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<at> Breaking the Law: a survey of non-standard cataloging procedures

<abs> An exploratory survey of local practices that violate cataloging systems and standards (broadly defined, e.g., AACR2, MARC, LCSH, LCC, DDC, Bibliographic Utilities & OPAC vendor systems).  The author explores which cataloging systems and standards that are currently violated and the rationale for actively changing to new procedures.  A six questions survey was sent to the AUTOCAT listserv, and ninety-four original responses to open ended questions were received and analyzed qualitatively.  The respondents identified five general types of cataloging systems revised in local practice: AACR2, classification systems, encoding standards, subject headings, and bibliographic utilities.  Six rationales for implementing local practices were found: current standards were insufficient to meet local needs, user or staff confusion, necessary collocation of like items, front-end OPAC search and display problems, back-end OPAC cataloging input problems, and complexity of existing standards.  Analysis of survey results suggests areas to target for development or provide for alternative additions to rule systems.
<1>Introduction
Cataloging standards and systems, broadly defined, have been created to provide the library community with standardized formats and practices to facilitate cooperation and widespread distribution of labor.  However, the problem with using and implementing these standards and systems is that not every library is the same; in fact, every library is different, has different needs and serves a different community.  As a result, catalogers in institutions around the world implement local practices which circumvent, challenge and flat-out violate accepted cataloging standards every day in order to better serve the needs of their local communities.  This article seeks to explore which cataloging standards are currently being violated in these local practices, why the new practices were implemented, and to suggest specific areas to target for future development and revision of cataloging standards.  
<1>Rationale for the research
<2>Professional experience
This research grew originally, and primarily, from my professional practice.  I first became interested in the topic of rule violation in my work with low-capacity library catalogs (fewer than 5,000 records and small patron databases).  After implementing a low-capacity OPAC system for a personal collection, I became aware that the new software lacked the capacity for adding certain MARC record fields to existing records.  For instance, if a bibliographic record containing a 655 genre/form field were downloaded to the database, this field could be modified or deleted, but never inserted, as this particular web based software package had only options to insert subject fields 600, 650, and 651.  Consequently, I was forced to make a decision to blur the logical distinctions between fields 650 subject headings and 655 genre/form headings in order to provide genre/form access to these patrons.  A cursory investigation of several other low-capacity systems revealed similar deficiencies in the OPAC's ability to fully exploit the MARC standard.

Shortly thereafter, in the fall of 2002, the reference librarians at my institution encountered a problem where drama students who searched for plays were retrieving either no records at all or records for anthologies.  The students encountering the anthology records became confused, because the "full display" made no mention of the work they were seeking.  Here, the OPAC was suppressing the enhanced contents notes fields, and displaying them in a separate window, only accessible after clicking a button labeled "Table of Contents."  The students, not knowing to look in this other area, turned away from our local resources, and went to the public library and the local university where individual copies of plays were more easily accessible.  We were losing service.  I then advocated for a district-wide decision to provide name-title added entry access to plays contained in anthologies in order to provide the most complete and visible access for our students.  

These two incidents brought to my attention problems in software encoding; both front-end problems of display and retrieval, as with the plays in anthologies, and back-end problems where the software lacked the ability to exploit the full MARC record.  Recent cataloging literature addressed three other problematic areas.

<2> Literature Review

Most of the literature on local practices can be grouped into three general categories: Local practices that challenge AACR2, expansion/revision of classification systems, and creation of new subject headings; any given article on local practices can contain any combination of these three items.  This is not meant to be a comprehensive survey of all literature concerning local practices, but instead a collection of recent representative examples of these themes in recent cataloging literature.

