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Presenter
Presentation Notes
This presentation is taken from the article entitled “A Survey of Local Cataloging Tool and Resource Utilization” by Dr. Shawne D. Miksa, that is in press for publication in the Journal of Education for Library and Information Sciences (JELIS), vol. 49, no. 2, Spring 2008. Dr. Miksa sends her apologies for not giving this presentation in person, but a family situation has prevented her from attending ALA this year. Introduce yourself: Karen Snow, a doctoral candidate in the Interdisciplinary IS Ph.D. program at UNT/SLIS, and teaching assistant for Dr. Miksa, will present for her. 



Miksa, S.D., Results of CTR-NT, ALA Annual 
Conference, 2008

2

Cataloging Tools and Resource: North 
Texas (CTR-NT)

A study funded by a 2005 OCLC/ALISE Library 
and Information Science Research Grant 
Program (LISRG) to discover the extent and 
utilization of cataloging tools and resources 
within technical service departments in the 
public libraries of the North Texas Regional 
Library System (NTRLS) and the North East 
Texas Library System (NETLS)  
article reporting this research available in JELIS, 
vol. 49, no. 2, Spring 2008

Presenter
Presentation Notes
In 2005, Dr. Miksa received an OCLC/ALISE grant to conduct this survey. In her experience of teaching cataloging and classification online  she often encouraged her students to ask to use cataloging tools and resources (e.g., DDC, AACR2, etc. ) from their local libraries. Very often, these materials were not to be found in the cataloging and/or technical services departments.   The quality control of all bibliographic records, whether outsourced or original, is the responsibility of the catalogers who provide bibliographic control for one or more libraries.  This responsibility in turn greatly depends on the catalogers’ knowledge of and expertise with the cataloging tools and resources available to them. 
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Tools and Resources

Cataloging tools such as AACR2, LCC, 
LCSH, DDC, Cataloger’s Desktop, etc. 
Homegrown library toolkits, websites, etc.
Access to continuing education programs, 
Access, knowledge of, and use of 
metadata standards and documentation
Communication with professional 
community; knowledge of research and 
development 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
What do we mean by tools and resource? These are broadly defined as any device or document (print-based or electronic) that assists in the creation of an original bibliographic record or in the verification of bibliographic information in existing records. This includes input rules, metadata formats and standards, cataloging software and textbooks, continuing education programs/workshops, cataloger’s web-based “toolkits," etc. How does one approach measuring and characterizing this important step in the creation of the bibliographic artifacts that comprise library catalogs?  What types of tools and resources are expected to be found in a typical cataloging department? Against what standards are the use of these tools measured? If standards do not exist, how should they be developed and put into place? 
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Overall study goals

Addresses the support of cataloging procedures by 
examining the local cataloging environment of the North 
Texas public libraries through the use of an online 
survey. 
How comprehensive are cataloging resources and tools 
within technical service departments 
What is the level of utilization of these materials by staff, 
both professional and paraprofessional. 
Data on use of particular tools such as cataloging rules, 
classification schemes, and subject headings was 
collected from 103 libraries 
Sought to understand how currency and reliability of 
tools and resources are determined and how often staff 
are trained or updated in their use.

Presenter
Presentation Notes
The primary purpose of this study was to discover the level of the support of cataloging procedures by examining the local cataloging environment of the North Texas public libraries through the use of an online survey. In particular, the study sought to discover the comprehensiveness of cataloging resources and tools within technical service departments and the level of utilization of these materials by staff, both professional and paraprofessional. Data on use of particular tools such as cataloging rules, classification schemes, and subject headings was collected from 103 libraries in an effort to understand how currency and reliability of tools and resources are determined and how often staff are trained or updated in their use.
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Methodology

Determine categories of tools and resources
Participants identified through members lists 
from the North Texas Regional Library System 
(NTRLS) and Northeast Texas Library System 
(NETLS). Approx. 170 libraries. Response 
n=103 (60%)
Survey contained 63 questions, distributed using 
SurveyMonkey.com
Follow-up interviews
Focus groups at TLA 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
We first identified all possible tools and resources and divided them into six main categories: Identify the degree of professional and paraprofessional use of the tools and resources.Identify the current state of outsourcing of bibliographic records and the effect of outsourcing on in-house utilization of these tools.Identify any bibliographic vendor benchmarks or standards that identify appropriate tools and resources for a typical cataloging department .
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Results 

n=103
type of library: rural (n=55), suburban (n=39), 
and urban (n=7).  
General demographic information included 
gender (85% female, 15% male), library work 
experience, current position, and level of 
education.  
Work experience ranged from less than six 
months to greater than 35 years with 76% 
having between 1-20 years experience, 21% 
between 21-35 years, and the remaining 3% 
with more than 35 years 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Here we see the overall demongraphics---103 libraries responded to give us a 60% response rate. [Karen—you can just read some of these stats]
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Demographics

