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Advancing Professional Learning in Libraries: An Exploratory Study of 

Cataloging and Metadata Professionals’ Experiences and Perspectives on 

Continuing Education Issues 

ABSTRACT.  Based on a set of web survey data, this study examines cataloging and metadata 

professionals’ perspectives on issues surrounding continuing education. The results show that 

emerging data standards such as the Semantic Web and BIBFRAME, as well as metadata and 

digital library-related topics, are subject areas currently central to their professional concerns, 

in addition to RDA, for professional development. Topics such as ontologies, social tagging, and 

automatic metadata generation were rarely reported. Meaningful interactions were often found 

to be lacking in online education. The results provide evidence of the need to expand the pool of 

shared expertise to meet our collective needs for continuing education in the cataloging and 

metadata community. 
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INTRODUCTION 

Continuing professional education is the process by which members of a profession keep 

their knowledge and skills up to date, with the ultimate goal of providing the highest standard of 

professional practice in their specialties. As such, few would ever have questioned the need for 

continuing education (CE) as an obvious, positive good for the library profession. In recent years, 

however, its demands are significantly on the rise. Changing technology and user habits in the 

digital environment have been creating greater pressure to retool professional knowledge and 
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skill sets for librarians of all kinds. One good indicator of this widespread interest in professional 

development may be found in the fact that the Institute of Museum and Library Services (IMLS) 

has made continuing education a priority area and provided federal grants to various CE projects 

for existing library staff.1  

For the cataloging and metadata community, engaging in continuing professional 

development is even more essential to serve evolving user needs and expectations today. Recent 

research shows that providing fast, convenient, seamless access to the most relevant materials 

remains arguably the “biggest issue” in libraries. When people are drowning in a digital sea of 

information, providing high-quality, Lynn Silipigni Connaway and Timothy J. Dickey write, 

robust metadata is “more important, not less, for discovery and evaluation of appropriate 

resources.”2 Cataloging and metadata librarians are collectively well-positioned to address this 

growing information need thanks to their professional experience with the essential function of 

organizing library collections.4 In an era when new technologies and standards are overtaking 

and remaking many library services and functions, there is a pressing need to build upon such 

traditional skill sets and focus our efforts on ongoing learning through relevant CE activities to 

enable discovery, linking, and interactivity at scale over the network in a flexible, interoperable, 

and extensible manner. Furthermore, at a time when most metadata used in library settings is 

now sourced from bibliographic utilities, system vendors, publishers, etc., it might also be worth 

mentioning here that CE for cataloging and metadata professionals may impact not only their 

everyday work but also their ability to understand and even influence the wider policies and 

practices adopted by such non-library agencies, including internet search engines.5 

Although CE resources and activities can and should address this pressing need for 

professional development, there is currently a lack of comprehensive, benchmarked data 
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regarding the CE need for the cataloging and metadata community, not to mention the library 

profession as a whole. Likewise, results from existing assessment efforts are rarely 

communicated widely outside of specific communities or settings (e.g., a single 

association/committee, CE provider).6 Understandably, as noted in the 2013 CE Summit hosted 

by IMLS and OCLC, the absence of a shared understanding among members of the library 

profession and CE providers as to what professional training librarians need and how they want 

it to be delivered contributes to a “gross duplication of effort” and a lack of an effective, 

coordinated CE system.7 Also, while there has been some recent movement to track and report 

CE needs in small pockets of the library world, such as science and technology librarianship,8 

there have been few comparable efforts published in the cataloging and metadata field.  

The authors are currently working on a three-year project, supported with a grant from 

the Institute of Museum and Library Services (2014–2017), that aims to identify specific needs 

and potentials for continuing cataloging and metadata education. Our goal is to explore new, 

promising approaches that will help ensure that the library workforce in this field will have easy 

and affordable access to effective self-directed lifelong learning in fast-changing information 

environments. The purpose of this paper is to report on findings from our online survey that was 

conducted to evaluate the current state of continuing professional education at a national scale 

within the cataloging and metadata community. The intended focus of this exploratory study is to 

highlight prevailing views on continuing cataloging and metadata education, current CE 

activities and topics, and issues in online training—a major source of professional education in 

the digital environment today.  

