries should be devised “that will
probably be first loolged under by the class of people who use ! the library,”
"+ ‘implying that entries should vary from hbmry to library.”® Doubleday
suggested that the arrangement of enmes in the catalog might be depen- -
dent upon thewture of its user group,” a view also expressed by Martel 2
Morsch ‘postulated a need for “special catalogs for special patrons.’®
Randall suggested that it might be necessary to devise ‘‘not one, but many

- lists of subject headings’’ to meet the needs of particular classes of users. ¥ A
commonly expressed concern hgs been the distinction between the needs of
scholars ‘or experts and those of the ‘“‘ordinary” user or novice. Mann, for
instance, emphasized that, “wh&ul please the advanced student will be
unintelligible to.the average man; what will furnish information' to the
uninitiated will be useless to the specialist.”*! Osborn criticized the Jusuh-

- cation of bibliographical detail on the basis of the needs of scholars;* a

criticism reiterated by Shera 30 years later.® Wilson proposed that the.
needs of scholars could be best met by consulting scholars in pamcular
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helds regarding catalog desngn and problem solvmg, not by provndmg an
: ,exc‘esswe amount of detail wnhoutjusuhamon A number of catalog use
studies have emphasized the varying approaches of undergraduate stu- =~
dents, graduate students, and faculty members in amdemlc libraries. Mer-
ritt's study at the University of ‘California found that typically
undergraduates and library staff used the subject approach more than
author or title approaches while graduate students and faculty usedauthor
and title approaches mare than sub]ect Osborn stated that, “the catalog :
must be adapted to the needs of varying institutions, *® and this view was
" supported by Miller's contention that {the local situation makes more
difference in the use of the card catalog than have the differentiations
___according to approach and type of patron.”’™ Possibly;-then; the probtem
of adapting catalogs to differing classes of users_could be simplified by
focusing on the needs of differing classes of instifutions

i 4

The apparent need for individualization would seem to be indirect confllct )
with the principles of standardization and shared cataloging data. Young

~ cited the differences from one library to another asa majorcatalog problem
from the user’s viewpoint.*® Much of.umodern cataloging practice has been

*. dependent upon the dissemination of uniform data from gentralized
sources and the development of codes to ensure that catalogs do resemble
one another to an appreciable degree.

.As a result of these differences among user needs, some writers have
. onn.Con¢luded that a catalog cannot be made to meet all nigeds. Bishop, Tor
instance, posed the question, “can a card mtalog ever be made self-
interpreting?”’ and went on to suggest that it cannot be. Bishop's recom-
mendations were for education of catalog users and ‘the provision of ~
trained’ catalog use assistants.”® This emphasis on user education. rather
than catalog design has been repeated by others, mcludmg Aldrich, Ver:
Nooy, Mann, and Krikelas.*® One of its strongest expressions was that'of
/ Scheerer, who stated that, ““we cannot construct a machine to meet all the
potenual varieties of human expenence Rather we must conditjon the
user to t?e operation of the machine...

One problem, of course, is that of identifying user needs in order to shape
the catalog to fit them. Krikelas has pointed out “that there is no conlusive -
evidence that would help to establish thé appropriate level of knowledge”‘
and familiarity that such instruction must attempt to reach. "2 Numerous
studies have been conducted, which have been adequately summanzed by
Krikelas*® and Atherton,™ but no general conclusions or universal princi-
ples have resulted. Dunkin has expressed pessimisn¥ with regard to the
response of libraries in the event that any such results were forthcoming.*®
L

. .810 )
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rf\ numder of writers have argued that there are in fact serious descrepancies .
~berfeen expressions of who library catalogs are intended-to-serve and the
. - realities of design. According to Mishoff, “the issue, it appears to any.
reader .of normal intelligence, is whether or not the card catalog is to
“continue to be a product of the catalogers, by the catalogers and for the ' -
catalogers,”-and Ellsworth concluded that ““catalogs are librarians’ and
= not qsers tools.” N Si ilar crmcnsms,have been voiced by Butcher, Gold-'
hor, Draper, ahd Pearson,® Not all writers, however, have felt that the
creation of a catalog prlmanly for librarians was a pad idea* Fletcher felt
.. that the presence of “‘minutely classified books on the shelves...” and the
availability of- skilled reference librarians made the adaptation of the
5 catalog to library patrons unnecessary. ® Slmllarly, Morschrstated that, jf -
catalogs ¢ould not be made to serve the general pubhc rather than_‘‘the
skilled worker, the reference librarian, the order clerk, and the cataloger
. It would be best 10 ‘‘close the catalog to the publlC and provide adequate )
mformauon asststance to fill the needs of cverys patron ”
THE PURPOSE OF THE CATALGG .
It mlght be assumed that any desngn decision made regardmg a llbrary 3
catalog would have as its basis a clear concept of the basic purposesof '
+ catalogs and catalogmg Many of the writings examined for this study, -
however, expressed serious concern over the apparent_lack ‘of any such
' concept. Accordmg to Frarey, “until cataldg function is defmed withsome
precision, it is nof possible to propose final answers to questions either of
. theory or of methpd, and answers whlch are suggested,';;nust be considered
tentative and subject to change ! Frarey is e*)ecmlly cntlca’l of the
apparent dlscrepancy between “the habits of catalog. users” ‘and the
“untested assumptlons * which have led todisagreementsas 0 the purpose
of cataloging.® Vavrek has suggested’that arguments as to the shape and
nature of the catalog have lost track of fundamental problems related'to
purpose,® a concern also expressed by Grose and Line® and one which
provided a focus for the University of Chtcago’s“Requtrements Study for
Future Catalogs.”* Morsch suggested that each individual library should
formulate a comprehensive statement of *‘the scope and objectives of the
library's catalog, a statement based on a study of use" asa substitute for a .
_umversal principle of the purpose of the catalog.®®

A ggmhcant controversy regarding the purpose of the catalog and of
cataloging accompanied Osborn’s 1941 presentauon to the American -
Library Institute on “The Crisis in Catalogmg Thmcelebrated talk,
,whlch later appeared in Library Quarterly and as a monograph,*®identi.

N
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—' fied four “theories’ of cataloging—the legalistic, - perfecuomsuc the
blblrograpluc, and the pragmatic—each of which accbmpaméﬁ by a
different view of the basic purpose of the'catalog. The legalistic approac‘h
.assumies that every real or anuelpated taloging rieed 3xould be accounted
for by an approprnate rule -so-that lh local cataloger is never 18tced to #

» make decnsnor\s that do not, l‘lavé somte fdundation.in A, set of rules. This
approach was seen by Osborn as creatmg*peedless delays in the mtalogl’ng
process and not allowmg for useful local adaptations, fhe perfeouomsuc
point of vne.\%xs an’ auempt to create catalog recortts that will be permahem
and thereby elimihatg the need for revisions over time. Osborn’s view is
that such permanence i§ neither pos¥ible nor desrrable, an opinion sups -
ported by. Fremont Rider.® The :bxbhographlc theory s s aualbgmg asg. o
~ branch of descriptive blhllography, and emphasizes the éxact descfiption - ’
“of each book as a physical artifact. As Randall has pointed out, there i isan
mhemm: nflrct betweén the mwloga&?‘ra of physical objects and the
catalog™ ‘s a- service-oriented tool.® The™last theory, the -pragmatic,

\es cataloging from the standpomt of identifying specific needs

and goals-and doing only that which is necessary\o. meet them. This is

apparemly the theory whrch Osbom sées as mosy appxoprnate ﬁ

8

4 As
- There were a numbervof responses to anhrmcnsms of Os'bom s paper
many.of which seem to havt missed or ignored the apparent purpose of his
*‘paper and concentrated either on his; implied criticism of cataloging rules
or his imglications’ concernmg cataloging economy. Comments such as
. Wright's statement that, ‘'until we hayve a clear decision on the purposes of.
mtalogmg catalogmg costs will commue high,”’® and Dunkin’s observa-
tion that, * atalog codes, catalogers and. catalog department administra- '
" tors are of value only to the extent that their catalogs help those who .
consult them”® indicate that Osborn’ aper did at least arouse some
.concern régarding the basic purposesﬁd—'f}nct ons of library catalogs and .
the means for achnevmg those purpo s and f ncuons . '
\ N \ . :
Regardless of these concerns regarding.the lack of agreemem on purposes,
the literature has hardly been dev&d of statements of the purpose of the °
library catalog. A great many of these statements were worded in terms of
-user friendliness. The purposes cited'in Cutter’ srRules have been repeated
and paraphrased extenswely, the. “ob]ects of the catalog, as described by
/Cutter are: SR

1. To enable-a person to fmd a book of wluch euher
(A) the author - . ok
"(B) the title } is known. S '
(€) the subject .
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- 2. To show what the library has
(D) by a given author '
(E) on a given subject '

- (F) in a given kind of literature.