Forty-eight (47.5%) possessed Masters degrees 
from ALA accredited library schools. 
Library directors accounted for seventy (67%) of 
the total library positions described, but only 
twenty-five (35%) of those possessed a Masters 
degree. 
One Cataloger had a doctorate, one a Masters, 
as did fourteen (13%) Professional staff and 
seven Technical staff (6.7%).  
The majority of those with Masters worked within 
suburban libraries.

Presenter
Presentation Notes
We wanted to get a sense of their education level, positions, and type of library. The surveys were sent to Library Directors who were asked to pass it along to the person responsible for cataloging. In most cases, it was the director themselves. [Again, can read some of these stats.]
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how much cataloging
Does your library utilize the 
centralized cataloging 
services of  another library?

Type of  Library

N/A N/A 2

No
Rural 45
Suburban 30
Urban 6

Yes Rural 10
Suburban 9
Urban 1

Total Respondents 103

Presenter
Presentation Notes
We wanted to get a sense of how much cataloging was conducted within these libraries, whether it was centralized, or if they utilized another library’s services, etc. The majority (80%) do not utilize the centralized cataloging services of another library, while twenty (19%) do. Furthermore, seventy-nine (78%) say they do not provide cataloging services to other libraries, five (6%) do provide services, and sixteen (15%) responded does not apply. We found these responses varied with their responses to that question “Has your library entered into agreement with another library who assumes responsibility for your bibliographic services?” in which eighty-nine (88%) have not, nine (8.9%) chose does not apply, and three (3%) did have an agreement. We asked about the number of hours per week given to semi- or original cataloging and found that sixty-nine (66%) performed less than 10 hours a week, nineteen (18%) performed 11-20 hours per week, and only fifteen (16%) of the total participants performed between 21-40 hours per week. We also asked about percentage of –in-house copy cataloging, outsourced records, etc. 
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What percentage of
your in-house 
cataloging is copy 
cataloging?

 
Rural 

(n=55)
Suburban
(n=39)

Urban 
(n=7)

ALL 
(n=103) 

None 2 (4%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 2(2%)

10% 1 (2%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 1 (1%)

11 - 30% 0 (0%) 2 (5%) 0 (0%) 2 (2%)

31 - 50% 4 (7%) 1 (3%) 0 (0%) 5 (5%)

51 - 70% 5 (9%) 1 (3%) 2 (29%) 8 (8%)

71 - 80% 9 (16%) 10 (25%) 1 (14%) 20 (19%)

81 - 99% 16 (29%) 18 (46%) 4 (57%) 38 (37%)

100% 1 (2%) 2 (5%) 0 (0%) 3 (3%)

skipped 17 (31%) 5 (13%) 0 (0%) 24 (23%)

Total Respondents 55 39 7 103

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Most of the in-house cataloging  (ranging from 71%-99%) is copy cataloging. In particular, copy cataloging accounts for 45% of cataloging within rural libraries, 71% within suburban libraries, and 71% within urban libraries. We should note that 23%, or nearly a quarter of the respondents, skipped this question. Outsourcing of records (table IS NOT shown) ranged fairly evenly from 0% to 90% across each type of library, with approximately 30% of those libraries reviewing records either before or after updating their catalog. A small percentage (3-5%) specified they only sometimes reviewed records before or after update for a variety of reasons (e.g., spot check bibliographic record vendor performance, add description, call numbers, subjects, holdings information, or when mistakes were discovered, etc.). As with the question on copy cataloging, just under 30% of respondents skipped the question on outsourcing. Skipping the question, or answering NA, was a common occurrence in this survey, which is interesting in and of itself as it may speak to the lack of knowledge of common tools and resources. 
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Six categories of tools and resources

1. Cataloging Rules
2. Subject Headings 
3. Classification 
4. Cataloging Manuals 
5. Supplementary Tools 
6. MARC Standards

Presenter
Presentation Notes
In her article, Dr. Miksa uses six large tables to show the extent of resources listed---can’t reproduce all of those here for this presentation—but we will show the Cataloging Rules and the Subject headings tables. 
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Cataloging Rules Daily Weekly Occasionally Rarely N/A

