
This review of the literature on cataloging for 1999 reveals a discipline in tran-
sition. The “Year’s Work in Cataloging” articles that have appeared in earlier

issues of Library Resources & Technical Services have been overviews of a rela-
tively confined universe of print materials. Like them, this article surveys the
many significant contributions to cataloging that have recently appeared in the
print literature. It also, however, examines working documents publicly available
on the Web that were created by the Association for Library Collections &
Technical Services Committee on Cataloging: Description and Access (CC:DA),
the Joint Steering Committee for the Revision of AACR (JSC), and by other bod-
ies responsible for the creation of cataloging rules. The JSC is now in the process
of making the most important revision to the cataloging code since the adoption
of AACR2 in 1981. Without an examination of these materials it is not possible
to fully grasp the scope of the major changes on the horizon in cataloging. 

The Internet, still a novelty in 1993 when the last “Year’s Work in Cataloging”
articles were published, has become the single most important phenomenon in
contemporary librarianship. The pressure and problems of integrating Web mate-
rials into the library have changed the environment in libraries enormously, and
the full impact and implications of the Web cannot at this juncture be accounted.
The mercurial, infinitely flexible Web forces us to examine in depth all aspects of
current cataloging, from the difference between monographs and serials, to the
relationship of monographic materials to one another, to the continued viability of
the Machine Readable Cataloging (MARC) communications format, to the
underpinnings of the Anglo-American Cataloging Rules themselves. 

Theory

In response to problems with the code that have become more apparent in the
current electronic environment, a number of researchers have attempted to
examine the underlying assumptions and structure of the cataloging rules with a
view toward establishing the foundations for “more logical and comprehensive
cataloging codes” (Taniguchi 1999, 448). Taniguchi studies the structure of the
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rules using conceptual modeling. He analyzes a variety of
cataloging rules, chiefly from AACR2, 1988 revision, chap-
ter 1, in terms of whether the rules promote or “orient”
toward cost-effectiveness, identity, contents, or consistency.
Delsey’s work, “The Logical Structure of the Anglo-
American Cataloging Rules,” is probably the most influen-
tial and comprehensive examination of the structure of the
cataloging rules. Delsey stated, “the methodology used in
this study is derived from techniques used in system devel-
opment projects . . . entity-relationship and object-oriented
models [which] are used as the basis for identifying the key
entities or objects about which an organization needs to
keep data and clarifying the data-related business rules that
apply within the organization prior to designing the layout of
databases to support the organizations’ business activities”
(Delsey 1998, 1). Šauperl and Saye analyzed previous
research on the possibility of creating expert systems for
descriptive cataloging and summarize the obstacles to the
creation of such a system. They concluded that inconsisten-
cies in the language and structure of the code are major dif-
ficulties for the creation of expert systems, but consider that
cataloger experience and the ability to interpret rules are
also significant (Šauperl and Saye 1999).

Relationships in the catalog were the focus of Leazer
and Smiraglia’s work on the complexity of bibliographic rela-
tionships. They found that many works are part of biblio-
graphic families and have a system of relationships that are
not well explored in the library catalog, since uniform titles
and uniform name headings do not express all aspects of
interrelation (Leazer and Smiraglia 1999). Works that are
canonical (or popular) have a particularly complex set of
relationships (Smiraglia and Leazer 1999). 

Seymour Lubetzky remains a powerful influence on
those studying the form of the catalog and the form of cata-
loging rules. Leazer mentioned him as an influence (St.
Lifer 1999). Taniguchi also references him. His paper on
“form headings” (currently either uniform titles or corporate
headings), written for an ALA committee in the mid-1950s,
is noteworthy since it deals with the problem of modifying
standards to meet a presumed difference in circumstance.
Lubetzky’s analytical approach remains relevant, and his ref-
erences to the earliest history of cataloging serve to remind
us how much things stay the same even though the technol-
ogy of the catalog has changed.

