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Within the Wisconsin public library community, cataloging activity is focused in the large libraries and through shared local automation systems, either regionally or through consortia. Over the past few years, shared automation has become even more firmly established in most areas of the state. This paper seeks to succinctly describe the mechanics of four approaches to cataloging activity and the pros and cons of each with regards to quality, control, cost, and speed. As expected, most Wisconsin systems are a hybrid of one or more processes. 
Scenario 1a: Centralized Cataloging, one symbol 
One library holdings symbol in WorldCat represents all the libraries in the shared system. One library, the cataloging institution, attaches the system’s holdings symbol in WorldCat, then exports the bibliographic records to the local catalog. This is most effective when it is tied to centralized acquisitions. If individual libraries receive their own material, they add their own holdings to the local catalog. If a record is not found, the cataloging institution must be alerted of new title to download. Individual libraries may then enter a temporary record as placekeeper.
Milwaukee County Federated Library System is an example of this scenario. 

Quality and accuracy: Quality is commensurate with the skills of the cataloging institution's staff. Accuracy and consistency are easier to maintain since only one library is in charge of matching WorldCat records. A single holdings symbol in WorldCat simplifies the searching process. 

Local control: Individual libraries give up a small amount of control over materials processing and/or catalog records in exchange for lower staff cost and a higher degree of consistency from the cataloging institution. A single holdings symbol displays the over-arching institution-- individual libraries are not distinguished in the WorldCat display. For example, the WIM symbol will indicate that some library in SCLS has an item, but will not parse down to the fact that it is owned by the Monona PL. 

Cost: The shared cost of cataloging is lower for each member library because less local staff time is spent cataloging. Individual libraries usually pay the cataloging agency. 

Speed: Staffing levels at the cataloging institution factor into the speed with which items are moved through the workflow. Slow-downs may occur when a member library must alert the the cataloging institution to catalog an item, or if materials are not distributed to all libraries in a timely manner; on the other hand, consotrial agreements and contracts may be used to ensure that all materials are given the proper priority. 

Scenario 1b: Centralized Cataloging, multiple symbols


Individual libraries have their own symbols in WorldCat. One library catalogs for the libraries, downloading records and adding holdings as a cataloging agent, or in regular batchloads back to OCLC.  

Wisconsin Valley Library System is an example of this scenario.

Quality and accuracy: As with scenario 1a, quality is commensurate with the skills of the cataloging institution's staff. However, viewing multiple holding libraries in WorldCat is cumbersome and time-consuming, so searching the local catalog is critical to keep from downloading duplicate records. Batchloading holdings back to OCLC is dependent on the accuracy of the local catalog.

Local control: As with scenario 1a, individual libraries give up a some control over materials processing and/or catalog records in exchange for lower staff cost and a higher degree of consistency from the cataloging institution. Since each library is identified with a unique holdings symbol in WorldCat, individual libraries are clear in the WorldCat display.

Cost: As with scenario 1b, the shared cost of cataloging is lower for each member library because less local staff time is spent cataloging. Individual libraries usually pay the cataloging agency.

Speed: Similar to Scenario 1a, but slow-downs also occur if the batchload schedule is not frequent. 

Scenario 2a: De-centralized Cataloging, one symbol


One library holdings symbol in WorldCat represents all the libraries in the shared system. Acquisitions are most likely decentralized; each library exports bibliographic records from WorldCat to the local catalog as needed, adding the group symbol at that time, and adding its own holdings to the ILS.
Lakeshores Library System is an example of this scenario.

Quality and accuracy: Cataloging quality varies depending on the cataloging skill of the staff at member libraries. A cataloging committee usually monitors quality control and workflow issues. The searching process is simplified by having a single holdings symbol in WorldCat.

Local control: Control rests with each library. Libraries must cooperate with cataloging committee to maintain quality and consistency in the catalog. As with scenario 1a, a single holdings symbol displays the over-arching institution; individual libraries are not distinguished in the WorldCat display.

Cost: The costs are definitely higher than in centralized scenatrios in terms of staff time to each library, since this approach does not make use of economies of scale to reduce duplication of effort.

Speed: The turnaround time depends upon each library. 
Scenario 2b: De-centralized Cataloging, multiple symbols 
Each library is responsible for adding its own holdings symbol to WorldCat, or holdings are regularly batchloaded to OCLC. Ideally, only one library will export the record to the local database, where each library adds its own holdings in the local system.
Arrowhead Library System and Mid-Wisconsin Library System are examples of this scenario.

Quality and accuracy: As with Scenario 2a, quality varies depending on the skill of the staff at each library. Multiple symbols complicate searching WorldCat. Regular holdings batchloads of records to WorldCat increase accuracy. A cataloging committee usually monitors quality control issues.

Local control: Control ultimately rests with each library, but libraries must cooperate through a cataloging committee to maintain local practice and standards.

Cost: The costs are definitely higher in terms of staff costs to each library, since this approach does not make use of economies of scale to reduce duplication of effort, such as multiple downloads of the same record. The system would also have to consider how to distribute costs carefully between members—those who are quick to get to their cataloging will have downloaded more records.

Speed: The pace of cataloging depends upon each library. Some libraries will "sit on" a record if it is not already in the ILS, so they don’t have to bother with searching OCLC. 

Other Scenarios 
Non-OCLC cataloging: the system or libraries use Z39.50 to import records into the local system(s) from other sources of catalog records (e.g. Library of Congress). Northern Waters Library System is an example of this scenario.


See the accompanying chart for a (simplified) comparison of public library systems throughout the state.