3. To assist in the choice of a book

(G) as to its edition (bibliographically) _

(H)as to lts character (llterary or topical). & . . -’f/

Other statements include thosé of Perkins®* and of qus, whosta ted that s

“the purpose of the catalogu¢ is 10 give the user a comprehenslve view of

either the entire book stock or of sections of it; also to make it possible far . -

him either tqfind a particular book, or to select one which'will best serve
~ his pdrpdse or give the information that heé requires.”® Other statements
have been made, but rarely has anythmg been addedto Cutter’ sdescnpuon
of the purposeés of the catalog, and many authors have chosen simply tocite.
Cutter as an authority on catalog purpose: Whenthe first edition of the
American Library Association’s catalog rules appéared in 1908, its compil-

_ers chose to quote Cuner on the\convenience of the user’ as the guiding

force behind catalogmg, "It is interesting to note that none of the succeed-
ing national codes contained any explicit statement of purpose or-any-
expression -of desire to meet the needs of catalog users. Even the Paris
Principles, which included a section on the functions of the catalog very -
- similar to Cutter’s Objects, rarely menuoned the users of catalogs except by
implication. & . L

" Bishop emphasnzed that the purpose of the catalog is to funcuon as a
“working tool” and “not primarily a record” of accessions or holdmgs
Ver Nooy, Mann and Hamilton were among those who advanced the value
of the catalog as a reference tool.* One of the most unusual suggestions
regarding the purpose of the mtalog was that of Lowe, who encouraged
that catalogs be deslgned o as (o lure patrons away from “less attractive”
books to books “higher in character” than those originally sought, thus
giving the catalog the roles. of readers’ advnsor and censor. w

THE PHYSICAL FORM OF THE CATALOG

o

Despite any clear and widely accepted statement of the ceniral purpose of

the Hbrary catalog to act as a guide to the development of catalogs and the
evaluation of their user friendliness, writers have been not at all loath to
offer suggestions regarding the forms and lities that they feel make
catalogs most acceptable to their users. The' IK:

the physical form of the catalog during the period under consideration
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. revolved around the issue of the relative merits of the catalog in card form -
and- the printed -book catalog Although the card catalog had come into
‘almost umver;al prominence by the early twentieth century, proponents of
the book cajalog were vocal well into, the third quarter of the century.
} Osbom for instance, argued in 1934 that the book form was inherently
superlor to the card catalog. ahd fQur years later Young stated flatly that
“the catalog must be i in book form’’ yn order to solve the problems encoun-
tered by catalog users, ™ although she provided no evidence to support her
contention. In the same year Rider discussed_ the problems of the card
* . catalog and asserted that, ‘the public prefers book catalogs 'to card
catalogs "

.

Probably the best summary of the advantages and disadvantages of various -
physical forms of llbrary catalogs was that provided by Gull, which is
reproduced in table 1. Allhough Gull’s analysns was inherently limited by
" the technology of the time at which 'it'was written—and was soon
outdated—it did provide some attempt to objectively appraise the value
- -and potential of the various physical formats then available.” A later but
more limited comparison was provided by Atherton. ™-Gull summarized
the conflict between book catalogs and card catalogs by saymg that, “the
advantages of printed catalogs are those desired by scholars, while those of
the card catalog are those which are ‘of greatest convenience to librarians in
administering their libraries.”” This line of argument was carried further
by Kennedy in his statement that, “lhe great majority of people finda card
catalogue much more difficult to use tham a prmted or sheaf ca!alogue T

- The late 1950s saw the begmmng ofa consnderable resurgence of interestin

book catalogs as new techdologles simplified production and thereby

" reduced costs. Jones, for instance, emhusrasucally described the tech-
niques used for producing a book catalog at ‘the! Junior College Dlsmct of -
St. ‘Louis through photoreproduction,”™ and Parker commented on the
advantages of computer- -produced book ¢atalogs, stating that *“one factor
determmmg the design of catalogs...is the technology available for their
creation...” ‘and that the card catalog “came into being, not so much
because of its own inherént advantages as because of one weakness of the
book catalogs which had existed for.centuries,..."” that weakness being the
"dlfhculty of cumulating supplemems and of integrating them into the -
basic catalog. *™ Shera criticized the impermanence of the card catalq.% '

" the superiority of the bodk catalog as a lasun&bllographlc record
Gore summanzed the advantages of book catalogs as follows:

s

1. the dlspiay of numerous entries on an open pagé makes scannmg far
more efficient than in a card file;

12




)

o

€1

TABLE] -

| Smufms AND WEARNESSES OF VARIOUS ALTERNATIVES 70, CARD CATALOGS

-y

R
- r

- Flexibility of . Speed of Searches
Nemé of Physicsl Amn.rrnu  Intencolating Currency and- Ease of Widespresd in Subject
‘Reord  Fom Pousible New Entries Completeness Consullation Aveilability Amengements
] ’ ‘
Cd * Cads Numerial Excellent Excellent Poor=only Impractial ~ Slow
caualog Accessions e one entry * ={00 expen:
(3%5) - Alphabetic ©o .. visible at wewdr
. - Dictionary ) . alime tributeand .
~ Clawilied ‘ mfintain | !
. Yoo . .
Punched Cards + Numenical Excellent Excellent | Poor=te: lmpnctical Medium
crds 'Acauims . , Quires mechan- - | -ooepen.
(lly - . Alphabetic * | ical wchmg - sivetodir
mecha- Dictionary for.sorhe tribute and '
nieed) Clasified types of maintain cards;  / \
information requires machine
installation
‘ ' ateach place
" of use.
R L \ i,
Manu  Book  Numerical Pooeras-  Excellemt Fairbut lmpncllnl
wip . Accesions " entries be -eventually omke
. btok..‘ Alphabetc ~~ come more \ entries can- copigs
K . Dictionary crowded ¢ T not be add.
T';;' Clailied ed in onder
. i : ) 1
Printed * Book  Numerical None Dependent ey good Excellent Medium
book Accemions on Irequency for any one '
catalog Alphabetic ofsupple ~ complete
Dictionary ; menls, new printing
, Classified , editions, or .
‘s | A * cumulations
Manu- - lnue- merical Poorer as . Excellent Good, if Impractiaal Medium
wriply ons ¢ntries be: C leaves are to make b
theaf " - book " Alphabetic come mote rewritien copies
canlog | , Dictjonary crowded; leaves of retyped o
1 Clasified ‘must be lo preserve
| rewtilien of order
. retyped. |




| ’

. the book catalog offers less space than the card catalog;...