 

LITERATURE REVIEW 
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 Over the last decades, rapid advances in technology and specialized knowledge have led 

to an increasing recognition of the need for professional practitioners, regardless of their 

occupational areas, to engage in more structured ongoing education throughout their careers.9 

The library profession has been no exception in this direction. For example, the growing interest 

in CE issues can be readily seen in a series of national congresses on professional education 

organized by the American Library Association (ALA) at the turn of the twenty-first century. 

Their recommendations included a call, among others, for the ALA and the partner groups to 

explore a coordinated approach to promoting CE opportunities.10 A few years later, the 

International Federation of Library Associations and Institutions also highlighted the significance 

of continuing professional education in libraries by developing guidelines for CE “principles and 

best practices” at the international level.11 Likewise, in ALA’s Core Competencies of 

Librarianship, the 2009 policy document developed and adopted partly in response to its first 

congress on professional education (1999), the necessity of CE and lifelong learning efforts was 

defined as one of the key professional expectations for practitioners in the library and 

information science field.12  

 Despite the increasing recent focus on continuing professional development, research is 

currently limited as to the extent to which CE needs—gaps in training activities and desired 

competencies—can be evaluated and compared easily across the diverse library communities. 

The same can be said about CE studies within the cataloging and metadata field. According to 

Core Competencies for Professional Catalogers, the draft document currently developed within 

the Association for Library Collections & Technical Services (ALCTS) Cataloging and Metadata 

Management Section, the “continual evolution of cataloging and metadata standards, library 

technologies, and technical services workflows” puts a spotlight on acquiring new knowledge 
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and skills over the course of a career.13 Coordinated investments are thus needed to support 

efforts among cataloging and metadata librarians to update their professional skills and operate 

effectively in an environment of changing technology and standards and shifting user 

expectations. Much of the existing literature on the professional training of cataloging and 

metadata professionals, however, has focused on the educational preparation for new entry-level 

hires.14  

 One of the few recent studies designed to capture a snapshot of CE issues among 

cataloging and metadata professionals was conducted in 2003 by the ALCTS Continuing 

Education Task Force. The study, based on an online survey of 187 respondents, was conducted 

in response to the Library of Congress (LC) Bicentennial Conference on Bibliographic Control 

(2000), which sought to explore strategies to address the explosion of digital information in a 

complex, networked environment. The survey, though not including questions about CE 

activities in which the respondents had participated, did identify what they considered “chief 

obstacles” to acquiring new professional skills. As shown in table 1, lack of sufficient time and 

money as well as lack of available training at convenient locations and on needed topics were by 

far the most significant issues reported by the survey participants.15 

 

[Insert table 1 about here] 

 

CE activities and attitudes among catalogers were also studied in a survey conducted by 

Philip Hider in 2004. Drawing from 213 online responses from cataloging and metadata 

professionals, his study showed that the most predominant form of CE activities was reading the 

professional literature, followed by short programs, while formal post-degree professional 
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development courses were an unpopular option reported only by 6.1 percent of the respondents. 

Furthermore, as shown in table 2, metadata formats like MARC (Machine-Readable Cataloging) 

and Dublin Core, descriptive standards like AACR2 (Anglo-American Cataloguing Rules, 2nd 

ed.), and subject standards were ranked highest as past CE topics. The survey also showed that 

about half of the respondents saw CE as having positive effects on helping to advance their 

careers. It was not entirely clear from the survey what proportion of CE activities were related to 

emerging non-MARC standards as opposed to traditional MARC cataloging. In addition, Hider’s 

study also sought to identify barriers to continuing professional education. As presented in table 

1, lack of time was rated as the most serious issue, reported by a large majority of the 

respondents, followed by lack of relevant opportunities, lack of employer support, and lack of 

incentives.16 

 

[Insert table 2 about here] 

 

A similar online survey on continuing cataloging and metadata education was also 

conducted in 2008 by Jung-ran Park and others as part of a larger study supported by an IMLS 

research grant. Based on 303 completed responses, the survey highlighted an overwhelming 

consensus on CE’s importance and showed that nearly 70 percent of the respondents had 

engaged in such activities within the previous two years. More than 80 percent—a figure even 

higher than in Hider’s survey—responded that knowledge and skills gained through CE activities 

would likely advance their careers. With regard to past CE experience (see table 2), the survey 

found metadata standards like Dublin Core and MODS (Metadata Object Description Schema) to 

be the most popular topics, followed by content standards like AACR2 and subject/controlled 
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vocabulary standards and authority control, as well as markup language and digital library 

projects planning. These results seemed to underscore the growing importance of metadata 