While not published in 1999, the pivotal recent works
on the nature of the code continue to be the papers pre-
sented at the International Conference on the Principles
and Future Development of AACR held in Toronto in 1997.
The conference proceedings, published in 1998, include
important works by Hirons and Graham, Yee, Howarth, and
Delsey. These papers have become the philosophical under-
pinning for much of the work currently being done on the
cataloging codes.

Revising AACR

A number of critical problems with the code, as it is cur-
rently written, were illuminated at the conference. Two crit-
ical problems, in the terminology of the CC:DA, are known
as the multiple characteristics problem and the format vari-
ation problem (ALCTS CC:DA 1999, 1). The multiple char-
acteristics problem results from the fact that, in addition to
physical format, every document potentially also has the fol-
lowing aspects: type of publication, published vs. unpub-
lished, fundamental content, and method of management
and reproduction. AACR2 rule 0.24 appears to give prima-
cy to the “physical carrier” aspect. In other words, a video-
cassette is cataloged using chapter 7 of the rules because it
is a recording of visual images on magnetic tape. Delsey
(1998) has demonstrated that AACR2 is inconsistent about
the physical carrier principle. For example, cartographic
information—whether on paper, transparencies, or three-
dimensional models—is cataloged using chapter 3 because
of the cartographic content of the items. In this case, the
content of the item, not the carrier, determines its category.
In addition, AACR2 makes the unwarranted assumption
that each physical carrier is restricted to only one of the class
of materials chapters in AACR2 (ALCTS CC:DA Task
Force on Rule 0.24 [ALCTS CC:DA TF 0.24] 1999). This
means that a relevant rule cannot be applied when it is not
part of the class of material chapter being used to catalog the
document. Confusion is also caused by the fact that many
different types of content can often be put on the same car-
rier. For example, maps, music, and text can all be digital. In
some cases, the scope notes in AACR2 chapters appear to
exclude altogether certain categories of materials from treat-
ment by AACR2 (ALCTS CC:DA TF 0.24 2000).

The format variation (or multiple versions) problem
relates to another function of rule 0.24. Rule 0.24 is the only
place in AACR2 that addresses the question of whether to
create a new record if a record for a similar item already exits
in the catalog. As it is now written, the rule implies that a new
record should be created whenever there is any variation in
“physical carrier” between two documents, even if the docu-
ments contain the same intellectual or artistic content
(ALCTS CC:DA TF 0.24 1999). For example, under the cur-
rent rules, separate records are created for the film and video
versions of a feature motion picture. Separate records are
also created for the print, microfilm, and online versions of a
periodical, even if all three versions contain exactly the same
content. The growth in the number and variety of electronic
resources has made this problem more acute since electron-
ic resources are capable of carrying so many different types
of content. As a result of the format variation problem, the
catalog user may have to wade through many catalog records
that represent essentially the same thing. In their local cata-
logs, many libraries are already adding holdings for various
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versions of serials to only one catalog record. Even though
this local practice has been sanctioned by the Cooperative
Online Serials Program (CONSER), it is still contrary to
AACR2 rules.

Another problem that has become especially acute with
the advent of electronic resources resides in AACR2’s con-
cept of seriality. Because they do not have a predetermined
conclusion, Web sites and databases exhibit many of the
attributes of serials. Yet these resources are not issued in
successive parts and do not bear numeric or chronological
designations, which are the other AACR2 attributes of seri-
ality. Since these electronic resources lack the other “serial”
attributes, they cannot be treated as serials by AACR2; yet
because of their continuing nature they cannot be handled
effectively as monographs. This means that there is now a
large and growing category of bibliographic resources that
cannot be handled effectively by the code.

A final problem with the code is that it assumes that the
content of a document is permanently fixed within a physi-
cal object. Again, this is not necessarily the case with
remotely accessible electronic items, which can change from
one viewing to another. Although the current rules allow the
cataloger to handle this material by taking a “snapshot”
(Delsey 1998, 35) of the item while at the same time leaving
certain variables vague, this technique is not adequate
because there is no way to know when content might have
changed or whether the “snapshots” compiled by various
catalogers will be sufficiently similar to identify the item.

