Due to the increase in usage of
social applications and other
Web 2.0 technologies, librarians
must embrace some new
innovations that are beneficial to
their users and that promote the
library’s presence as the center

for information retrieval.
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thing, everyone has been exposed

to some form of Web 2.0 technology,
and higher education is not exempt
from its long reach. Gone are the days
of the stereotypical librarian gently
persuading users to lower whispering
voices. The next-generation librarian
comes fully loaded with iPhone and
BlackBerry; he or she has the ability
to maneuver in the Web 2.0 world of
social applications.

We are both librarians—Paula works
at the University of South Alabama Li-
brary as the reference and electronic
resources/government documents li-
brarian, and Muriel serves the same in-
stitution as the monograph cataloger.
As librarians, we know, as you know,
that one very important part of our jobs
is to meet the needs of our users. What
can we do to reach the students who
walk away from the OPAC and out the

In today’s world of instant everj—
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dents expenence and get them to use the

library as the first stop for discovering
information and locating resources?
Over the last 5 years, many articles
have addressed the use of Web 2.0 tech-
nologies and the application of them by
public and academic libraries. If you
have attended a library convention
within the last 3 years, Web 2.0 is the
catchphrase to use to attract librarians
to sessions aspiring to enlighten them
about this mystical world of informa-
tion sharing and collaboration.
Libraries of all types are incorporat-
ing Web 2.0 features to attract users as
well as to showease library services. The
OPAC has become more user-friendly
with libraries placing interactive inter-
faces on the traditional catalog. These in-
terfaces on the OPAC allow users to have

: rary Media Con-
nection article “Subject Headings 2.0:
Folksonomies and Tags,” Jessamyn West
defines “folksonomy” as “categorizing by
folks” and “tags” as keywords that can
describe the content without using a
classification scheme, By using tags, the
library users are given the choice to cre-
ate their own “minicatalog” of resources.
They can create keywords they are per-
sonally familiar with and want to use.
Obviously, there are fundamental dif-
ferences between traditional cataloging
and folksonomies. Catalogers create and
enhance bibliographic records while
maintaining the standards and princi-
ples of the Anglo-American Cataloguing
Rules (AACR2). These established prin-
ciples and rules are used to assign sub-
ject headings based on the topical scope
of the item. Elaine Peterson, author of

anc “’Muriel D. Nero

'tace article “Parallel Systems The Co-

existence of Subject Cataloging and
Folksonomy,” refers to this as the top-
down approach to subject cataloging.

In complete contrast, folksonomies
are created by the user, not the profes-
sional cataloger. Users can label or tag
content based solely on personal pref-
erence. It appears that tagging would
allow more choices to identify content,
whereas traditional subject cataloging
would restrict or limit choices,

Tags do not replace Library of Con-
gress (LC) subject headings, but addi-
tional keywords put in by patrons
could enhance the value of the OPAC.

Choosing OPACs and
Evaluation Techniques

This is how we decided to study Li-
braryThing, PennTags, Encore, and

*
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Some internet searching

brought us to San Francisco State Uni-
versity’s choice of LibraryThing. The
University of Pennsylvania was an ob-
vious choice because it created its own
tagging software, PennTags. And, af-
ter viewing the Encore and Aqua-
Browser websites, we chose academic
libraries from their customer list. St.
Lawrenece University is using Encore.
Harvard began using AquaBrowser in
April 2009.

We decided we would use a system
developed by Jakob Nielsen to evalu-
ate these library catalogs. Nielsen is
famous for his 10 principles for user in-
terface design—principles referred to
as heuristics. Heuristic evaluation is a
usability inspection method. We mod-
ified his “Ten Usability Heuristics”
standards to evaluate the OPACs of
the four academic libraries:

1. Visability of system status: This
is the ability to actually see the soft-
ware on the webpage.

2. Mateh between system and the
real world: It should use words and
concepts that are familiar to the user
rather than words that pertain to the
system or the library. Language usage
should be seamless between the dif-
ferent “collections” the tagging soft-
ware is connected to. It should alse be
able to catch spelling errors, especially
before they become a tag.

8. User control and freedom: Pa-
trons need to clearly see exits and
have the ability to leave an unwanted
state without having to go through a
lot of trouble. We decided the users
should not feel “trapped.” They also
need to be able to access interlibrary
loan, databases, and other standard
library systems.

4. Consistency and standards: Pa-
trons should not have to wonder what
a word, situation, or action means. The

software needs to be user-friendly with
a small learning curve.

5. Error prevention: This is a design
that prevents a problem from occur-
ring in the first place.

6. Recognition rather than recall:
Minimize the user’s memory load by
making ohjects, actions, and options
visible. Instructions or help for use of
the system should be visible or easily
retrieveable.

7. Flexibility and efficiency of use:
Accelerators—unseen by the novice
user—may often speed up the interac-
tion for the expert user such that the
system can cater to both inexperienced
and experienced users.