implementation in digital library settings. As for barriers to CE efforts (see table 1), lack of time 

was also identified as the most significant one, followed by lack of financial resources and the 

challenge of traveling for face-to-face training, suggesting that working professionals struggled 

to find time and support to participate in CE activities. Reflecting the growing importance of 

online training, the study found nearly a quarter of the respondents reporting the lack of online 

resources as a major issue.17 

In sum, such barriers as the lack of time and financial resources appear to be a common 

theme in the few past studies published on CE issues in the cataloging and metadata 

community.18 Quite understandably, their findings suggest that continuing professional education 

is essentially a collaborative effort. It is clear that having employers actively support professional 

development is key to fostering an environment in which CE activities are embraced as a means 

to develop the professional skills and expertise needed for libraries to meet the challenges 

involved with rapid shifts in information technologies and standards today. On the other hand, 

collecting needs assessment data was not part of the underlying motives of all the studies 

reviewed. As such there is no way to conduct a meta-analysis. More importantly, there is a clear 

need for concerted data-gathering efforts to assess shifting needs on a consistent, ongoing basis 

and identify field-wide shifts that are taking shape, such as a possible change of CE focus from 

metadata standards as reported in the few previous studies reviewed above. 

 

RESEARCH QUESTIONS AND METHOD 
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As reviewed above, the few existing studies conducted previously have thrown some 

much-needed light on the state of continuing cataloging and metadata education. The literature 

seems to leave a number of important questions unanswered, however. For example, while lack 

of professional opportunities was a common problem reported previously, the real problem could 

be that training information has not been disseminated effectively. Data on how CE information 

is disseminated to busy working professionals may prove useful to promoting a more effective 

system for keeping them up to date with available learning activities and resources tailored to 

their individual needs. Also, given the increasing prominence of online CE offerings, there is a 

need to take a much closer look at the current state of online professional training and issues 

encountered by cataloging and metadata librarians. Above all, now that there is a growing sense 

that library professionals must continue to have an ever-expanding set of knowledge and 

competencies to serve their fields of practice well in these rapidly changing times, more efforts 

are needed to develop baseline data that document common CE needs, gaps, and barriers in the 

cataloging and metadata community. 

Obtaining detailed CE-related information is thus a critical first step in providing 

directions to guide and inform most effective CE programs development for this community. 

Toward that end, the focus of this article is to report on and analyze part of our survey findings 

relating to the following study questions: 

 

1. How do cataloging and metadata professionals view the importance of CE 

activities today? 
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2. What channels are currently utilized for receiving CE information in the 

cataloging and metadata community? 

 

3. What are the predominant themes addressed in continuing cataloging and 

metadata education today?  

 

4. To what extent are cataloging and metadata professionals satisfied with the 

choices for professional development dominated by those themes?  

 

5. What are the most critically occurring problems encountered in online training? 

 

To examine these questions, we conducted a new web survey targeting cataloging and 

metadata professionals. (The text of the survey questions is available online at 

https://goo.gl/WSfywA) We used the Qualtrics software, a popular online survey application 

(https://www.qualtrics.com/), as a data collection platform. Our voluntary survey was arranged 

in five parts: (1) CE experience and interest; (2) CE needs in new standards and technologies for 

data and information organization; (3) Experience with standards and technologies for data and 

information organization; (4) CE barriers; and (5) Demographic information. In developing our 

survey instrument, we sought to build upon questions used in the previous surveys reviewed 

above to the extent possible where they fit into our exploratory CE research plan focusing on 

emerging information standards and technologies. For the purpose of the current article, the 

questions in part 1 (CE experience and interest) were designed primarily to collect data on the 

four study questions posed above. 
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The survey itself consisted mostly of multiple-choice questions (a few of which were 

supplemented by open-ended follow-up questions asking for illustrative comments) as well as 

Likert-scale questions. Many multiple-choice questions asked respondents to check all answers 

that applied. While the survey included a total of 30 potential questions, the exact number of 

questions answered by the survey participants varied slightly because some questions were not 

presented depending on their responses to previous questions. The draft survey instrument we 

initially developed was sent to our IMLS project consultant to evaluate its validity and were then 

revised as appropriate to ensure that it was designed to be comprehensive enough to collect data 

needed to identify CE perspectives and needs in the cataloging and metadata community.  

Following Institutional Review Board approval for the online survey, survey participants 

were recruited through invitation messages and subsequent follow-up reminders distributed 

through 12 electronic mailing lists targeted at cataloging and metadata professionals (see table 3). 