<3> AACR2 challenges

Martha Yee's 1994 article "Manifestations and near-equivalents" presents an alternative to the concept of edition level cataloging due to problems inherent in moving image materials. 1  She suggests developing a "near-equivalent" system of cataloging for films and video recordings, because publication and distribution information do not necessarily signify definitive changes in the content of the work.  This type of cataloging would cut back on the proliferation of bibliographic records for generally insignificant differences in the material.  
Similarly, Heeja Hahn Chung describes how the Westchester County Public Library System (WLS) practices a form of "User-Friendly audiovisual material cataloging." 2  WLS creates more descriptive general material designations, uses material oriented call numbers, adds format terms to subject headings, and takes a unified record approach when the same contents are issued by a different manufacturer.  
In "Better service through flexible rules," Harmon and Burk discuss how the University Library at Indiana University-Purdue University Indianapolis, the recipient of a large collection of foundation reports, was faced with the problem of successive main entry for serial (here annual) publications. 3  AACR2 rules 21.2C1 and 21.3B1 mandate the creation of separate bibliographic records for changes in main entries, viz. serial titles.  Rather than creating multiple records for these foundation reports IUPUI adapted the Archives, Personal Papers, and Manuscripts standards, and created a unified record for all the reports for a given foundation with added entries for former titles.
<3> Classification Variations
Haughton's publication about "The Viticulture and Enology Library" discusses how the library created expansion areas in the Library of Congress Classification (LCC) and the Library of Congress Subject Headings (LCSH). 4  Since this collection surpassed that of the Library of Congress collection in the ranges SB, TP, and HD it was necessary to create a deeper classification schedule as well as extending and adding more descriptive subject headings.  
Judith Shelton's article on "Library of Congress' Class L" discusses how the Georgia State University Library expanded table L7 to create a deeper arrangement of materials published by and about their parent institution. 5  Current Library of Congress Classification provides little direction for how to arrange these materials within the number range, and GSU constructed a new sub-arrangement to fill that void.  

Worlds apart from general expansions on LCC, there are those who create whole new systems to arrange their material.  Ferrari describes four unique systems created for art libraries in "The Art of Classification: alternate classification systems in art libraries." 6  These four collections saw DDC and LCC both as being not only too general for their collection, but also potentially ill arranged to suit the research needs of their clientele.  
<3> Subject Heading Expansions

Michael Colby likens describing 20th century music with LCSH to "nailing JELL-O® to a 
tree." 7  In this article he presents new concepts addressed in the literature of 20th century music, that were previously indescribable in LCSH, and what important gaps remain in the music subject headings.

Kreider's "LCSH works" champions creating new, more explicit subject headings, because her analysis of user search terminology in the Cleveland Public Library indicates subject search effectiveness. 8  She suggests timely publication of subject headings for popular culture items, creating more specific terminology for special collections (in her case Chess), and expanding subject headings for local landmarks.  
These professional experiences and these exemplars from the literature led me to seek to understand the scope and volume of local practices that challenge current cataloging standards and systems.  Heretofore no one has conducted a general survey exploring the range and similarities in local practices, and a survey of this type was necessary to understand the nature and reasoning behind these practices.

<1> Methodology

A six question exploratory survey was distributed in the form of an online questionnaire to the AUTOCAT listserv on February 11, 2002.  This discussion list was selected because a) the focus of the list is solely on cataloging issues and b) the member population and discussion traffic is high.  Given these parameters, individual responses were expected to be detailed and the number of responses high.  The questions which were analyzed focused on libraries who had implemented a local practice that violated standard cataloging standards or systems.  The respondents were asked to describe the problem with which they were confronted, and how his/her library resolved the problem.  For a complete list of the survey questions see appendix A.  All responses were confidential and requested no institutionally or individually identifiable information.  Ninety-five responses were received, only one of which was an exact duplicate, yielding ninety-four original responses.  Responses from the open ended questions were content analyzed and a coding system developed to mark the responses as patterns emerged.
<2> Inclusion/Exclusion criteria
In order for survey results to be included in the full analysis two criteria had to be met: 1) the respondent's institutions must have implemented a local practice in violation of accepted cataloging standards and systems, and 2) the local practice had to be the result of a rational choice to actively change to a new procedure, not the result of unprofessional practice.  80 of the 94 original respondents indicated that they had implemented at least one local practice, and 68 of these 80 responses illustrated active rational changes to accepted procedures.  This study will focus on these 68 responses; however, a brief discussion of the additional twelve responses concerning non-standard practices that were the result of either unprofessional work or poor planning is included in appendix B.
<2> Coding