8. Aesthetic and minimalist design:
Dialogues should not contain informa-
tion that is irrelevant or rarely needed.
We are flexible with this particular
perspective sinee it is hard to decide
what is important information and
what is not.

9. Help users recognize, diagnose,
and recover from errors: Error mes-
sages should be expressed in plain lan-
guage (no codes). They should indicate
the problem and constructively suggest
a solution.

10. Help and documentation: Even
though it is better if the system can be
used without documentation, it may be
necessary to provide help and decu-
mentation. Any such information should
be easy to search. It should focus on the
user’s task, list conerete steps to be car-
ried out, and not be too large.

LibraryThing/San Francisco
State University Library
We begin our evaluation of folk-

somony tagging webware with Library-

Thing. At last count, LibraryThing was
the official OPAC feature for about 140 li-

stated, “I think LibraryThing
for Libraries has shown the way when it
comes to catalog enhancements. By
putting the content directly into the cat-
alog, LibraryThing has done something
Syndetics and Novelist and so forth
should have done, but didn't.”

While LibraryThing is successfully
paving its way into the library market,
does it meet our standards ranking
system? In regards to visability, you
are unaware that LibraryThing even
exists in the catalog until you get to an
actual bibliographic record. Only after
you open the record can you see the
words “LibraryThing Tags,” but they
appear as a tag cloud to the right side
of the webpage. In the typical tag cloud
format, you see the larger text for
items referenced more than those in
smaller text. We were unable to find a
way to switch between a tag cloud and
a tag list using this webware.

We found the software seamless in
usage of terms and working with the
current OPAC, We discovered that it re-
quires no back-end integration, espe-
cially when the OPAC is Voyager. How-
ever, we did a search for a number of
often-misspelled words—“goverment,”
for example—and while the typical
catalog would catch and apply the mis-
spelled word, LibraryThing did not
compensate for this factor.

The learning curve for LibraryThing
ig very small. If the user is familiar with
using the catalog, he or she should not
have a problem finding and using Li-
braryThing effectively. We also found
simple instructions available when
needed by clicking the “What’s this?”
link on the Tag Browser page.

It is obvious LibraryThing is good
for single-word searching related to
your subject, but what about phrase
searching? The keyword search will
accept Boolean and keyword phrase

' -
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searching. In addition, it will look for
complete titles under keyword search
instead of the user needing to place
quotes around the phrase.

We have discovered a shortcoming
that LibraryThing stated it is working on:
It currently will only accept batch loads
that use ISBNs; it cannot integrate
ISSNs or any other coding format for
CDs, DVDs, and other forms of media.

What if the book is unavailable? Li-
braryThing does allow you to link to
your library’s ILL request form, but you
cannot add your own tags to the Li-
braryThing collection for later reference.
What if the beok you are looking for, the
tagged book, is not available, but there
is a previous edition that is available,
but no one has tagged it? We also dis-
covered that if the book was not avail-
able, you had the ability to search for re-
lated books, but not the actual book.

PennTags/University
of Pennsylvania

PennTags is the title of the Univer-
sity of Pennsylvania’s tagging webware
that was built in-house. Unlike San Fran-
cisco State’s catalog, this tagging system
is used independently from the main Li-
brary catalog, Franklin, What makes it
complicated is its lack of visibility. Penn-
Tags is located at the bottom right of the
main library page; you have to scroll
down to find the link in its toolbox.

When we looked at the tag cloud on
the PennTags linked site, we could see

real-world terminology, but it was in-
termingled with terms that only apply
to the university. We were confused at
the terms—penn_affilated_bn, libment,
and to_read. This concept also applied
to consistency and standards and the
huge learning curve of PennTags.

The layout of the page brings us to
the next challenging situation in work-
ing with PennTags. PennTags does
have ingtructions, but you have to find
where it keeps them. (They are located
at the “about” link on the top right of
the page.) Only then do you discover
information about how to use tags. It
appears to us this page is designed
strictly for the expert user and not the
novice user. We wondered if this was
the intent of the creators of PennTags
from the beginning.

Encore/St. Lawrence
University Libraries

Innovative Interfaces is the library
technology company that provides the
Encore discovery services platform. En-
core was first previewed for library use
in 2006. Encore works with libraries’
ILSs and therefore does not replace the
traditional catalog. From the informa-
tion found on Encore’s website, this is a
next-gen library interface that offers a
“suite of applications and web services
that delivers a universe of information
in ways that are intuitive, relevant, and,
perhaps most important, familiar to to-
day’s internet users.”

about Encore” link is displayed under-
neath the search box. When you click
this link, users are given an explanation
of what Encore is and how to search us-
ing this new interface. This help page an-
swers the following questions: Will Encore
search the same resources as the catalog?
How do I search Encore? Can I narrow
and broaden my search? We found this
information very straightforward and
necessary before trying an Encore search.