Anglo-American Cataloguing Rules, 2nd 
edition, 2002 Revision – with 2004 Update 5 9 13 1 52

Anglo-American Cataloguing Rules, 2nd 
edition, 2002 Revision – with 2003 Update 0 0 9 2 66

Anglo-American Cataloguing Rules, 2nd 
edition, 2002 Revision 1 2 7 5 64

Anglo-American Cataloguing Rules, 2nd 
edition, 1998 Revision 1 2 3 6 67

Anglo-American Cataloguing Rules, 2nd 
edition, 1988 Revision 0 1 6 3 69

Concise AACR2, 1998 1 0 5 4 66

Concise AACR2, 1988 0 1 3 5 65

Use AACR2 via Cataloger’s Desktop (CD-
ROM) 1 2 2 0 72

Use AACR2 via Cataloger’s Desktop (Online) 2 1 1 0 71

Library of  Congress Rule Interpretations 
(LCRI) 7 2 10 8 53

ALA Filing Rules 4 1 7 11 54

Library of  Congress Filing Rules 8 5 8 5 54

(skipped) 14

Total Respondents 89

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Fourteen (13.5%) respondents skipped this question. Overall, five (5.6%) respondents used AACR2 (at the time of the survey only the 2004 updates were available) on a daily basis, nine (10%) on a weekly basis, thirteen (14.6%) only occasionally, and one (1.1%) rarely.  We found that just under 10% used Cataloger’s Desktop at the time, with only 4% using it to access AACR2. 
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Subject Headings Daily Weekly Occasionally Rarely N/A

Library of Congress Subject Headings, 28th edition, print 5 7 4 2 60

Library of Congress Subject Headings, 27th edition, print 2 2 1 3 68

Library of Congress Subject Headings, 26th edition, print 0 6 3 2 65

Library of Congress Subject Headings, 25th edition, print 0 2 3 1 69

Library of Congress Subject Headings, 24th edition, print 0 0 4 1 69

Library of Congress Subject Headings, older than 24th edition, print 0 2 10 3 60

Library of Congress Subject Headings, online via Classification Web 4 5 5 2 61

Library of Congress Subject Headings, online via another institution or source 
(e.g., Library of Congress) 8 17 14 5 35

Subject Cataloging Manual: Classification, 1st edition (1992 base text and 1995 
update) 0 3 1 2 67

Subject Cataloging Manual: Shelflisting, 2nd edition, (1995) 0 1 0 2 72

Subject Cataloging Manual: Subject Headings, 5th edition (1996 edition with 
latest updates through 2004, 2005 updates) 2 2 5 1 66

Subject Cataloging Manuals,  via Cataloger’s Desktop 1 1 1 2 68

Free-Floating Subdivisions : an alphabetical index (any edition) 2 4 10 4 57

Sears Subject Headings, 18th edition 2 5 7 3 57

Sears Subject Headings, 17th edition 1 2 4 2 64

Sears Subject Headings, 16th edition 1 2 5 1 66

Sears Subject Headings, older than 16th edition 3 4 6 4 58

Subject Headings for School and Public Libraries : an LCSH/Sears companion 2 0 3 2 65

(skipped) 11

Total Respondents 92

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Within each of the three types of libraries (rural, suburban, and urban ) we found that the seven urban libraries used LCSH the least (only one used LCSH daily via Classification Web), which is interesting because each one categorized themselves as a Main or Central library. The most common access point to subject headings across all three types of libraries occurred indirectly through another institution or source, such as the Library of Congress. Seventeen (16.5%) indicated weekly use and fourteen (13.5%) occasionally use.  Overall, eleven (10.6%) respondents skipped the question entirely, and on average sixty-three respondents (61%) responded with not applicable. 
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Use of MARC standards

Very little daily or weekly use of materials related 
to MARC. This is particularly interesting when 
taking into account the earlier data on the extent 
of original or semi-original cataloging per week.
A combined total of twenty-nine (28%) 
respondents indicated their use of the MARC 
format for bibliographic records. 
Forty respondents (39%) indicated no use of 
MARC bibliographic format standard, despite 
performing some semi-original or original 
cataloging every week. 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Again, we aren’t showing all the results here, but these can be found in the article coming out in the next issue of JELIS. Dr. Miksa also cross-referenced the questions in order to get a sense of time devoted to cataloging and use of the tools.  For example, when asked about use the MARC standards we found that very little daily or weekly use of materials related to MARC. This is particularly interesting when taking into account the earlier data on the extent of original or semi-original cataloging per week.Overall, a combined total of twenty-nine (28%) respondents indicated their use of the MARC format for bibliographic records, and forty respondents (39%) indicated no use of MARC bibliographic format standard, despite performing some semi-original or original cataloging every week. 
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Summary and Conclusions

This study represents only a small sample of public libraries that are 
limited in both budget and staff. 