To date no author or indexing system has provided a template for analyzing the range of current local practices.  So, this study requested open ended information in its responses, and the results were content analyzed to find discrete instances of local practices that could be clustered and analyzed quantitatively.  There were two major themes of interest in the analysis: 1) what general types of cataloging standards and systems were being violated and revised in local practice and 2) what was the rationale driving the active change.  Each of the 68 full responses was first marked for every unique instance of local practice implementation.  This analysis yielded 85 discretely different instances, since one respondent may address as many unique local practices as he or she chose.  These 85 instances were then grouped according to the type of standards or systems being violated by the local practice.  Five major categories labeled collectively as "Standards Affected" hereafter, emerged from the data and were coded as follows:
<bul> AACR2 - The Anglo-American Cataloging Rules, 2nd ed.  Problems in this category focused on bibliographic description.

<bul> Classification - Problems here related to the Library of Congress Classification, Dewey Decimal Classification and other unspecified classification schemes.

<bul> Encoding - Problems concerning MARC encoding standards and how the MARC record functioned in the respondent's online public-access catalog (OPAC).

<bul> Subject Headings - respondents altered Library of Congress Subject Headings or other unspecified subject heading systems

<bul> Utilities - Problems were encountered when using a bibliographic utility to obtain either bibliographic or authority records to download into a local OPAC.

In order to determine the logical reason for each of these local practices, each instance of standards violation was analyzed again. Six major categories of common responses were found in the data.  Hereafter labeled collectively as "Rationale," the collective responses were coded as follows:

<bul> Insufficient - The current cataloging standards and systems were insufficient to meet the needs of the individual library.

<bul> Confusion - If the library were to follow the standard it would result in confusion among library users and/or staff.

<bul> Collocation - Following the standard would physically separate items that should be collocated in the shelf or OPAC arrangement.

<bul> Front End - Even though all proper MARC record fields were available for use, a catalog search would perform and/or display abnormally.

<bul> Back End - The cataloging software available did not contain all proper MARC record fields.

<bul> Complexity - The rule system in place was overly complicated and to follow the rules in full would be too cumbersome.

Different rationales were given by respondents placed in appendix B, and their rationales are listed accordingly.
<1> Results

[Insert figure/table 1]

Figure/table 1 illustrates the data from the Standard Affected analysis as described in the above coding scheme.  It includes 1) the raw number of unique instances violating that particular standard or system and 2) the percentage of the total number of instances from this data set.  Nearly half, 46%, of the instances described in the survey responses were related to problems stemming from AACR2; this is almost twice as many instances of change than the second highest standard, Classification schemes, which was reported 24% of the time.  Third most reported instances of change were encoding standards at 19%.  The smallest proportions were in regards to subject headings, 9%, and problems with bibliographic utilities, 2%. 
[Insert Figure/Table 2]

Figure/Table 2 illustrates the rationale behind each response with the data sets for 1) the number of instances where a particular rationale for active change was reported, and 2) that rationale's percentage as a portion of total responses from this data set.  The rationale given for changing practices was fairly evenly distributed; much more so than the Standard Affected table.  In approximately one third, 32%, of the instances reported the reason for change was that the current standard was insufficient to meet the library's local needs.  Confusion among users or staff was the second highest reported reason at 25%.  18% of the reasons given were to collocate like items, followed closely by front-end search and display problems at 13%.  Least reported reasons were back end problems with the cataloging module and standard complexity with 6% each.
[Insert Figure/Table 3]

When these two data sets are combined we can see how each standard or system is broken down by its respective rationale for active change.  Each standard usually broke down into one or two major rationales, with one or two outlying rationales.  For example, problems encountered with AACR2 were mostly due to either confusion among users or staff, 49% of reported instances, or insufficient depth in the rules to accommodate the library's specific need.  In order to fully understand what any of these categories mean specifically we must look to the examples provided by the survey respondents.