. the book catalog can be placed anywhere where a need for it exists;..s

. the book catalog eliminates the great cdst (in large systems) of filing
cards in numerous catalogs; ,

. entries in the book catalog can be directly photocopied by patrons;...and

. the necessary periodic reprinting of a book catalog yields a no-cost
byproduct of continual physical refurblshmem '

w00 N
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Gore also echoed Young'’s proposal of 30 years before by suggestmg that
Books in Print; with call numbers added, could act as a substitute for-a,
local catalog in a branch llbrary with the added advaptage of provndmg
the dser with a record not only of what the library owns burof what exists
for purchase

Detractors of the book catalog, however, have been about as numerous as
proponents. Horner responded to Young's article by saying ‘‘book catalogs
were discarded because they proved to be unsatisfactory, so why go back to
them?"*® Ranganathan, in discugsing his Fifth Law of Library Science, -
stated that the card forim is preferable since it can most €asily be modified to
serve the needs of the library’s public,® and Tysse provided a list of book
catalog advantages similar to Gore’s, but ‘also pointed out that book
- catalogs are expengiye o produce; become out-of-date before they are even
made available to"the publlc, are inflexible; requnre more consultation
- than a card catalog due to the necessity of searching more that one
albhabet; necessitate provision of numerous copies; andl are subject to
wear, mutilation and theft. Tysse dismissed the pOssibility of using a
published list toreplace the card catalog, pointing out variances in classifi-
cation from one library to another and the Q)tenual difficulty to the user of
distinguishing between those items held by the library and other entries m
the bibliography as insurmountable limitations of such an approach
Pizer pointed out that the oft-argued advantage of simplified arrangement
might be'true for author and title entries in a book catalog but would not be
true for subject cataloging unless a new approach to the creation of subject
headings was developed,™ and Swanson, in discussing the University of
Chicago “Requirements Study for Future Catalogs,” provided evidence
that the book catalog of.the Center for Research Libraries took longer to
- search than a card catalog

Posslbly the best review of the comparative values of béok and}g:ard
catalogs was provided by Brodman and Bolef in 1968. Based on examina-
tion of the literature of the library catalog, they concluded that the printed
book catalog movement of the nineteenth century “lost its momentum
because the masses of people who were just beginning to use libraries dtd
not want them,” and that the public sttll did not want them in the 1960s.
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According to these authors, nineteenth-century library users realized that
having a personal copy of a library’s catalog was of limited use, sincea trip -
to the library was still necessary to obtain a desired work, that browsing
was generally more prominent than a search for a particular work, and'that .
the printed mtalog would-be so out-of-date and incompleté, as to be
virtually useless.®® To these problems the authors added the twentieth-

century factors of a public accustomed to m(alogs in card form, the availa-

. bility of the telephone as a means of determining both holdmgs and
circulation status at a distance, and the availability of photocopners Thé
combination of these factors, they contended, has * ‘resulted in a general
. tendency for many printed catalogs.to be produced and not-used.”™ Brod-
than and Bolef closed their article by suggesting that the real problem is
that not enough is known about the purpose and natureof the mtalog in
general to-make valid choices among physical forms possnble a view-
point which had been earlier expressed by Vavrek, who felt that the debate
over the card catalog v. the book catalog had caused librarians to become
overly chemed with mechanics and printing methods to the exclusion of
the explorauon of deeper and more important issues underlymg library

9atalogmg

v

After World Warll, libraries began seriously expenmenung with'the use of
catalogs in microform, first in the form of photographic microreproduc-
tions of ¥atalog cards-and later in the form of computer output microfilm
(COM) or microfiche. As Dwyer pointed out, ‘“the vast majority of articles
about mncrocatalogs focused on apphmuons and economies rather than
on patron responses.” * In support of the microform catalog, Butler, West .
and Aveney listed the fallowing conclusions of a study of COM catalog use
in the Los Angeles County Pubhc Library §ystem

1. The COM dtalog is more accep ble to ﬁatrons than eitherits book or
card alternative. _ __ - -

2. The-specialized viewing equipm 1 used in the test posed no obstacles
to patron use of the catalog, excgpt for patrons wearing bifocals.

3. The most sngmhmpt factor in proyiding satisfactory patron service is
having enough viewers available at given site to eliminate waiting.

4. Catalog usage is a dependentvariable, and provision of information in '

COM form seems to ‘increase catalog usage at least to some degree.

5. There is no significant difference among types of user groups in
reacuon to the COM catalog, although juvenile users may add a dimen-
sion of play to catalog use with the motorized COM viewers.

6. Staff training, proper installation and illumination, and adequate in-
formation about the catalog are as 1mportant as provision of the COM
publication and the viewers. e

’
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" The first, second, third, and fifth of these conclusions can be viewed asan -
endorsement of the user friendliness-of the COM catalog.

The disadvantages of the microform catalog from the user’s point of view
include alterations to the format of the entry which are sometimes made:
necessary by the medium, uneven illumination of the reader, focusing
problems, fan noise, angle and size of the screen; and the need for ipstruc-
tion in the use of a new medlum s

-
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", THE BASIC ARRANGEMENT OF THE CATALOG.
The issue of how a library catalog should by arranged can be divided into
two major subissues: methods of arrangirnig alphabetical catalogs, and the
comparative advantages of alphabeuéal classified and alphabetico-
classified catalogs. Although arrangement of the catalog is actually an
issue independent of the catalog’s physical form, most of the literature
dealing with catalog arrangemem has assumed a catalog in card form

The alphabeucal catalog can either be a dlcuonary catalog in which
author, title and subject entries appear in one alphabetical sequence; or it
can follow one of a number of divided catalog models. Possibly the earliest
and-most influential proponent of the dictionary catalog was Cutter,
whose Rules for a Dictionary Catalog was published in four editions from
"1876 to 1904. Although Cutter himself felt that a classified subject catalog
was more “logical” than any sort of alphabeucal catalog, he asserted that
the alphabetical dictionary catalog was easier to leam and to use and
should- lherefore be the preferred catalog arrangemem \

Cutter’s views seem to have prevailed until 1905 when Fletchqr of Amherst
College discussed the problems of a dictionary arrangement and the advan-

- tages of a divided catalog.” Fletcher proposed a catalog divided into two
sections, on¢ for author entries and one in which title and subject. entries
would be interfiled; an arrangement which has seemingly not been sup- -
ported elsewhere in the literature. He Jusuhed his stand for thisparticular
approach to division with the premise that, “the average library patron
does not readily dlsungunsh between subjectand title,”® a contengjon later
repeated by Alﬁnch and others. It is clear that these authors felt thata
user-friendly catalog would not require its users to make such distinctionis
-regarding type of entry.

As Grosser pomted out in her survey of the literature related to the divided
‘catalog, “Fletcher’s article seems to havebeen followed by more than thirty

16 RN
18

<



Q

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

years of silence in the library journals on the subject of the divided
catalog.”'® Although Grosser's estimate of the time which passed between
Fletcher's comments and the next articles on divided catalogs is somewhat
inflated, it is true that it was not until the 1930s that there was much
interest in or argument about the arrangement of alphabettcal catalogs. In
. fact, Martel felt confident in asserting in 1929 that, “the dp:ttonary catalog
may be said to have proved its superiority. 0
acy of the dictionary catalog, however, was,dehmtely premature.

Mtshoff appears to have been Fletcher s first follower in supporting the
" divided catalog as. superior to the dictionary catalog, although“he, like
Cutter, contended that a classified catalog was superior to anyAtype of
‘alphabetical arrangement. 12 The following year Bliss wasserted that,

dictionary catalog lacks the simplicity and directness of a digtionary,’ and
“that it was easier for the average user to'distinguish between different
sections of a divided catalog than between 'differeﬁt‘«types of entries in a

dictionary catalog. Like Cutter anq Mishoff, Bllsélpersonally preferred a-

classified catalog, but questtonednts appl’imblllt 0 a mass audtence

* From thts slow start came a raptd -growth of the literature of the d1v1ded

catalog. Grosser identified 39 arttcles in her 1958 survey, and her bibliog-
- raphy is probably mcomplete, ™ Proponents of the divided catalog have
.given several re"asons for their support, including the contentions that the
divided catalog is less bulky and less complex than the dictionary, catalog

and thatdivision alleviates catalog congesttoﬁ' Detractors have argued that

the divided catalog produces unneceisary scatter, requires duplication of
entries, and aggravates. confusion on the part of catalog users as to the
distinctions among author, title and subject approaches -t0 - subject
searchmg . -

Hagé’dom"asserted that, "the very bulk of the catalog inspires a feeling of
awe, fear and’ hglplessness,” and that dmston into separate author, ditle
‘and ‘subject catalogs would alleviate any such negative feelings.
Although Hagedorn recognﬁed the pOSSlbllllle of combining subjectand
title, author and title, or all nameentries inorder to produce two catalogs

* rather than thrée, he concluded that anyadvantage in doing, so was “decid-

_edly offset by the simplicity of the three-file system.” 1% Hagedorn also-
enumerated the possnble reasons for retaining a dictionary catalog and