A number of different committees and organizations
have been working on the above-mentioned problems with
the code. The definition of seriality was tackled in a report
prepared for the JSC by Hirons and others entitled
“Revising AACR2 to Accommodate Seriality” (1999).
Hirons began by distinguishing “finite” publications from
“continuing” publications. Finite publications are complete
or are intended to be complete and include traditional
monographs. Continuing publications are intended to be
continued for an indeterminate period and include tradi-
tional serials. They also include a conceptually new type of
publication called integrating resources (though certain
types of integrating resources can also be finite publica-
tions). Hirons defined integrating issuance as “a form of
issuance that describes bibliographic resources that are
added to or changed by means of updates that do not remain
discrete and are integrated into the whole” (Hirons 1999).
Integrating resources include loose-leaf publications, Web
sites, and databases. Hirons also recommended refinement
of the AACR2 definition of serial to make the distinction
between a traditional serial and an integrating resource
clearer. The JSC has endorsed the concept of integrating
resources and Hirons has been commissioned by the JSC to
propose specific descriptive rules to deal with them (JSC
1999). The proposed revisions are now available for review

(Hirons 2000). These new rules, if adopted, should allow
AACR2 to handle more effectively this rapidly growing cat-
egory of resources. 

Hirons’s report also recommended a series of modifica-
tions to AACR2 to deal with the fact that continuing
resources change continually over time (Hirons 1999). As
noted above, the current rules only allow the cataloger to
consider a “snapshot” of the evolution of these resources.
Hirons’s solution is to require catalogers to consider the
whole publication, not just a single issue or manifestation (as
in the case of integrating resources). Proposed changes
emphasize identification of the whole publication over
merely transcribing information from the most current man-
ifestation. Hirons recommended focusing on the description
of variable information, ignoring obvious errors in titles,
minor title changes, and most “other title information” when
cataloging continuing resources. Hirons would require the
identification of all of the item(s) used as the basis of
description (or, in the case of integrating resources, all times
that the resource was viewed). She would also apply to inte-
grating resources and the use of notes indicating other titles
by which a resource is known. Her report recommended
that the source for the title or statement of responsibility
should be the latest issue or iteration of a resource. Closely
connected with this suggestion is the recommendation that
a uniform title be added to successively cataloged titles in
order to provide these resources with a stable title. These
two recommendations would provide the user with a more
holistic approach to the whole work—i.e., both earliest and
latest titles—while still providing stability. JSC has now
endorsed many of these changes. The use of title informa-
tion from the latest piece in hand was endorsed for integrat-
ing resources but not for traditional serials (JSC 1999).
Another major change recommended by Hirons and intend-
ed to emphasize the whole work is the elimination of the
concept of chief source of information for continuing
resources. JSC is currently exploring the possibility of mak-
ing the entire resource the chief source of information for all
types of materials, not just for continuing resources (JSC
1999).

CC:DA has recommended a two-pronged solution to
the multiple version problem. 

It suggested that AACR2 should be reorganized by
International Standard Bibliographic Description (ISBD)
area so that all rules related to title, edition, etc., appear
together (ALCTS CC:DA 1999, 4). The new arrangement
would allow the cataloger to use every rule relevant to the
resource being cataloged and does not restrict the cataloger
to the rules in only one class of material chapter. It also rec-
ommended that rule 0.24 be rewritten so that all aspects of
a document are brought out and so that physical carrier is no
longer given primacy. The key first sentence of the proposed
rule revision reads, “It is important to bring out all aspects
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of the item being described, including its content, its carri-
er, its type of publication, its relationship to other expres-
sions of the same work, and whether it is published or
unpublished . . . all relevant aspects should be described
with no one relevant aspect taking precedence over any
other” (ALCTS CC:DA 1999, 5). JSC has endorsed a staged
approach to the implementation of these revisions with
some changes to rule 0.24 being made immediately and fur-
ther changes made should AACR2 be reorganized by ISBD
area (JSC 1999). JSC is currently developing a prototype to
test the feasibility of reorganizing AACR2 by ISBD area.
JSC’s eventual disposition of the ISBD reorganization pro-
posal is highly uncertain at this time.