 <1> Discussion

Although the survey responses were wildly diverse, within any given type of cataloging standard certain problems were reported more than others.  The following section will discuss the most frequently occurring problems within each general type of cataloging system and reason for active change.  After this initial discussion we will briefly look at the most frequently reported problems in order of reported instances.  Unique, but important, problems will be addressed in a miscellaneous section.

<2> AACR2

The most frequently reported instances of change, 46%, were due to insufficient depth and user confusion regarding AACR2. 9  Most of the confusion created by AACR2 rules stems from rules which mandate the creation of new bibliographic records for a) changes in main entry, particularly for title changes in serials (rule 21.2C1) and b) items with multiple formats, such as a book and a microfilm of the same edition of a work (rule 1.5A3).  When Respondent 18 participated in a retrospective conversion of "old, dead periodical titles" she found previously unidentified title changes.  "To compound the problem, some of these title changes occurred within a single volume and had been bound together for many years."  How title changes should be treated is a hotly debated issue in technical services.  Current AACR2 practice proscribes creating a new bibliographic record for title changes, the "successive entry" model.  However, the seven respondents who said this rule created confusion among their catalog users implemented variations of the "latest entry" model, where the most recent title becomes the main entry and previous titles change to either alternate titles or title added entries.
Respondents were of a mixed opinion where multiple formats were concerned.  All of them were concerned about the proliferation of records in the local catalog, because it was confusing to the users and the reference librarians assisting the users.  A commonly discussed scenario was a library having a serial title appear in a print form and online or microfilm form.  Two general approaches were discussed.  Two respondents created a local unified record where all formats of the item were represented in one place.  Alternatively, three respondents created more specific material designations for each record to make the search results display specifically identifiable formats.  
Eleven respondents said that the General Material Designation, Rule 1.1C1 was insufficiently descriptive.  The overwhelming attitude was that the list of acceptable material designations was too general for catalog users to make informed decisions in selecting one material over another, which is the rule's intended purpose.  Common responses noted that the term "videorecording" did not make the distinction between VHS cassettes and Digital Video Discs (DVD).  This was especially problematic with respondent 84 who encountered "patrons placing holds on DVDs when they wanted videocassettes and some untrained library staff in cooperating libraries were attaching holding records to the wrong bib records."  Respondents reacting against the GMD implemented new local descriptions for VHS, DVD, CD-ROM, E-Books, Audiocassettes, and Compact Discs.  These distinctions are important in certain library catalogs, because search and retrieval limits can be set to search MARC field 245 $h (GMD), so that a user of the catalog can find items with the given material type, and, as illustrated above, in certain record displays the GMD will help a user select between items in a brief list.
There is an obvious conflict between the two practices of applying a non-standard GMD and of collapsing records of different material types.  Presumably if one record contains information for more than one material type then the GMD would be irrelevant as a unique identifier.  One must then ask if patrons at libraries who have collapsed records encounter the problem of material selection.  However, the ratio of respondents using collapsed records to those expanding upon the GMD, 1:7, shows that the majority prefer expanding upon the GMD.  
<2> Classification

Eleven respondents stated that their primary reason for changing a classification system was to collocate items that would have been separated under normal classification.  Four libraries that contained special collections of materials found this particularly important.  Special collections break out materials in ways that don't necessarily correspond with the logic of a classification scheme, and it is sometimes necessary to use a different method of classification so that the collection will be organized in a way that makes sense in the local environment.  Two good examples of this are illustrated these responses.  Respondent 41 classifies Art photography books in NTR
 650-685 instead of TR 650-685 "so they are housed in our main branch instead of our science branch."  Respondent 59 comes from a law library where their major clientele has traditionally been labor lawyers.  "We regularly fracture the KF schedule to drive titles that labor attorneys want into labor law numbers even though they should
 be classified elsewhere."  In each of these cases, the preexisting system, here LCC, creates locally illogical divisions that, if used, would force the library's users to look in different places for materials, which these catalogers saw as being more useful in one physical location.  
When looking at the seven respondents who used Dewey, their primary reason for changing the rules was also collocation, for instance, vocational guidance or travel books are scattered throughout the schedules.  "For the sake of patron convenience," Respondent 47 places "most or all works on vocational guidance (i.e., "Career Opportunities in Finance," or in law enforcement, legal, medical, construction, and so on) in 371.425… we continue using that number because it enables us to keep all of the career books in one place ..."  A cursory investigation of previous editions of DDC shows a definition change from edition 17 to 18, reclassifying vocational guidance works in numbers for the general class with the standard subdivision -023.  The example given in DDC 18 is "law as a profession 340.023." 10  Using a standard subdivision splits up these works on vocational guidance, and for certain collections, as with respondent 47, this may not be appropriate. 