: concluded that only one'was tenable: avoidance of duplication, which was

_valid “‘only if economy is placed above service:"'"” Luubetzky also supported

- adivision into three dtsﬁnt:t units, althotigh he recognized the problems of

separatmg books by an atithor from books about’that author, separating’

titles and subjeets beginning with the same word, and thé placement of
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corporate and other nonpersonal authors. Lubetzky’s arguments in favor
of division centered around simplification of filing and the presentation of
three relatively small,catalogs rather than one very large one, the lmpllea-
tion being thata large dictionary catilog' is inherently user unfriendly.'®
However, it is apparent‘that to-a considerable extent Lubetzky was con-"
cerned with simplifying catal'og maintenance rather than enhancing user
fnendlmess
. . N

Articles that describe- division in'partic'ular libraries often provide ratio- -
nales for the decnsmn to digjge. Burch descrlbed in some detail the division
of the cataleg at Dake University Library into subject and author/title
catalogs, with the argumem dgt the catalog was thereby made “more
usable for the publlc but praVided no justification for that particular

' approach to division'® Deah cufﬂl ‘‘avoidance of congesuon and ease of

v
use” as goals underlying the decns!on to employ a subject and author/title
division at Harvard Umversny ® Harkins described a similar division at
Central Baptist Seminary 20 years later, and reported on a rather question-

able survey of 21 catalog users, which indicated that, “the users like the

divided catalog better than the dictionar');acatalog” but admitted that ‘‘a

+ rather large. proportion of the interviewees are confused in their approach

to the catalog.”"* Spechcally, 38% of the users polled indicated that they

" would 'use the author/title catalog when seeking a blography, and ‘only

e

48% reported that they would use the author/title catalog when searching
for a corporate author entry.! Agam no justification was given for the
division into subject and author/title sections either at Harvard or at
Central Baptist ‘Seminary. Elrod reported a division into subject and
author/title/person catalogs at-Central Methodist Collegg, and indicated
that the detision to divide was based on a three- quesugﬁsurvey of user
preferences, n response 'to which 93% of the users polled indicated a

" preference for a separate subject catalog.!"® B 1969, Lubetzky had some- -
ppo

what revised his views on catalog division, supporting division into-sub-
ject and name/title catalogs as a means of gaining the maximum benefit

. from division while minimizing its disadvantages.’** This approach was

. than a dictionary arrangement. he o

also supported by Johnson of Harper Hospital in Detroit, who contended

‘that, “‘the.patron knows that any entry which would require_capitalization

in normal English practice is in the ‘name’ section” and/that the subject
user of the divided catalog would not be faced with the potemxally confus-
ing présence of title entries.'*® Johnson also pointed out that the library’s
staff found the divided arrangement simpler to work with and_interpret -

5

One argument against the divided catalog centers around the requirement .
that the user be able to determine whether his/her need involves an author,
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a title or a subject search As Flétcher himself pointed out, “tht; average - ¢
library patron dees not readily dnsungulsh between sl{blecl and‘title.” i |
Other authors have suggested, that in sorlle cases users may have\simikar
problems dlstmgutﬁﬁmg between author and title or betwe::éuthor and .
subject. Spalding also inted out that apparent title searchésfan actually
be misguided attempts to fill a need for information regardinga sub]bct ue
As mentioned earlier, Harkins’s enthusiasm for the divided catalog was
somewhat softened by the dlfhculty users encountered in decndmg which
section to use.'® S o Ly

wr o

" The; .viewpoint of the scholar-user was expressed by Hamilton, a lllstouL =7
professor at Duke University, who felt that *'the catalogue oughtnot...to be
carved into parts and’ distributed. throughout the library,” and that “a
smgle dlcuonary catalogue would not defeat or fool the student as easily as. -
one split uP into subjects, author-title, serials, documents, special collec-

" tions, etc. Lubetzky apparently felt compelled to point ounhatamhors )
and titles sometimes legmmately act as subject entries, thereby creatinga -
potential for user confusion.' McGregor suggested that, ‘it was largely‘, o
the overlappmg and grey areas between author, subject and title eqmes
that made the integration into a single dictionary file attractive to Ameri-

__can.lbraries,”*? and-a detailed study by- Krikelas pointed otit that the
“disguising” of subject searches may be much more common tha has
- generally been assumed and that catalog design should auempt toaccount
for that problem.'® N

Heinritz took a long look at the isstie of whether catalog division can_
~ relieve congestion at the catalog. Although:there were anumber of ways in
"which such a premise could be tested, there was no extant evidence to
support or refute any relationship ‘between division and congestio Ju
‘McGregor also criticized the claims that division reduces congestion and in
fact suggested that division increases cOngestion and that the only real
gain from division would be in hlmg ume, with a corresponding loss in
user time.'® ) . - ‘
A further complication of the divided catalog is the complexityﬂof ‘the
cross-reference structure necessary and -the need for duplicate entries.
McGregor cited both of these factors in his defense of the dictionary
catalog, and also pointed out that the ggtal bulk of a divided catalog must
be greater than that of a dxcuonary%talog in order to "accommodate -
additional cross-references and dupllcate entries, evcn though mdlvndual
_.sections of the catalog mlght be relauvely small e S
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The type of division dlscussed thus far, whlch is based on function, has
been termed vertical division.'® There have also beén supporters of various
approaches to horizontal catalog division, which is defined as *‘a division
into 3eparate-tatalogs each’ of which, within the fields it.covers, is a
complete dictionary catalog "1 This approlach 1s based on the idea that
user friendliness may require the maintenance of separate catalogs tomeet
the needs of different users. Wright specifically suggested a “‘new books"’
~mmlog, as did Morsch, who additionally suggested the sefulness ofa
“best books” catalog and ‘‘special catalogs for spetial patrons,” which
might include subject area catalogs containing more detail than the main
library catalog.'® Rosholt described a two catalog systein in use at the
Detroi¢ Public Library, consisting of a complete catalog housed in the
mtended for the “average reader’*and- mcludm’”"”l——records for ctrculat-
ing books, the ?opular titles” and not for “older works, learned treatises
_*and the like.”*® This is somewhit analogous to Bishop's earlier sugges-
tion that the maintenance of an official catalog for library staff would help
keep catalogers from getting in the way of public catalog users, althou h .
Bishop presumably inténded that the two catalogs should be identical.'®
At any rate, Rosholt emphasized tha the plan at the Detroit Public Library
was not well received, and presumably it was abandoned.

A kind of horizontal division which had its roots in economic and adjninis-
trative needs rather than user needs is the provision of supplements to a
main catalog, whether in card, book or micro-form. Usually supplements
of this kind have been made in order to avoid the difficulties of maintain-
ing a comprehensive catalog, and the suppléments generally consist of
records for jtems cataloged during a.given time period. Dwyer cautioned
against the use of this sort of updating device, urging that, “given the
substantial problems users have with multiple files, librarians: should

consider microcatalogs to be'viable...if and only if they might reasonably
expect to enter all bibliographic records into a single data base.”’ The most
signilicam of the difficulties pointed out by Dwyer was a tendency for a
user to assume that whatever poruon of the catalog he/she was using was

Y the catalog in its entirety..
. -

Aside from division of the alphabetical ‘catalog, the main theme in-the
literature relating to catalog arrangement has been ‘comparison of the
alphabeucal arrangement with a classified approach. Although by the
‘turn_of the century the alphabetical catalog had been predominant in
American libraries for many years; many British libraries employed classi- -
fied catalogs CYissified arrangement had its proponents among American
llbranes.as well. Cutter, for instance, favored a classified arrangement, but

- " e RS : 20 . I -




~

felt that it was too complex for lnb Ty par.rons to learn and use.'® Even
Fleicher, the early proponent of the divided alphabetical catalog, felt thata -
library really needed both an alphabetical catalog and a classified mtalog,
and proposed that shelfllsts .be made public and modified to serve as
classified catalogs.® This suggestion was repeated by Bishop, who stated
that, “practically, then, an author and subject catalog arranged alphabeui-
cally, plusa duplication of the shelf-list, gives the most effective clue to the
contents of the library.””** Martel agreed: “'In libraries mainly or exclu-

- sively devoted to reference service a classified catalo, s_g_ls needed, nottosay--
indispensible” as well as an alphabetical catalog.™ Watson arguedfor a
separate‘g’lf)habeucal index to the shelf list in addition to the dictionary
catalog