CC:DA has also made recommendations related to the
format variation problem. According to CC:DA, this prob-
lem results from confusion about the purpose of biblio-
graphic records. Should bibliographic records represent a
particular expression of a work, or should they represent a
manifestation of a work? Expression is “the intellectual or
artistic realization of a work in the form of alpha-numeric,
musical, or choreographic notation, sound, image, object,
movement, etc. or any combination of the above forms.”
Expression excludes “aspects of physical form . . . that are
not integral to the intellectual or artistic realization of the
work as such” (ALCTS CC:DA TF 0.24 1999).
Manifestation, on the other hand, is “the physical embodi-
ment of an expression of a work.” A manifestation repre-
sents all the physical objects that bear the same
characteristics, in respect to both intellectual content and
physical form. When the production involves changes in
physical form, the resulting product is considered a new
manifestation. Changes in physical form include changes
affecting display characteristics . . . changes in physical
medium . . . changes in container” (ALCTS CC:DA TF 0.24
1999). Currently, new records are created whenever there is
a new manifestation of a work. CC:DA has suggested that
the rules be changed so that new records are created only if
the expression changes (ALCTS CC:DA 1999). JSC has
reserved judgment on this recommendation (JSC 1999).

Related to the format variation problem is the question
of whether minor variations in a resource require a new cat-
alog record. Although various entities (including OCLC and
the LCRIs) have addressed this issue, AACR2 remains
silent. JSC has endorsed this idea and has asked CC:DA to
draft an appendix to AACR2 defining what constitutes major
and minor changes (JSC 1999). Major changes would
require the creation of a new record; minor changes would
not. JSC has also asked the Library Association/British
Library to prepare a draft introduction to AACR2 that
would discuss the major/minor changes issue as well as other
general issues related to the entire code (JSC 1999).

Since so many of the changes to the code discussed
above were stimulated by the increasing importance of elec-

tronic resources, it is not surprising that the section of the
code that deals with these resources has also been undergo-
ing a major revision. The process began at the international
level when the International Federation of Library
Associations and Institutions (IFLA) published a major revi-
sion of the International Standard Bibliographic Description
for Electronic Resources [ISBD (ER), formerly ISBD
(CF)]. CC:DA was charged with “harmonizing” AACR2
chapter 9 with ISBD (ER). The CC:DA Task Force on
Harmonization of ISBD (ER) and AACR2 has now pro-
duced a final report, including recommendations for specif-
ic changes to the code (ALCTS CC:DA Task Force on
Harmonization of ISBD (ER) with AACR2, 1999). These
recommendations parallel many of the ones made by those
committees dealing with rule 0.24 and seriality and, indeed,
the chapter 9 recommendations influenced and were influ-
enced by the other activities that have been under discus-
sion.

The replacement of the term “computer file” with the
term “electronic resource” throughout chapter 9 is the first
change recommended by the CC:DA Task Force on
Harmonization. Also recommended were changes to the
definition of the edition of an electronic resource. Like the
CC:DA report on 0.24, the chapter 9 task force urged that a
resource be considered a new edition only if there are sig-
nificant changes in the intellectual or artistic content.
Statements such as new release, version, level, or update, as
well as changes in physical carrier, display format, or print-
er-related file formats would require a new record only if
there were also a change in content. Like Hirons, the task
force recommended that the chief source of information for
an electronic resource be the entire resource, not the title
screen. Other task force recommendations were concerned
mainly with broadening the rules so as to make them more
applicable to the large variety of electronic resources that
now exist. These recommendations included broadening the
scope of the rules to include new types of electronic
resources; creating more specific terms for use in the file
characteristics area; and the inclusion of many more current
examples, particularly those related to remote resources, in
the note fields.