Four respondents reported that the LC classification was insufficient to meet their local needs, mostly because the system was not detailed enough to accommodate a collection of considerable depth.  One respondent in Wyoming writes that they have "an extensive collection of Yellowstone National Park materials. There is just one class number (F722), cuttered by main entry for Yellowstone materials in the LC schedules."  In order to provide a significant level of organization for her collection she "expanded this number by adding decimal places and in some instances double cuttering. This serves to organized [sic] materials by subject (e.g. administrative materials, promotional literature, biography, histories, pictorial works, juvenile works, guidebooks, etc.)"  The Library of Congress Classification system is based on literary warrant, viz., the items that come to the attention of the LC catalogers in the course of their daily practice shape the development of the classification system.  Problems of insufficient depth will arise in this system when a local collection outstrips the depth of the LC collection, and when this occurs it is often in the local library's best interest to further develop the schedule.
A comment specific to DDC was that call numbers were too long.  Two respondents took steps to simplify DDC call numbers by eliminating either standard subdivision numbers (such as 09 for "historical and geographic treatment"), or creating local number length rules.  Respondent 50 cuts off all DDC numbers at six digits total and, "there are several areas where we use non-standard DDC, e.g. 929.50978 we use 929.578.  This enables getting to the county level (as in 929.3) in almost all U.S. counties."  When faced with items that are very specific catalogers must use more and more combinations of numbers to classify the item.  This problem seems to stem from Dewey's faceted structure, which leads to these lengthy, though expressive, combinations of numbers.  

<2> Encoding
Eleven respondents reported that, even though all MARC fields and subfields were available for use in the staff side of the OPAC, their catalog would function in a way that contradicted the purpose of the MARC encoding standard.  As a result of these problems, the cataloger would break the MARC encoding standard in order to achieve desired results.  Two respondents discussed how their catalog would merge records containing similar information, as if they were duplicates.  Respondent 12 discussed how the Macintosh version of her library catalog "merges records where 100a & 245a match,
 regardless of differing 020, 245b."  To prevent this she had to move "245b into a … Example, '$aMath practice :$bmultiplication concepts' becomes '$aMath practice, multiplication concepts.'"  She also, removes some ISBD punctuation to keep classroom sets from merging with individual copies.  Issues such as this require the library to either consider a vendor side solution that may be impractical and potentially expensive or adopting a local change.  In her situation developing a local change was deemed a more practical solution.  
Other respondents discussed issues of search and retrieval where if standard practices were followed the catalog would either not perform the desired search or display the results of the search in an unacceptable fashion.  Respondent 26 described how the MARC fixed field DATE1 retrieved results from a keyword search in her local OPAC.  Her users prefer keyword searching, so the library set the display parameters so that keyword search results are sorted in reverse chronological order.  "In the case of serials and multivolume sets issued over time, the DATE1 field (recording the earliest date of issue or first volume in set) causes these to display at or near the bottom of the results screen, causing users to miss them when they are scrolling down. When date limits are used as part of the search (e.g., latest 10 years), these records are not retrieved at all."  Her situation has not yet been resolved, but her library is considering changing DATE1 to "9999" for serials.
Five respondents discussed how the staff side of their local OPAC was unable to accommodate certain MARC fields, and in order to facilitate search and retrieval they blurred MARC field distinctions, particularly with genre/form issues.  Respondent 67 discussed how her catalog lacked the necessary functionality to retrieve a list of items by genre/form, and to accommodate this she added "non-standard subject headings and subject heading subdivisions to our audiovisual materials."  Other respondents discussed the difficulty in translating records between COSATI formatting and MARC formatting, the lack of control numbers, and the lack of "see also" references.
<2> Subject Headings