When you perform an Encore search,
results are displayed in the center of the
screen ranked in order of relevance.
Items can also be sorted by title and date.
On the right side of the screen, the tag
cloud is displayed. The tag cloud dis-
plays other keywords associated with the
searched-for word or phrase. You can click
on any tag to refine your search, The tags
offer users other keywords closely asso-
ciated with your initial search. The right
side of the screen also shows materials
recently added to the collection that re-
flect your search. There is also an “arti-
cles and more” option that users can use
to locate information in the databases.
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Encore is strictly for searching in the cat-
alog. Students, faculty, staff, and other
patrons have to log in to access the data-
base collection. The left side of the screen
is a facets list. The library collection is re-
fined by search found in, format, location,
language, and publish date.

When you click on a title, the record
display is impressive. There is cover
art of the item, bright font colors, and
clip art to help you find what you are
looking for immediately. You are given
several choices such as “add a tag.”
However, you must log in to use and
view this feature.

Overall, we were very impressed with
the Encore search experience. It is user-
friendly and visually appealing. A mis-
spelled word will garner a “no results
found” message; however, you are given
tips to try the search again, as well as a
“Did you mean” message with the correct
spelling. It does not look like a traditional
catalog, and it uses some features that
closely resemble other applications found
on all internet retailers—specifically the
“add to cart” option. However, if you are
not ready for change, users are given the
option to search using the regular cata-
log. The classic catalog link is clearly dis-
played while in any phase of an Encore
search or result page.

AquaBrowser/Harvard
University Libraries

Developed by the Dutch company
Medialab Solutions, AquaBrowser was
first implemented in a public library in
the U.S. in January 2005. AquaBrowser
claims to be the first discovery platform
to appear in the market “offering visual,
faceted searching that connects to any
data source, is used at more libraries
around the world than all other discov-
ery layer and next-generation user in-
terfaces combined.” After viewing the
product webpage, we were eager to see
how this interface performed.

Harvard University is testing Aqua-
Browser as its new library catalog in-
terface. In the April edition of the online
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newsletter The Harvard Crimson, the
library announced the testing of a user-
friendly interface that would take ad-
vantage of social networking features.

When you go to the library catalog,
AquaBrowser is not prominently dis-
played. Hollis classic is the regular cat-
alog, but you can get to the AquaBrowser
interface if you click on “Have you tried
a new version of Hollis?” Once on this
page, there is a welcome message to Har-
vard’s new discovery system, but it does
not mention AquaBrowser as the name
of the new search interface. There is an
explanation of how to use this new
search tool, a link for feedback and sug-
gestions, and a list of future develop-
ments. We found this information most
helpful, especially the future develop-
ments list. Immediately, we were aware
that patrons could not tag records.
AquaBrowser does offer a “My Discover-
ies” feature that gives users the ability
to tag, review, and rate library materi-
als. The help button, located at the top
right-hand side of the screen, gives you
access to more detailed information
about how to use the system.

Like Encore, AquaBrowser has one
search box, When you perform a search,
the results are listed in the center. (The
results can be sorted by relevance, year,
title, and author.) In addition, a word
cloud is displayed on the left side of the
screen. This multicolored word cloud is
generated by the AquaBrowser library
and offers suggestions to help you find
the best search term. You can click on
the tags in the clouds to bring up a new
results list. The right side of the screen
displays a “show results from” option,
which allows you to choose a Harvard
department location. For instance, if
you choose Afro-American Studies, only
items from that location are shown.
There is also a refine menu to narrow
your results by an array of categories.

When you click on a record from your
results list, the word cloud is still dis-
played on the left side of the sereen. You
can also access other library features
guch as “find articles,” “export record to

Endnote,” and “export record to Ref-
works” with a Harvard library login.
Visually, Harvard’s use of Aqua-
Browser was not appealing. However,
it is user-friendly and fairly easy to
navigate. If you misspell your search
word, the “Did you mean to search for”
note is displayed, as well as a word
cloud with other suggestions. If you pre-
fer the Hollis Classic catalog, you can
easily switch to a traditional search.

Conclusion

Whether provided by a company or
created by their own institution, OPACs
that offer social applications are becom-
ing more popular in academic libraries.
Due to the increase in usage of social ap-
plications and other Web 2.0 technolo-
gies, librarians must embrace some
new innovations that are beneficial to
their users and that promote the li-
brary’s presence as the center for in-
formation retrieval. After reviewing
the OPACs of four academic institu-
tions, we can see the value in using an
interface. Encore and AquaBrowser al-
ready have impressive customer lists
of all types of libraries worldwide. In
our opinion, a library 2.0 catalog would
increase the value of the OPAC and
definitely increase usage. As with any
new technology, only time will tell if
tagging is a temporary trend or some-

thing that will grow with time. i
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