McClelland supported the classified catalog as the best approach for the
“scientific worker,” contending that scientists classify their own collec-
tions and are familiar with the classified arrangements of abstractjournals, .
__thata classified catalog allows for easier incorporation of new ideas than
does an alphabetical catalog, and that in general a classified catalogis less
complex than a dictionary catalog % Mishoff suggested that from a user’s
viewpoint a classified catalog is supenor to a divided catalog, which is in
turn superior toa dictionary catalog.'* Rider raised the possibility thatnot
‘only would a classified catalog with‘an alphabeuca‘i index be superior to
an alphabetical catalog, but that it might be possible toemploy aclassified

" catalog and dlsQense with the classxhcauon of books.™ .
°

As suggested by McClelland, one of the recurring arguments in favor of the
classified catalog is the abxluy to readily incorporate new- subjects.!?
According to Mortimer, ‘‘changes in nomenclature require merely an
addition in the alphabetical index to the classified catalogue, while they
. might demand changed subject headings on many cards in the dictionary
catalogue.”’® ‘With an alphabetical catalog, then, there may be a strong
incentive to malmam outdated headings which might not be presem wnh
a classified ca@-log\ o

.. . RN L ’, . .
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Accordmg meShera and Egan in their book on the classnhed calalog, “the o

complexities and intric¢acies involved in the use of the alphabeuc arrange«
. .ment may increase at a rate greater than the rate of physical growth.” Asa
result the classified catalog, although less effectivé than an alphabeuc
catalog ina small library, may be more effective in a larger library. M User
friendliness, then, may require different approachesin libraries of different
sizes. Shera and Egan also enumerated the comParauve advantages and
disadvantages of the two catalog attangements.*® Although they stated
-that, “the fact ‘that the arguments favoring the classified catalog out-
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number those supporting the alphabeu, 13 ~__ngemem does not necessarily
argue for the superiority of the former in ‘,ll situations,”® it is clear that
they felt that the user will most often bené t from the explicit classification
of the classified catalo%as opposcd to the' ‘concealed classification” of the
'alphabeucal casalog.! - ,

r édy stated that, “the classified
adictionary catalogue answers

JIn his text on the classnhed@talog, Ker
-mtalogue answers all the questions whic
and does gne thing which the dictionan) catalogue cannot do; it brings
together books in the same subject and parts of that subj\ecl(,”“a and that
this added feature is a significant advantage from the point of view of the
‘library user. Kennedy later poimed ut the advangage of a classified ar-
rangement in a bnlmgual couptry,™ an| advantage also-mentioned by
Shera and Egan."  This advantage lies in the freedom of the classification

- system from reliance on any particular language. - s '

On the other hand, Butcher felt that a study conducted in British libraries

in the early 1950s showed that, ““the principle of the classified catalogue is

not immediately clear to readers..."” and that the utilization of a classified

Catalog sacrificed the ' requnremems of th many... " in order to cater to the
specnal needs of the few.” ! f

THE CONTENT OF CA'?ZALOG RECORDS

Another ‘sét: of user-related issues relates to the descnpuons of library
holdings which the catalog provides. The issues inclyide the amount and
type of information to be included in c#talog entries, the number and type -
of entries to be provnded for given varieties of items, the nature of the
headings to be uséd, and the arrangement of entries within the structure of .
the catalog. According to Cutter, dictionary catalogs could be divided into
“short-title, medium-title and full title or bibliographic” categories. Cut-
“ter stated that his Rules were specifically designed for medium length .
entries, but expressed confidence that the rules could be used as well for
short and full emnes, and provided ¢xamples in his text of how this cbuld
be accomplished.' In a way, Cutter chose to sidestep the issue of how
much information should be provided regarding library holdings by for-

mulating rules mostly for the middle ground situationand suggesting that ~

they could be conveniently modified 1o meet other circumstances. Dewey,
on the other hand; recommended that the anticipated kind of use, should
control the amount of information entered. According to Dewey, “‘a feader
seeking a book of a known autHor, in the vast.majority of cases, wants
simply the number by which tocall forit, and can find it much quicker ina
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‘brief title catalog....On the other hand, a reader seeking books on a krlown
subject needs the full-title, imprint, cross references, and notes to enable

him to choose the book best suited to his wants.”** Bishop also supported
this approach in his statement that, “'the needs of his readers will nécessar-

ily’govern the librarian’s decision” as to fullness of entry.'™.

" Statements of supbbrt for full bibliographic and other information have

‘been plentiful, and Hgve-al.most always béen accompanied by references to
the needs of users. The following statements are typieal: “Library cata-
- logues, especially of free public libraries, shouldbe framied to giveas much

 information as circumstances will permit.”'® “The best principle is to err -

_ on the side of fu!_lnéss.”lu "Abridgeinem of information almost invariably

cuts out something that reades use.”"™ “There-is fio point to the 6mission
. of important data that students will thereafter have to find for themselves,

_over and. over again.”"® Ver Nooy provided one of the most extensive
defenses of fullness of entry, describing how a biography of Richard R.

Bowker could be constructed using only information drawn from catalog -

entries.'®"

" Sypporters of less detailed catalog entries have more often cited ‘budgetary
considerations than meeting the needs of catalog users, although Stuart-
Stubbs has said that, “we réally give users more information than they

‘need.””'® The same viewpoint had been expressed: earlier by Wright, -

" although Wright’s arguments were aimed at providing support for-

‘economically-based-decisions.rather than expressing primary devotion to

the needs of users."® A similar opinien was that of Caldwell, who felt that, .

~ - *the.actual amount of bibliographical detaii on each card might be cur- - -

" tailed ‘as much- as, possile, not only for economy but for avoidance of
confusion on the part of the reafier."'“ According to Dickinson:

puristic cataloging, which mandates “complete” bibliographic data,
[urther obluscates the catalog, at least for nonresearch users. Current LC
cauloging clutters catalog entries with place of publication; book size, .
“Includes index” notes, and other information rarely’ consulted and

. .almost never needed by garden-variety patrons:! . :

* Some authors have chosen to pursue the identification of items of data: -

which are specifically ‘user unfriendly. Butler pointed out that the

measurement of the size of books in centimeters-dates from Dewey’s -

deyotion to decimalization and is of limited usefulness to the users of
-libraries in a nonmetric country.™ Draper conducted a- study of ‘the
'pra;:fce of enclosing in brackets dates not found on the title page, aimed at
answering the question: “‘Does this cataloging - practice have any

relationship to the real needs and interests of the scholar-user?”'® He '
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found that only 1 in 70 of hlS respondents knew the correct meaning of the
practice in question, and that only 11 0f 45 catalogers asked tocommenton .
the practice expressed ‘its use in terms of meeting user needs.'® Dunkin -
asserted that catalog users actually have no need for collatton atall, except .
possnbly in the case of-rare books. " Ina study conducted by Miller, bl!‘lh
and death dates of authors, names of editors, and, illustrators, place of
* publication, publisher’s name, and size of book were identified as the least °
. used items of catalog record mformauon butit was pqmted out that lack of ‘.
b use may be an indicatgr ol,a fow’ level of patron understanding ratl.er than -
' of low intrinsic valu§ . . 5
.t s - e -
Another set of suggestions has involved recomr'nendations for data not
normally included in catalog records such as 'notes under each important
» -entry, sufficient to explain it, and.the bearmg and comparative importance
* of all the books about it in the library,”"® notes regarding the “scopeand -
purposé of a book and also its style and readabtllty,""'0 anda descnpttor’t'bf
a system of reproducing tables of contents of books on cafalog cards to
“make more detalled information concemmg the contents avatlable oI
Randall ex lamed the mclusmn of unneeded dg,ta and the excluston of
.useful data as a matter of historical precedemt: o
" .aseach concepuon is replaced by a newer one, itis hkely 10 leave behind
as vesuglal remains certain activities which are no longer useful in the-
new. picture. Certain information is desirable about when theyare
considered solely as artifacts or things of value/ Other types of
information are necessary when these books are congidered as sources of "
¥ knowledge. But some of the information needed in the first case is no -
Tonger necessary in the second case. / :