Summary of Proposed Changes

The task forces and committees working on revision of
AACR2 have proposed numerous fundamental changes to
the cataloging code. Among the historic changes suggested
have been the defining of the new type of resource, the inte-
grating resource, and the creation of a new set of rules to
handle this type of resource. Another proposal was to create
new records only when there is a new “expression” of a work
and not for every “manifestation.” A new appendix and
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introduction to AACR2, as well as its reorganization by
ISBD area, are possible changes that would radically alter its
appearance in addition to changing its content. Finally, the
many proposed changes to chapter 9 and to other parts of
AACR2 to accommodate the slippery new forms of elec-
tronic resources would contribute to substantial reworking
of the code. Taken together, these rule revision efforts rep-
resent some of the most important work being done in cat-
aloging today. Catalogers are urged to follow the progress of
this revision process via the Web sites listed in the bibliog-
raphy of this article.

Metadata

While the JSC and others work on revision of the cataloging
code and MARC to accommodate electronic resources, oth-
ers have tried new approaches to bibliographic control.
These new approaches revolve around the nebulous concept
of metadata. Metadata is commonly defined as data about
data. Aside from that rather glib definition, which is usually
followed by the observation that even catalog cards are
metadata, it has been rather difficult for noninitiates to dis-
cover what the furor over metadata is about and why meta-
data is important in information retrieval. Fietzer noted that
an ALCTS subcommittee has found “more than twenty
working definitions in the course of its deliberations, each
one viable for the community that created it” (Fietzer 1999,
13). The confusion over how to define metadata has been
well analyzed by Hopkins, who stated, “Metadata is . . .
information about, primarily, electronic resources, with that
information being encoded according to some scheme
which is often electronic” (Hopkins 1999, 56).
Compounding the confusion is the large number of metada-
ta standards. A number of articles attempt to explain meta-
data. Ahronheim (1998) has written one of the most
comprehensive articles, and is a good place for the novice to
start reading. It describes the markup languages used and a
number of the most important standards and initiatives.
Summers provided links to current metadata projects and
gives instructions for viewing the metadata (Summers 1999). 

The Dublin Core has become the emergent standard of
greatest interest to librarians because it is flexible, highly
developed, and promoted by OCLC. Chepesiuk and Burk
both described the genesis of the Dublin Core and describe
its key elements (Chepesiuk 1999; Burk 1999). 

Metadata is frequently offered as a workable alternative
to full library cataloging for Web resources. Some argu-
ments against using AACR2R and the MARC format for
Web resources are noted in Chepesiuk (1999): MARC
records are too difficult to make and it is not cost-effective
to make MARC records for often ephemeral Web materials.
Gradmann (1999) noted that the Dublin Core was intended

for Web authors to make their own metadata, and one
Dublin Core enthusiast quoted in Chepsiuk implied that the
lack of rules for Dublin Core records makes them easy to
create (Chepesiuk 1999). Gradmann made the argument
that metadata is fundamentally different from cataloging,
since it focuses on discovery of resources rather than
description of resources, and further states that traditional
description is not end user-oriented (Gradmann 1999).

For some, these arguments are reductive of the prob-
lems of description and show nothing more than an incom-
plete grasp of both AACR2 and the capabilities of the
MARC format. Gorman discussed the difference between
framework standards such as MARC or metadata, which
merely name elements in the description, and content stan-
dards, such as AACR2, which specify what content is includ-
ed in the catalog record (Gorman 1999). He shows the
strong similarity between MARC and the Dublin Core, and
warns against ignoring content standards or confusing con-
tent with framework. Gradmann as well as Milstead and
Feldman are guilty of this confusion, since they emphasize
controlled language in metadata as essential for increased
retrieval while failing to acknowledge that metadata stan-
dards do not in any manner require controlled language
(Gradmann 1999; Milstead and Feldman 1999). Milstead
and Feldman admitted that the variety of metadata stan-
dards limits the usefulness of metadata for searching. They
included the development of thesauri as one of the goals for
unification (Milstead and Feldman 1999).  