Six respondents who changed subject headings indicated that the headings were insufficient to meet the needs of their institution.  Similar to the Library of Congress Classification, those who changed LC subject headings had collections with a particular area of depth that the standard subject headings were unable to fully describe.  One library in San Francisco discussed a change in LCSH relating to the heading: San Francisco (Calif.)--Earthquake, 1906. "This heading was discontinued in 1985, with the result that our catalog has many headings of that type and many headings in the new form (Earthquakes--California--San Francisco, with no possibility of subdividing by 1906)."  To facilitate user searching she adds the discontinued heading in a local subject heading field, 690.  The other two of the eight respondents discussed how they create nonstandard headings to collocate items in the catalog; one in particular discussed the practice of creating headings for theses and dissertations.  
<2> Bibliographic Utilities
Two respondents discussed how their bibliographic utilities, such as OCLC and RLIN, were insufficient to meet their local needs, and as a result each respondent creates records in her local OPAC system that are below minimal level cataloging standards for items like videorecordings.  Respondent 33 remarked that her library "receives too many videorecordings for our one paraprofessional trained to catalog them (me) to keep up with this task and my other duties.  Many of them (roughly half) would require original cataloging…We are currently creating short records (lower than…minimal level cataloging) directly in DRA for those titles not already in DRA instead of cataloging them through [our utility], with the intention of going back and fully cataloging them in [the utility] when time permits…It's not a solution that we really like, but at least the materials are available for use."  For her, the utility either does not provide enough records, or has "a confusing number of records for the same titles," and as a result the utility does not help to ease her workload.  Other respondents discussed taking precautions by withholding their non-standard records from bibliographic utilities and cooperatively maintained catalogs.  This maintains the standard practice in the cooperative record sharing environment, and isolates the non-standard practice to the local catalog.  

<2> Most Frequently Reported Problems

All the previous results were reported according to the general type of cataloging standard affected by the change, but an analysis of the most commonly occurring problems in the standards may be more useful.

[Insert table 4]

Table 4 outlines the most frequently reported problems with cataloging standards and systems.  The three most reported problems encountered by the respondents were that the general material designation was not sufficiently descriptive, the existing classification scheme did not collocate items for a special collection, and OPAC records were being retrieved and/or displayed improperly.  The fourth most reported problem was that successive main entry for serials was confusing, followed by insufficiently descriptive subject headings.  Five respondents found the proliferation of records for items in different formats confusing, and five others reported that their OPAC lacked certain MARC fields.  Four respondents said LCC was not deep enough to effectively classify their collection, and two respondents said DDC numbers were too long.  
<2> Miscellaneous Comments

Several respondents had situations that were unique to their own library.  Nevertheless, these comments are worthy of recognition, because of their specificity.
<bul> Bilingual collections: AACR2 standards for bibliographic description and MARC encoding standards do not always allow for full bilingual description (i.e. English and French for Canadian collections).

<bul> Awards: The field for awards may not be available in keyword searching, and series entries have been created for items like Newbery and Caldecott awards.
<bul> Children's collections:  For items in a series written by different authors, i.e. Arthur books or Curious George books, those items are collocated in shelf arrangement to facilitate browsing.  Most current classification standards would separate them by main entry.
<bul> Multiple versions: Similar items from different publishers and with different pagination are combined into one record with many item attachments.  This corresponds with the treatment of videos with different distributors.
<bul> More than three authors: AACR2 rules limiting description and access to only three authors are ignored in the online environment to provide full access to each author or editor in the book.

<bul> Uniform Title: Original titles in foreign languages are removed from cataloging records, because they confuse users unaware of the original title. 

<1> Conclusions


Cataloging standards and systems are developed to facilitate cooperation and ease the workload of catalogers internationally.  However, catalogers may find that a given standard is not sufficient to meet the needs of their collection.  Occasionally, if a particular standard were implemented correctly it would create confusion among the catalog users.  Sometimes the standards don't collocate items in a way that makes sense in a particular library environment.  Certain library catalogs don't provide sufficient encoding levels or don't take advantage of the encoding that is provided, and, every once in a while, a cataloger may find that her bibliographic utility is too complicated or inefficient to be useful in her environment.  When faced with any of these situations a cataloger may choose to implement a non-standard cataloging practice.