Randall, then, lmks the data to be mcluded in catalog recbrds o the '
o purpose of the catalog, whtch 1is presumably a functton of the needs of its
“users.! , .
. ln part the amouynt and nature of the mformauon provnded must depend A
" on who is expected to use the catalog. Following studies at the Denver. '
" Public Library and the University of Denver, Fernando™ Penalosa .
" .concluded that the most important dtsotmcuon is between the needs of the .
" public and the needs of librarians, and made the rather radical’ suggestlon
that two catalogs may be nieeded: a public catalog with expanded contents .
. information and very little bnbltog-raphtcal data, and a catalog’ prtmanly
for the use of library staff emphasmng cqmplete btbltographtgal _
descnptton mo- . . . ) ‘

Starting with Cutter s Rules, the amount and type of mformatton 1o be
' provtded in catalog entnes and the manner in. whtch such mformauon :
i e e ,_..,:, .-....l P g 24
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should be presented became closely tied ‘to the joint concerns of / .
.' mndardxzauon and the development and revision of cataloging codes. /
““The " histoty of -.codes for descriptive catalogmg has been adequately |°
-detailed by Henderson'™ and Hagler.'™ For”the most part, though; | -
‘ Writings dealing with catalogmg codes have been occupxed with rules for,
’ ".emry almost 19 the éxclusion of rules for description. As Gotman poinited -
" out; "DescnpuVe cataloging is thoughtby many tobearatherdxsagreeable
*and tedibus necessity, even by those who think it is a necessity at.all, and
~ this no doubt accounts for the compamuve lack of theoreucal (or., mdeed g

pracuoal) wnungs on the subject.”? . . "

Y

R ’lE NATURE OF CATALOG ENTRIES
Closely related o the quesuon of how much and what kind o( xnfOrmauon !
should be x"ticluded aspartofa catalog record is the question ‘of how access.. -
1o records should be provxded that is, how many entry points should be _*
provided for each item in'the collection, and what should be the nature of -

_ those emnes? The. author main. entry appears to have become’ fmnly

: enough._ emren’ched in- the Englxsh-speakmg world by the end of the

o nineteenth. cemury that few if; any writers chose to quesuon theneed foran
emry for the'authior of each book in a. l' gary's collection. There has been

_ -';.less agreemem with regard to utle su

.
,','-fWuh regard to title entries, for mstance, Keller encouraged that "every )
" excuse for making a title card be welcomed,”'™ and Hagedomn contended
'-j!hat, “there miist, of course, be a title for every volume in the library, even
“ for' those begmnmg ‘Bulletin of the’ or ‘Report of the,’ to say nothing of
~their foreign equxvalems Conuary tostandard practice in many libraries,
.'Hagedorn ‘beljeved- that, “it is' iclearly thé, commonplace and not the
 distinctive title That is remembered e - Swanson’s analysis of the Chicago.
'-.'."Reqmremems S!udy led.to thié conclusxon that, “‘access should be provided
: -not ‘only by. the titlé taken as a whole.,but by each word of the title taken
: separate'ly asan alphabeuc ™ Kelley, on the other' hand, suggested
* that catalog use: rs rmped a proleerauon of title entries, and proposed
"severe curtailment. ‘of: me creauon of such éntries, her justification being
. that too mahiI titles begin” wnh the same word or words and that users
rarely know: the exact. mles “of bogks. In Kelley’s scheme. subject
catalogmg. then, would ‘take the place of . many title entries’ % Clearly, -
Swanson. ahd_Kelley. were. addressing the same fundamental problem, -
: although the conclusxons Lhey reached were diamemcally opposed




' Some authors havc encouraged the use of “title page” cataloging, which -
- eliminates the problem of the user who attempts “to find Dr. Seuss books
“that are mysteriously mtaloged under Theedor Seuss Geisel.”"'® The
\. - - general contention here is that the use of ‘‘real” names rather than
pseudonyms and the use of uniform titles rather than titles taken from the
book in hand offer a disservice to catalog users. With regard to authors™—
\ - names, this common complaint appears to have found its resolution in the
PR Anglb-lmencan Catalogumg Rules, although the Library of Céngress’s
~ policy of superimposition delayed the implementation of title-page
| cataloging. In addition, AACR2 seems to have confused things somewhat
by encouraging the use of authors’ names as found in their works while at
the same time encouraging increased use of uniform titles. Atany rate, itis :
not clear whether the motivation for encouraging title-page cataloging in .-
> . the Anglo-American Catalogumg Rules came from adherence to the needs
. of users ?r an interest in cost saving. . , o

A number of authors have addressed the issue of the necessity for subject

entries, including Dana, who advocated very thorough subject analysis: “It

- ‘is desirable to add to the subject-list by writing as many cards for each book

as the importance of the several subjects therein and the space the author

gives to them seem to demand®’'®® Highfill suggested that the apparent

. dommance of known-item ‘searches over sub]ect searches might be a result

" of inadequate subject analysis and that in order ““to-increase the retrieval

- potential of the subject catalog, the number of sub]ect access points per
'documem 'should be increased.”'® A study at the versity of California—

*irr the early 1950s_had.as-its-subject theé comparffive usefulness of the

—— " ‘subject approach to.a catalog search and the author-title approach, with

' the possible outcome of elimination of all or part of the library’s subject

cataloging.”: The author of the study concluded that subject cataloging

for foreign language books and books more than 20 years old could be

~"eliminated without sngmhmmly decreasing catalog efficiency or. harmmg

" users. Although the motivation for this study was almost entirely a matter

. of costsaving, the needs of users were considered a limitinig and controlling

¢ * factor. Goldhor suggested that there were entire categories of books for

which catalog entries were of no benefit to the user, mcludmg ‘mysteries,

" westerns, science fiction...”” and “light loves,..” since *‘a person who wants

~ amystery is not gqm; to look through the mtalog but will select one from

those on the shelf at the time."!%.

Subject hea ings have been’ dlscussed ra{ther cxtenslvely by writers
interested in| adapting library catalogs to their users. Accordmg to
'Haykm s textion sub]ect headmgs




to the extent that the headings represent the predilection of the cataloger
in regard to terminology and are dictated by conformity to a chosen
logical pattern, as against the likely approach of the reader resting on
psyclplpglcal rather than logical grounds the subject catalog will lose
in effectiveniess and ease of approach®

Two 1mportanmspects—eHhxs discussion—trave been the need to keep

sibject headings up to date and the level of specificity whxch should be

sought i in the formulauon of subject headxngs

The former issue centers on two considerations_which are seemingly.
mutually exclusive! the economic need to make as few changes in subject-

headings as possible and the setfvice need to keep subject headings in line
with current usage. For the most part, subject headings have been devised
.either through consideration of “the universe of knowledge” and appeals
to established classification schemes, or through “literary warrant,’

derived from the examination of the works themselves. Randall, ‘however,

argued that neither of these approaches is appropriate, and that, “it is the

tron who must decide which term is to be used.” Randall concluded that
it is impractical to develop one universal set of subject headxngs, and that,
“many lists of subject headings are needed, each one attuned, as it were, to

the particular group-which-is to use:it. »188 As aresult; the formulationof -~

subject headings, according to Randall, would be an endless, but infinitely
worthwhile task whose performance will ‘?roduce atool which is fitted to
the hand of the student who must use it.””*® Phelps was concerned that the
continued’ use of outdated subject headings resultingfrom financial
limitations might lead library users “to suspect that we are as behind the

times as our subject headings.”’® It was Phelps’s conclusion that the

situation was virtually hopeless and.that the only solution was to abandon
* alphabetical subject headings in favor of a classified catalog. As was seen
mrlier this has been a common argument in support of classified mtalogs.