Weinberg’s argument that the Web represents no more
than a wrinkle on traditional problems of indexing makes a
number of valuable points. She stated that the number of
Web sites is not as prohibitively large as has been portrayed,
noting that there were at the time of her writing approxi-
mately two million Web sites, compared to thirty-nine mil-
lion records for unique materials in OCLC, and thirty
million in RLIN. She also compared the structure of Web
sites to periodicals, noting that even a single edition of a
book can contain variants and that merely being mutable
(like a loose-leaf publication) does not make Web materials
unusually novel. She exhorted librarians to work on cooper-
ative cataloging and indexing efforts, rather than spending
time developing elaborate local Web pages that more often
than not reference the same essential sites (Weinberg 1999). 

One feature of the current environment is a large num-
ber of local or specialized initiatives. Doran’s case study
described the development of metadata for a large corpo-
rate Intranet, using a metadata template and controlled lan-
guage terms. Her case study is notable for the fact that it
emphasizes how much work was involved in the retrospec-
tive indexing of Web pages, and how difficult it was for staff,
who had volunteered to assist but who had no official time
set aside for performing the work, to meet deadlines (Doran
1999). Veatch emphasized how traditional library tools such
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as collection development and MARC format can be uti-
lized in Web control. Veatch emphasized a selective
approach: finding the resources that will augment the
library’s holdings in a given area and committing to full
MARC cataloging and any associated maintenance (Veatch
1999). Porter and Bayard described a similar project under-
taken at the University of Notre Dame. They emphasized
cataloging sites by “reliable” producers of information and
committing to using link-checking software as a database
maintenance procedure. Few of their sites changed URLs
or went under during the project. They noted that it took
catalogers approximately thirty minutes to catalog Web sites
initially and twenty minutes by the end of the project, which
seems to invalidate the perception that current standards
and processes are unworkable for Web materials (Porter and
Bayard 1999, 391–92). 

One challenge of Internet cataloging, which appears to
be receiving little consideration, is that there is no definable
Internet catalog. From the various forms of the book cata-
log, through the card catalog, and even through contempo-
rary automated systems, there is a known universe of
possible searching behaviors and strategies limited by the
nature of the catalog itself. The simplicity of the card cata-
log is the source of its nostalgic appeal. The Internet’s end-
less sprawl can be searched by any number of tools whose
search strategies can be ambiguous. Because of the diverse
algorithms of various search engines it is difficult to know
where to locate and how to format metadata for optimum
user searching. Turner and Brackbill’s (1998) research on
how the use of embedded metadata (specifically the HTML
META tag) affects retrieval of Web pages is significant.
Pages with keyword metatags were ranked as “more rele-
vant” to a search designed to retrieve the pages than pages
without the keyword metatags. However, another type of
metatag (a description metatag) exhibited no improvement
in retrieval, apparently because the search engines stopped
examining the document for multiple occurrences of the
term after examining the description tag (Turner and
Brackbill, 1998). Valauskas’s examples of search engine fail-
ures in retrieving an electronic article containing imbedded
metadata are also instructive. Drabenstott et al. (1999) cited
Bates as stating that successful catalog searchers are those
who understand the structure of the catalog rather than
those who are experts on the topic that they are searching.
If so, the diversity and complexity of Web search tools may
continue to confound catalogers in their search for the best
means of access through metadata of whatever type. 