However, it raises serious questions about the root causes for this 
low utilization 

Are decisions to not use cataloging tools and resources a reflection of 
catalogers’ satisfaction that the cataloging product provided is sound 
and of good quality?  
Is it a reflection of there being very little knowledge (and thus, 
education) of tools and resources, or of sound cataloging practices, in 
the first place? 
Of particular interest to us is what this says about how well cataloging 
educators have prepared students to be catalogers. 

Of particular interest is what this says about how well cataloging 
educators have prepared students to be catalogers. 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Again, this is rather short and quick presentation of a lot of data. Dr. Miksa would like to stress that the intent of the survey was not to address the question of where catalog records originate or the specific amount and quality of cataloging training and education possessed by those who perform cataloging, nor did the survey look at quality of catalog records. Several other factors, including catalogers’ communication with the overall cataloging community, continuing education, and professional requirements, were also addressed. There were also follow-up interviews and two focus groups—a more comprehensive report is being developed. The results of this survey are not entirely unsurprising, even though they do represent only a small sample of public libraries that are limited in both budget and staff. However, this study raises serious questions about the root causes for this low utilization. Are decisions to not use cataloging tools and resources a reflection of catalogers’ satisfaction that the cataloging product provided is sound and of good quality?  Is it a reflection of there being very little knowledge (and thus, education) of tools and resources, or of sound cataloging practices, in the first place? Of particular interest to us is what this says about how well cataloging educators have prepared students to be catalogers. Participants indicated the major factors affecting availability of cataloging tools and resources were budget limitations (71%) and staff limitations (60%), but thirty-nine (38%) also felt that they simply did not know enough about the tools and resources (e.g., one person commented “we are amazed at the resources out there!”) in the first place. The most surprising finding, though, was that when asked if they felt “these limitations were detrimental to the service provided to library patrons as far as providing them with a reliable catalog system” the overwhelming response (45%) was that they did not.  What does this mean when compared with the current scramble to keep public libraries on the radar as continuing viable public resources?
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Summary and Conclusions

a tendency to not reference even the most 
basic cataloging tools and resources has 
repercussions that need further study
Raise the level of dialog surrounding the 
expectations of employers as it concerns 
desired cataloging skills, knowledge, and 
abilities. 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Given the recent recommendations by the Library of Congress Working Group for the Future of Bibliographic Control (2008) regarding the need to “increase the efficiency of bibliographic production and maintenance” we can see from this small set of data that a tendency to not reference even the most basic cataloging tools and resources has repercussions that need further study.  This is especially important if we want to evolve our practices to meet new information use and behavior needs Furthermore, Dr. Miksa feels these findings should lend themselves to the dialog surrounding the expectations of employers as it concerns desired cataloging skills, knowledge, and abilities. For example, Schottlaender’s (2007) study of job position descriptions within the University of California at San Diego and the variety of position functions (e.g., aptitude for complex, analytical skills, create authority records, metadata standards, exercise creativity, etc.) listed are basic skills that we could reasonably expect to be demonstrated by catalogers in the course of using specific tools and resources or within interactions with institutions and agencies on a daily basis. However, there is no professional requirement to use any of these materials, nor is there any standard by which to check to make sure they are being used properly beyond that of examining the quality of cataloging products. 
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Thank you!

Questions?
Please contact Shawne at 
Shawne.Miksa@unt.edu

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Thank you!If you have any questions please feel free to contact Shawne at Shawne.Miksa@unt.edu

mailto:Shawne.Miksa@unt.edu

	CTR-NT: A Survey of Local Cataloging Tool and Resource Utilization
	Cataloging Tools and Resource: North Texas (CTR-NT)
	Tools and Resources
	Overall study goals
	Methodology
	Results 
	Demographics
	how much cataloging
	Slide Number 9
	Six categories of tools and resources
	Slide Number 11
	Slide Number 12
	Use of MARC standards
	Summary and Conclusions
	Summary and Conclusions
	References
	Thank you!