Ellsworth and Kerr suggested that users really do want subject access, but
apparently not of the variety usually provided; unfortunately, neither
author was able to suggest appropriate alternatives." Watson criticized
“*“slavish adherence to all of the stereot ged—often antxquated—-headtngs
dictated by.the Library of Congress,” and it was Hamilton's opinion
-that, “the mtalogue ought to have headnngs for subjects...that are on

. everyone’s tongue.’ % White criticized the static nature of subject headings

and suggested that the problem of changing subject headings might be
solved by the use of dated cross-references to link current headings t6
superseded headnngs

- 27 - .
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Discussing the form of subject headings, Cutter commented that, “‘if the
public could ever ‘get as accustomed, to the inversion of subject-names as .
they are to the inversion of personael}mes the rule would undoubtedly be -

very ¢onvenient; but it mlght be difficult to teach the rule.”** A study of
1300 high school students in Oklahoma provided at least some oconfirma-
tion of the preference of the public for uninverted headings.'® Cntter was
also responslble for.formulating the rule of specific entry, under whicha .
subjectis presumably entered under the most specnhc term available-as

oppdsed to an indirect entry under a broader heading.'”” The Oklahoma
study by Marable suggested !hat high school students prefer specific entry
" of subjects, but according to Frarey, “the evidence from studies of use

points to wndespread failure to comprehend the principle of specific enu'xo '
at-the same time that it suggests preference on the part of users for it.

. The level of specxhcxty expressed by subject headings is reflected to some
extent by the number of entries under each heading, a consideration which
is obvxously dependent upon the size and mature of a given library and
which is. sub]ect to variations, not only from one library to another, but
from one time to another in a smgle library. There are, therefore, expres-
““sions of discontent %th excessive detail, as in the statement of one librar-
ian that too many entries under a single mam heading in a small library’s '

catalog might have dxfferent subheadings™ and descriptions of subject.
headmgm which were apphed to “hundreds or even ‘thousands’ of
entries.” The latter point was given support by Krikelas's finding that,
“the point at which an entry seems to be meaningless—the pointat whicha
searcher will not look through a file card-by-card—is when it produces
between 200 and 300 nearly identical references.”*" These problems call
into question the essentially universal use of standardized subject-heading
lists and the acceptance of subject cataloging from sources outside the local
library. .

’ THE ARRANGEMENT OF ALPHABETICAL ENTRIES -

Beyond the issue of what form headings should take and what entries
should be made Jies the question of the order in which those entries should
be presented to the user of the catalog. Ina classified catalog thisi is more or
less obvious in that filing order should be a direct reflection of the classifi-
cation scheme employed.: Most alphabetical catalogs, however, whether
dictionary or divided, have used not a true alphabetical arrangement but
some sort of alphabetico-classed catalog in which relationships among
_related items are shown through the filing pattern. The specmc manner in
which such relationships are reflected isa function of the set of filing rules
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in use in a given situation. Cartwright has suggested two basic purposes of

 filing rules: (1) to minimize the time required to search a file, and (2) to

' maximize Jrobablhty that,if anitem isin'the hle. nwnll be found when
it is sought.

'

Two major sets of suggestions have been made regarding the al_phabetico-
classed catalog. The first involves modifications that retain the alpha-
betico-classed arrangement. Bishop and Kelley both suggested that within .
a given subject category entries should be arranged in reverse chronologi-
cal order rather than alphabetically, the assumption being- that library
users will generallxmbe most interested in the most recently published work
onagiven subject.®® This is typical of suggestions which preserve the basic
alphabetico-classed arrangement but whlch attempt to alter it to meet user
needs. .

The second ‘set of suggestions cails for total abaridonment of the
alphabetico-classed approach in favor of a straight alphabetical amrange-
ment similar to that of “dictiongries and common directories.””** The
.justification for this is that an alphabetico-classed arrangement is inher-
ently too complex to be readily understandable to most users, and that the
logical structure of the alphabetico-classed catalog is therefore not worth
the effort invested in its creation and maintenance. Quinn termed the
- alphabetico-classed catalog “a most unsatisfgctory and wasteful form...”
which ‘“‘contains the worst features of both [alphabeucal and classified
catalogs] without any of the advantages of either.”*® > Preston wrote. lhat
_ “the necessity of mastering a complex system of fllmg before usi ,g
catalog will increase rather than lessen the difficulties of the user...”**® and
that “it is quite obvious that such classg:d arrangements are certain to

confuse all except those who havemadea study of the arrangement of cards - .

in a library catalog Preston compared word-by-word and letter-by-
letter alphabeucal filing, concluding that word-by-word filing is easier to
use®® and proposed an almost-alphabeucal scheme to supplant existing .
alphabeuco-classed _arrangements. Scheerer’s comments are also typnml

) In recent years.'judgmg by reports in the literature, more and more
libraries have gone over to the alphabetic word-by-word filing of the
telephone duectory that ignores subject-heading forms. There has been

- no adverse reaction from users. No matter what system is followed foran
alphabetic classification the readet has to jump irrelevantheadingsas he
searches a subject area and picks out those that may be relevant to his
purpose. chond this comron drawback the strict alphabetic amng;'
ment with its orderly precision has theadvantage of being intelligible.

_Thls ‘philosophy has been expressed more recently by Voos, who agam
. stated the belief that a strictly alphabeucal anangement “mlght make
things easier for the user.3!*-

. .o
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CONCLUSIONS AND IMPLICATIONS

~ The literature of the ltbxary catalog clearly showsa concet* for the users of
" libraries as a focus for design of library catalogs. Unfortunately, this
concern has been mostly unsystematic and hasresulted in 'the‘tmplementa-
tion of methodologies and systems that havegometimes been of quéstion-
able value and almost always based on untesied assumptions regarding the
needs and wants of catalog users. At times appeals to the needs of users
seem (o have been employed to justify decisions that were in fact motivated
primarily by economic, administrative or other considerations or by librar-
ians’ personal prejudices. Other suggestions that may have been of merit
have not been put to the test. In' many instances; different writers have
supported - mutually exclusive catalog models on the basis of their user
orientation. Some tssues, such as the relative merits of card and book
catalogs and the dlcuonary catalog v. divided catalog controversy, haye '
been arguéd over the course of more than half a century without resolution.

As Bates has pointed out, “many catalog use studies have been produced o
. but the cumulative knowledge resulting from them is not great.”" Else-
where it has been pointed out that the results of such studies have rarely
n heeded.** Furthermore, many of the studiés conducted have been of
. questionable valtdlty, and their results are therefore of rather limited value.
As Lancaster has suggested, surveys of user opinion lead to inconclusive
" results,-and potenually more meaningful studies are difficult to conduct
and to evaluate. M Grose and Line were very pessimistic about current "
- ‘catalog desngn

We have then the following situation: we want somehow tocut catalogu
ing costs; we don’t know whether we need'catalogues at all; we don't
know what purpose they serve, or, might serve; if we do need them, we
don't know what entries they should contain, nor how they should be
afranged; and if we did know what entries they should contain, we still . -
- .don't know what mlormatton the entries should themselves contain, nor
" how it should be ammgcd