Most authors, despite their vague longing for controlled
language, have focused on the descriptive aspects of meta-
data rather than subject retrieval. Interesting new ideas for
subject access include Dovey’s short article on meta-objects,
which proposes intelligent documents that read and under-
stand their own imbedded metadata and dynamically form

links with other relevant documents. Ellis and Vasconcelos
explored how facet analysis might be used to bridge the gap
in retrieval capabilities between the word approach (used by
most search engines) and true subject searches (1999).
Hopefully a concrete project can be created pursuing this
intriguing idea. 

The MARC format was developed in 1967, making it
ancient in automation terms. Hopkinson noted that the
underpinnings of MARC, designed to facilitate the
exchange of information on digital tape, are dated. Despite
that drawback, the stability of MARC has created a near uni-
versal ability to exchange bibliographic information.
“MARC use has increased since people began to prophesy
its death [in 1985]” (Hopkinson 1999, 18). Metadata, with its
multiple standards and formats, may not prove as resilient as
MARC. 

Metadata cannot currently be integrated into a standard
library catalog. Instead, metadata must be attached to Web
pages or it can be confined to a separate database of meta-
data records. This limitation leads to the issue of how many
places and in how many ways it is advisable to provide access
to electronic resources. It is ironic that at a time when even
the largest research libraries have realized that a purchased
ILS is more efficient than attempting to maintain a propri-
etary system, that even many small libraries feel obliged to
create proprietary home pages to provide access to elec-
tronic materials. In some cases library Web pages have
evolved into a shadow catalog—a nontransferable effort of
the sort decried by Weinberg. 

Education of Catalogers and Cataloging Staff

The realization that library standards may be useful in
organizing the chaotic Internet means that the skill of cata-
logers may be in demand “Now that Cataloging Is Cool!” as
one article trumpets (Garman 1999, 6). This excitement has
not, unfortunately, translated into an interest in cataloging as
an academic discipline. A study by Spillane showed that in
1998 only 52.1% of library schools required a cataloging
course, compared to 77.1% in 1986. This discouraging sta-
tistic is somewhat offset by the fact that the number of cat-
aloging courses taught overall has risen (Spillane 1999). The
removal of required cataloging courses would seem to por-
tend that fewer prospective librarians will have exposure to
cataloging and therefore not only will fewer people become
catalogers, but fewer librarians overall will have a solid grasp
of how to use the catalog. 

Bordeianu and Seiser’s article discussed educational
requirements for paraprofessional catalogers in academic
libraries. There is no single educational standard for para-
professional catalogers, but most ARL libraries do not
require postsecondary education for copy catalogers,
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although many accept postsecondary education in place of
experience (Bordeianu and Seiser 1999). There is a general
assumption of on-the-job training for professionals and
paraprofessionals alike. Sill’s article offered a proposed “cur-
riculum” for on-the-job training for a professional serials
cataloger (1999). Wiles-Young and Novak’s article expressed
concern for loss of training expertise, as professional librari-
ans in cataloging departments become managers (1999,
450). 

It is ironic that formal training in cataloging standards is
considered irrelevant to the presumed creators of the new
information infrastructure. In contrast, Banks convincingly
showed how learning the rudiments of cataloging assists
users in locating needed materials in the catalog (1999). 

Subject Cataloging

The most significant research of the year was the
Drabenstott study of user understanding of Library of
Congress subject headings. Results of the survey, as pub-
lished and analyzed in several journals, showed a uniformly
low level of understanding of LCSH, with a 31% accuracy
rating for child users and a 39% accuracy rating for adult
users (Drabenstott, Simcox, and Fenton 1999b). Using a
similar methodology, it was shown that expert users (i.e.,
librarians) were more accurate at assessing the meaning of
LC subject headings, but that reference and technical serv-
ices librarians still scored rather low rates of 52% and 55%
respectively (Drabenstott, Simcox, and Williams 1999).
Drabenstott et al. argue against eliminating LCSH, but
point out that the subject headings they asked the partici-
pants to analyze were extremely complex, comprising three
or more concepts. It may be that fewer concepts should be
worked into single headings. Another implication is that the
order of headings does not seem to make much difference
to any group of users. Therefore a standard order of subdi-
visions would save money and time in cataloging depart-
ments (Drabenstott, Simcox, and Fenton, 1999b). Certainly
given the relative flexibility of contemporary OPACS, with
their ability to invert headings or search keyword compo-
nents, this suggestion appears sensible. 