These lists were selected based on the expected education and career backgrounds of their 

subscribers in the cataloging and metadata community. In order to solicit survey participation 

from those who might not subscribe to these electronic mailing lists, we also contacted 50 state 

and regional technical services groups affiliated with the ALCTS (see the list at 

http://connect.ala.org/node/71131), and requested that the survey invitation message be 

distributed to their members.  

 

[Insert table 3 about here] 

 

Our online survey remained open for approximately two months from December 9, 2014 

to February 15, 2015. During this period, the Qualtrics survey system recorded 1,237 people 
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responding to the survey invitation. 964 people then agreed to participate in our research. Out of 

those survey starters, 646 respondents (67.0%) stayed with and completed our survey to the end. 

Considering the length and complexity of the survey, as well as its voluntary character, it seems 

reasonable to conclude that the survey completion rate was higher than could be normally 

expected in this type of surveys.19 Responses to several open-ended questions were not coded 

quantitatively below in most cases, but are rather used in this article to illustrate some relevant 

quantitative findings. 

 

RESPONDENTS’ PROFILE 

 Before presenting our survey results to obtain a broad snapshot of CE experiences among 

cataloging and metadata librarians today, we would like to begin by examining and providing 

assessment and interpretation on who decided to participate in our online survey. The data on our 

respondents’ profile seem to reveal much about the current state of professional interest in 

continuing cataloging and metadata education. The breakdown of our respondents’ professional 

positions is first presented in table 4. Most of the survey responses came from library 

professionals engaged in cataloging and metadata work (managers and librarians). Many of those 

who chose the “Other” answer also identified their positions as ones associated with cataloging 

and/or metadata services, such as head of technical services, cataloging/metadata archivist, 

digital services librarian, and repository librarian. In general, while our study relied on self-

selection of respondents, their broad profile clearly suggested that the online survey received 

valid, usable data from the targeted professional demographics relevant to the substantive 

questions that we were trying to study. 
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[Insert table 4 about here] 

 

Figure 1 highlights the breakdown of the survey participants’ professional experience. 

Overall, our respondents tended to be fairly experienced librarians. 59.3 percent reported 10 

years or more of professional experience in the cataloging and metadata field. The survey also 

had some good representation from respondents with less than 10 years of professional 

experience. In particular, 15.5 percent of the respondents were in the very early stages of their 

professional lives, reporting less than 3 years of experience.  

 

[Insert figure 1 about here] 

 

The breakdown of survey respondents by institutional type is presented in figure 2. 59.7 

percent reported that they worked in academic libraries, while 14.0 percent were employed in 

public library settings. 8.3 percent (including some who provided detailed responses in the 

“Other” category) reported that they worked in special libraries, while some 6 percent worked in 

archives and special collections. Analysis of the “Other” responses in the survey also showed 

about 3.4 percent of respondents working in national and state libraries. Considering that 

academic librarians currently account for about 17 percent of the total number of librarians in the 

United States,20 it is evident that they were overrepresented in our survey data. Based on the 

previous online surveys reviewed above,21 however, the predominance of academic librarians 

had been anticipated as a survey result due to the self-selected characteristics of our respondents. 

Because academic libraries often have been at the forefront of new advances and innovations in 

information services and technology, it should come as little surprise that academic librarians are 
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more interested in keeping up to date with current development and emerging trends in the 

cataloging and metadata field and thus tend to participate more actively in a CE survey on new 

information standards and technologies.22  

 

[Insert figure 2 about here] 

 

RESULTS 

General CE Perceptions and Information Channels 

 How do cataloging and metadata professionals view the importance of CE activities 

today? According to the survey data, only 3.8 percent of our respondents reported that they had 

no recent CE experience. Additionally, as shown in table 5, there was clearly an overwhelming 

consensus among the respondents that CE was “very important” (68.7%) or “important” (29.8%) 

to them.  

 

[Insert table 5 about here] 

 

 What channels are currently utilized for receiving CE information in the cataloging and 

metadata community? Table 6 presents the survey data on this study question. By far the most 

important channel of CE information was professional electronic mailing lists, with 64.2 percent 

of the respondents rating them as “very important” and 31.6 percent rating them as “important.” 