In considering future developments and revisions of cataloging standards, steering committees and other standards making bodies would do well to research and consider the impact of local practices on their codes.  By examining areas which lack sufficient depth or where rules are overly complicated and confusing, as illustrated in the examples above, standards making bodies have the opportunity to refocus the scope and tone of their rule systems and in turn provide more effective and efficient cataloging standards, or alternatives, to meet these local needs.  
Beyond standards making bodies, OPAC vendors and bibliographic utilities would also benefit by considering local needs in the development and upgrading of their systems to provide better product lines to their customers.  When a vendor is made aware of the shortcomings of its system it can take steps to rectify the problem.  Catalogers should make efforts, when applicable, to contact their vendors and utilities when a system need is not being met.

Catalogers who implement local practices should also contribute to the international discussion, by submitting their revisions to these standards making bodies to try and change the dominant practice.  Alternatively, publishing in cataloging journals alerts other catalogers to different practices, and helps provide the groundwork to help others formulate solutions to similar problems.  Some respondents noted that if local practices are implemented to make sure that all practices were fully documented.  Documentation gives future catalogers in your library a full understanding of what is being done locally and why that practice was implemented.  Also, putting your official documentation online may be more accessible to catalogers whose libraries do not, or can not, acquire cataloging literature.  

When the shortcomings of a system or standard are brought to light it presents an opportunity to change and evolve.  Without catalogers taking the initiative to address these problems on a national level, the practice of cataloging will become increasingly more difficult as standards making bodies overlook unvoiced local needs and local catalogers try to invent new paradigms in a vacuum.  It is hoped that this study contributes to the discussion by providing this survey of the many common non-standard practices being used today as well as offering the chance to open communications between these major stakeholders in the cataloging world.  Future research in this area should consider examining:

<bul> differences in local practices between academic and public libraries

<bul> OPAC systems that lack the ability to exploit the full MARC record standard

<bul> individual special collections which outstrip a classification system and how those collections have adapted or created new classification systems
<bul> and exploring the range of new material designations being used in local collections.
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<1>Appendix A: Survey Questions

The following is the entire text of the survey sent to the AUTOCAT listserv.  Questions analyzed in this research were 3, 4, 5 and 6.  Questions 1 and 2 yielded inconclusive results and were removed from the data analysis.
<2>Cataloging Practices Survey

Required questions marked with * 

Premise: Sometimes following cataloging practice is difficult. Sometimes it's impossible. This survey seeks to find recurrent problems in cataloging practice and solutions developed locally to resolve those problems. My research has currently identified four areas where local cataloging practices are implemented that conflict with standard cataloging procedures: 1) When following standards could lead to confusion (i.e. minor title changes on annual reports), 2) When the status quo is not sufficient (i.e. lack of depth in call numbers for special collections), 3) When the catalog will not allow you to follow procedure (i.e. lack of MARC fields), and 4) When the catalog subverts the intent of the procedure (i.e. suppressing contents notes, or a title search that does neglects to search enhanced contents notes). This survey attempts to capture additional instances of "rebel cataloging," and the methods employed by those catalogers in order to understand the spectrum of recurring problems in cataloging practice and how we as a profession could benefit from local solutions.

Question 1. Which OPAC vendor do you use? *

<bul> CARL

<bul> Data Research Associates (DRA)

<bul> Endeavor Information Systems

<bul> Epixtech, Inc.

<bul> Innovative Interfaces, Inc.

<bul> Sirsi

<bul> Homegrown Catalog

<bul> Other, Please specify in question 2
Question 2. If Other, Please specify which OPAC vendor here.

Definition: "Cataloging Standards" includes but is not limited to: AACR2, MARC, LCSH, LCC, DDC.

Question 3. Has your library ever implemented a local practice which circumvents accepted cataloging standards?   Yes    No

Question 4. If Yes, Please describe the problem below in detail.