At presem, a great many llbranes are contemplating or acuvely planmng
the lmplementauon of online interactive library catalogs, a development
described as the dawn of a new era that, ° portends improved patron
* access.”®® Gorman has justifiably suggested thaty technology'is almost
the least of the problems associated with-online mtalogs ’ and has enu-
merated four “critical differences between online catalogs and catalogs of
the past.”® It is intetesting to note that two of these four *differences,” the -
- potenual availability of the catalog outside the library and access to hold- .
* ings .of more than one ltbl'ary, were cited more than a century. ago as
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advantages of pnnted book mtalogs and later in support of mlcroform
_catalogs. It also appears to be true that many decisions regarding online
" catalog design, mcludmg the very fundamental decision to construct and
implement such systems. have Been made onjthe basis of untested assump-
tions regardmg user_ friendliness. It seems to have been commonly
.assumed, for instance, that online systems are inherently more user
friendly than existing systems, but it is not certain that this is true. If the
crucial decisions relate to economics, ease of maintenance or other factors |
sunrelated to user friendliness, the question to be answered is whether such
considérations should take precedence over the needs of users. As'Hickey -
has poirited out, the ability of library users to accept change must have
some limit,®"" and unless'a new systerh offers some improvement in user
* friendliness, the needs for adjustment and releaining rrtayoutbalance 21hy
gains which do not dlrectly benefit the mtalog user. .
SuppOrtmg statements of fatth in the power of onlme catalogs notwgth- ‘
- standing, some systems that have been tmplemented appear to be almost-v.--;.-u‘
direct reconstructions of previous mtalogs. differing only in phystcal '
. format, while others actually provide less data and fewer access poihtsthan
card or other nonautomated catalogs Even the supporters of existing .
online systems have expressed certain reservations. A study conducted at
Ohio State University,.for instance, indicated that some users tried the .
online catalog but preferred the card catalog and that, “the online cata'lqg——
"did not serve as a complete replacement for the card catalog for most
users.’- o - . A
, L : . ‘ . .
Admittedly, the design of o)tlme catalogs is not yet in-an advanccd State. ’
< and studies are underway to determme the needs of users of such sy tems.
. Presumably, an online catalog should achieve a levél of user frten liness
’ tmposstble in the past, but it is not at all certain whether. the present
inquiries will overcome the limitations of past studies or how the concern
for the interests of users expressed by designers of online systems will be
affected by the kinds of economic and administrative factors’ that have been
influential in the past. It is péssible that the transition to a new technology
should be accompanied by a reeévaluation of needs, goals and philosophies,
but the. procedures and practices of the past and present often exerta. -
pressure which is difficult to overcome, and there is a legitimate need to
- maintain some sort of continuity with existing catalogs. It does seem
advisable, however given'the substantial resources necessary for the large- .
~ scale tmplementatmn of a new technology. to do everytht possible to
ensure the wise utilization of thase resources. o
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It is appropriate at this point to return to the 12 objectives of a user-
oriented system enumerated by Dehning, Essig and Maass. Although they
were not considering library catalogs specifically, their perspectives pro-
vide'a useful basis for summarizing the present study and drawing some
‘conclusions regarding existing catalogs: '

1. The system’s behaviour towards the user must be flexible so that the user
is not forced to act in-a strictly pfescribed way.

‘2. A system must be able to dnsungunsh among several users and adapt to
them ® :

These two objectives imply. that there should be no single correct way in
which to use a system. Library catalogs have attempted to accommodate
the first objective, in a very limited way, to the extent that they have
allowed for approaches by author, title, subject, form, or other charactens-
tics. There have almost always been the assumptions, however, that it is
"appropriate to make available in a given catalog only a few of the many
possible approaches, and that it is the responsibility of the-user to learn
which appraaches are available. The recognition that different classes of
* users may utilize different basic approaches to catalog use has occ;sio{aslly '
‘led to the expansion of access points and catalog capabllmes,
earlier in the section on “The Purpose of the Catalog.” as al
used as an excuse for llmmng flexibility.

T3 Thésystem™ behavmur and-tseffects should-be. u&palem to theusexz._”;‘L o’

In effect the usef should need no dnrect knéwledge of the processes and
machinery that make up the system.If this is true, then the problems of
catalogers should be irrelevant to the problems of catalog users except
when failure to resolve them lé¢ads to ineffective catalogs. ‘It is clear,
though, that the ability to use existing catalogs to their fullest extent 5
requires considerable knowledge of the decisions and-rules that govern

~ their credtion. The history of user fnendlmess prowdes considerable evi-
dence of this dllemma

- 4, The system should always be helpful it should never force the user into
embarrassmg situations.

For thns ob]ecuve to be met in a library catalog, no attempt to search the
catalog should meet-with total failure. The least result should be that the
user is redirected to a valid approach or to a source of assistance. Attempts _
at meeting this objective have taken the form of cross-refereﬁ'ces and
various kinds of guiding devices. In most libraries, however, these tools
have not been adequately utilized. It is also true that the provnslon of -
reference librarians or other persons whose function is to mterpret the

<.




mtalog has not- always been as effecuve as it might have been, panly
because their role in relauon to the mtalog has not been properly defined.

- 5. Man machme mteracuon should resemble—as far as possnble—human ',
- communication.
- 6. Systemn design has to takﬂmoumsrdﬁa“ﬁ' on the physncal and psychncal
~needs of the user during his work with the computer.
7. System ‘use should require no special skills. -~ - .
8. Special physical and motorial skills should not be requxred
9. The common linguistic and commumcauve skills of the user must be
sufhcnem for leading slmple dialogs.® ' n

These hve objectives requnre a system that asks the user to learn no new
skills. The physncal skills fecessary for the use should be those which the
" user already poSsesses, and it should.not be necessary to learn a-new
language Concern for, these factors has led to the extensive debaterega gard-. .
i ing" the’ phy\sxcaigfonnjbfrme catalog, deseribed- earlier in “the section on
~“The Basic Arrangement of the Catalog.” The issue has never been °
resolved.. Even the simplest of catalogs requires that the user1eam new
language skills in order to fonnulate queries and interpret catalog records.
In effect, the inability or unwillingness of library users to acquire these
language skills has proba‘bly led 1o conslderable underutilization of library
mtalogs

> . 8¢ .
lO- ‘The system should behavei ina consnstent way so that the u$er can l am

o D athcsercany
to anticipate it.=%. - — - R

\

=Consnslency would seen to be one of the easier ob]ecnves to aclueve
Presumably the development of codes and sub]ect-headmgs lists, and .
various cooperative efforts have been attempts to achieve consistency. Such
auempts have not been totally successful. Exceptions to rules are ‘possibly’
as numerous as the rules themselves, and the codes of rules are not easy to
interpret or apply. Subject headings often appear to have been created on .

- an ad hoc basis rather than systematically. Changes in practice often result

* in records whose appearance and content vary substantially according’ to

. their age. Cooperauve cataloging has had some power to remedy- local .
peculnanues, but it may also aggravate the problem of inconsisteney by.
minimizing adaptation to local needs, as has been indicated i in the earher
secuon on “The Content of Catalog Records.” ;

, ll The possible kmds of problem solvmg should not be lnmued by the
system. :

This is closely related to the firSt,two objectives. Library m»tal.ogs are used
in order to solve individual problems. Human beings'approach problems

+ . . ~
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. in a wide variety of ways, but library catalogs typically are designed witha

fairly strict set of problem- solvmg techniques in mind. It has been assumed

that the user’s needs will fall into one of a limited number of pauems. and

T that each pauem will necessitate a single approach to the catalog. All

' problems requiring work dealing with a given subject, for instance, are

assumed to be basically similar, and it is expected that one approach to

-subject searching will satisfy all needs. It may actually be the case that

different usersrequire'differem kinds of access to the sdme kind of informa-

.tion, an idea described earher in the section on “The Content of Catalog
Records ”

-

12. The human ability of leammg by domg should bé exploucd
moderately*___g_._. -

e

——~——The*keyword‘m*thxs dbjecuve Is oderately ” Although any'system
' ~ should allow the user to gain expertise as a result of increased experience,
an inexperienced user should be able to successfully meet his/her needs.
~ Experience should enhance efficiency, but should not be a prerequisite to '

.' agh it 1s sometimes assumed that this objecuve is met by
lrbrary calalogs, that assumpuon is in need of teSung . .t

'_ Gnven these ob]ecuves. it seems unhkely that any of the calalogs avallable
' or proposed during the period 1 under consideration here could haVc been
. made fully user frrendly, and itmay prove impossible to achieve all of these
. twelve ol:%ruves in an online- catalog. The failure to make calalogs user
S fnendly.h wever; may be largely-a matter-of a failure.to appraise the need
" for user friendliness rather than of technohgfcﬁl“ﬁ‘rhuauons A fully=
user-friendly catalog may be an unattainable ideal, but obviously thereisa
- néed to work toward its goals. Draper has accused librarians of what he
tetmed ‘“‘bibliothecal solipsism#"" —"“the implicit belief that libraries exist
for the sake of the activity known as librarianship and the shadowy figurés
from the Outsrde who wander about lhecalalog with a bewildered look are
Ahens whose_main funcuon is to get'in the way of Iibrarians. »28 1f the
E lxbrary calalog is mdeed a tool for the library user, deigners of future .
catalogs would do well to approach the problem of meeting user needs ina
more systéhlauc and. reliable mannerthan that whnch has:prevailed in the
. past A well-férmed set of objectives similar to that enumerated by Dehn- -
" ing; ‘Essig and Maass. and a commmmem'to theit achievement may help

° ‘.

t
redutg lhe confthlon and controversy that have characterized the issue.

. - 3 i .
’ ; ! i . 1
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