Lundgren and Simpson surveyed graduate student per-
ceptions of the usefulness of various aspects of bibliograph-
ic description for Web materials. While they regarded
subject terms as useful, the graduate students preferred
summary notes or abstracts (Lundgren and Simpson 1999).
One might conclude that summary notes are simply less
nebulous than subject strings and do not require special
knowledge to interpret. 

The MARC format subject subfield was finally imple-
mented in February 1999, but not without controversy, as
reflected in the postings to AUTOCAT that followed the

implementation. Hemmasi et al. give the history of subfield
v implementation, and admit that the controversial v is only
the first step in a larger implementation of form headings
that will have to include implementation of search capabili-
ties by the creators of integrated library systems (Hemmasi,
Miller, and Lasater 1999). 

Harvard University has already implemented MARC
field 655 in its catalog, in response to requests from refer-
ence librarians. Beall discussed the use of form/genre head-
ings in the Hollis catalog. The form/genre terms in the
catalog are derived from multiple thesauri and include many
unverified headings from copy records, activated when the
field was implemented for indexing and display. The use of
form/genre terms to limit searches is still largely confined to
the reference users, but it appears that they do offer a use-
ful way to improve access and search precision. Hopefully,
other libraries will follow suit in adding 655 to their search
indexes, which would generate impetus to create the stan-
dard thesaurus called for by Beall (1999).

Practice

While the Internet monopolized much of recent cataloging
literature, other formats of material also received attention.
Freeborn (1999) discussed some unusual problems in 3-D
audiovisual cataloging, demonstrating another case where
strict reading of AACR2 may fail to illuminate the frustrat-
ed cataloger. 

The two volumes of Cataloging and Classification
Quarterly devoted to cataloging of cartographic materials
are an excellent addition to the complex area of map cata-
loging practice. Even with two volumes, the editors admit-
ted to gaps in the coverage of topic (Andrew and Larsgaard
1999), which speaks to the need for a revision of the long
out-of-print Cartographic Materials (Stibbe 1982) and some
simplification in map cataloging practice. 

Frohnsdorff’s article is that rare bird: an entertaining
article on cataloging. It explores problems with the veracity
of publication information contained in erotica and bootleg
recordings. Because their creators are usually operating
barely within the law or outside of it, publication informa-
tion on these materials is generally spurious. 

With the Library of Congress’s move to Pinyin roman-
ization, issues of language transcription and display have
been highlighted. Riedlmayer’s article contains dramatic
examples of how the failure of online catalogs to display ver-
nacular alphabets and diacritics affects retrieval and access
to materials. His examples range from the familiar (the
many versions of the name Qaddafi) to the less familiar but
possibly more egregious (showing how the removal of dia-
critics from Hungarian words reduces the language to gib-
berish) (Riedlmayer 1999). Automated authority control
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processes strip diacritics from headings as part of the nor-
malization process for comparing headings. Bolick demon-
strated how this can lead to erroneous name headings when
applied to Chinese-language materials (1999).

There have been several articles this year on archival
cataloging practice, most notably Hamburger’s useful case
study of three grant-funded retrospective conversion proj-
ects. Hamburger’s conclusions on administration, staffing,
and record quality are worthwhile reading for anyone plan-
ning a retrospective cataloging project (1999). 

In summation, we stand on the threshold of a new era.
The momentum is in place. In the next few years, there will
undoubtedly be sweeping changes made to our cataloging
rules, to our online catalogs and the records contained in
them, and to the structure of subject access and analysis.
The question of whether we will make things better for
users is an open one. It is hoped that more research will be
performed to determine how users categorize and locate
information and materials and guide us in the change
process. 
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