Question 5. Continuation: How did your library resolve this problem?

Question 6. Do you have any further comments?

Bottom of Form

<1>Appendix B: Passive Retention

Twelve respondents discussed situations where they were faced with local practices that were not officially institutionally implemented, but rather the result of either poor planning or unprofessional practice.  Seven respondents discussed entering into situations where there was historical precedent set for a particular practice and to change the practice would be difficult or impossible to implement.  For example respondent 10 continues using DDC 16, because to upgrade to DDC 21 and reclassify these items would be far too cost and labor intensive.  
Five respondents discussed problems in their catalog due to unprofessional practices or untrained cataloging staff.  Responses ranged from libraries who were unable to afford to spend a sufficient amount of time training staff members in AACR2 practices and MARC encoding standards to others where staff adopted a "who cares" attitude.  This results in awkward uses of punctuation and faulty search results.  Respondent 32 illustrates this point: "a non-print media cataloger was doing the 245 field on Books on tape
 like this: The alibi / \c Sandra Brown / \h Books On Tape \ ABRIDGED. She never wanted to learn AACR2. She therefore did all non-print media improperly."  After a restructuring this individual was no longer responsible for cataloging, and subsequent staff are seeking additional training and courses in cataloging.  This individual also commented on how the AUTOCAT listserv helps serve as a no cost educational tool for their professional development.
Figure/Table 1: Standards Affected by Change
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AACR2; 39; 46%

Classification; 20; 24%

Subj. Head; 8; 9%

Utilities; 2; 2%

Encoding; 16; 19%

AACR2

Classification

Encoding

Subj. Head

Utilities


	 
	AACR2
	Classification
	Encoding
	Subj. Head
	Utilities
	Total

	# of Instances
	39
	20
	16
	8
	2
	85

	% of total instances
	46%
	24%
	19%
	9%
	2%
	100%


Figure/Table 2: Rationale for Active Change
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Insufficient; 28; 32%

Confusion; 21; 25%

Collocation; 15; 18%

Front End; 11; 13%

Back End; 5; 6%

Complexity; 5; 6%

Insufficient

Confusion

Collocation

Front End

Back End

Complexity


	 
	Insufficient
	Confusion
	Collocation
	Front End
	Back End
	Complexity
	Total

	# of Instances
	28
	21
	15
	11
	5
	5
	85

	% of total instances
	33%
	25%
	18%
	13%
	6%
	6%
	100%


Figure/Table 3: Standard Affected vs. Rationale

[image: image3.emf]Standard Affected vs. Rationale
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	Count of Comments
	Critical Component
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Rationale
	AACR2
	Classification
	Encoding
	Subject Headings
	Utilities

	Collocation
	2
	11
	
	2
	

	Confusion
	19
	2
	
	
	

	Insufficient
	15
	5
	
	6
	2

	BackEnd
	
	
	5
	
	

	FrontEnd
	
	
	11
	
	

	Complexity
	3
	2
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Count of Comments
	Critical Component
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Rationale
	AACR2
	Classification
	Encoding
	Subject Headings
	Utilities

	Collocation
	5%
	55%
	
	25%
	

	Confusion
	49%
	10%
	
	
	

	Insufficient
	38%
	25%
	
	75%
	100%

	BackEnd
	
	
	31%
	
	

	FrontEnd
	
	
	69%
	
	

	Complexity
	8%
	10%
	
	
	


Table 4: Most commonly reported problems
Rank | Number of reported instances
| Description of situation

	1
	11
	GMD not descriptive enough

	1
	11
	Items separated in classification scheme

	1
	11
	Bibliographic record displays/retrieves improperly 

	4
	7
	Successive Entry for serial title changes confusing

	5
	6
	Subject headings not descriptive enough

	6
	5
	A separate record for every format was confusing

	6
	5
	Local OPAC lacked MARC fields

	8
	4
	LCC not deep enough for a special collection

	9
	2
	DDC numbers too lengthy

	9
	2
	Bibliographic utilities not as useful for the cataloger
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