Other major sources of CE information—all rated as “very important” by more than one-third of 

the respondents—were e-mail communication from outside agencies like library networks and 

vendors, and virtual (e.g., e-mail or phone) or face-to-face communication from colleagues.  
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CE information channels receiving lower ratings included web sites and professional 

journals, which were considered to be only moderately important—rated as “very important” by 

26.6 percent of the respondents. Centralized searchable repositories and portals were rated lower 

as a source of CE information in the cataloging and metadata field. At the same time, almost 

equal numbers of respondents chose to list professional conferences and social media (e.g., 

Twitter and Facebook) in their optional free-text answers. Another noteworthy result from our 

survey was that printed materials like brochures, catalogs, postcards, and fliers were rated as the 

least important source of information for the respondents.  

 

[Insert table 6 about here] 

 

CE Topics and Perceived Impacts 

 What are the predominant themes addressed in continuing cataloging and metadata 

education today? In the current survey, our respondents were also asked about the recent topic 

areas in which they had received continuing professional training (online and/or non-online). 

Reflecting their professional background and the timing of our survey, we found that RDA—

implemented by the LC in 2013—was the most predominant topic of professional training 

received in the previous three years, reported by 80.4 percent of our respondents (see table 7). 

This was followed by other cataloging topics: advanced cataloging training such as special 

formats (53.1%), FRBR (Functional Requirements for Bibliographic Records) (45.3%), and 

authority control/controlled vocabulary standards (including LC name and subject authorities) 

(39.6%). Training in introductory cataloging (e.g., basic descriptive and subject cataloging, 

introduction to MARC 21, OCLC Connexion workshop) was reported by 26.1 percent of the 
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respondents. Understandably, such training was reported more frequently by early-career 

professionals (50% among those with 1–2 year professional experience and 38% among those 

with 3–5 year professional experience). 

 

[Insert table 7 about here] 

 

In addition to the cataloging topics above, Semantic Web standards and technologies, 

such as Linked Data, RDF, and BIBFRAME, were also found to be among popular topics in 

continuing cataloging and metadata education. 28.6 percent of the respondents reported having 

received training in this emerging area. Topics relating to metadata and digital libraries and 

repositories were another important group of subject areas for professional training: metadata 

creation and quality control (26.7%), digital library project (19.4%), digital repository project 

(19.1%), data management (16.7%), metadata project implementation and management (14.8%), 

metadata standards like Dublin Core and MODS (12.9%), and markup languages like XML 

(12.0%). Recent CE activities were rarely reported for more specialized topics, such as 

ontologies (6.6%), thesaurus construction (5.4%), taxonomy (5.1%), folksonomies and social 

tagging in library catalogs (3.9%), (semi)automatic metadata generation tools (3.7%), and SKOS 

(Simple Knowledge Organization System) (2.9%).  

To what extent are cataloging and metadata professionals satisfied with the choices for 

professional development dominated by those themes identified above? We excluded 3.8 percent 

of our respondents reporting no recent CE experience in evaluating overall satisfaction with 

recent CE resources and programs they have utilized. As shown in figure 3, 7.7 percent of those 

with recent participation in CE activities reported that they were “highly satisfied,” while about 
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half reported satisfaction with their overall experience. Another 18.0 percent found at least some 

of their CE experience useful. On the other hand, a similar proportion of the respondents were 

neither satisfied nor dissatisfied with their CE experience. 6.2 percent reported that they were 

either “dissatisfied” or “highly dissatisfied” with their CE experience. 

 

[Insert figure 3 about here] 

 

When the question shifted to the perceived impacts of CE on professional practice, 27.9 

percent of our respondents with recent CE experience reported that they had found it “very 

helpful” for doing their jobs (figure 4). The percentage was notably much larger than that of 

those reporting high satisfaction with their recent CE experience (see figure 3). 56.8 percent of 

the respondents had found their CE activities “helpful,” while they were not found either helpful 

or unhelpful by 14.0 percent of our respondents. Among those who reported that they were 

neither satisfied nor dissatisfied with their CE experience, a vast majority did find it either “very 

helpful” (5.4%) or “helpful” (65.9%) for doing their jobs. Even among those who reported that 

they were dissatisfied or highly dissatisfied with their recent CE experience, many still felt that it 

had been “very helpful” (4.3%) or “helpful” (34.8%).  

 

Online CE Issues 

 What are the most critically occurring problems encountered in online training? Last but 

not least, we also would like to report on the survey data relating to our last research question. 

With regard to the current state of online CE activities in the cataloging and metadata community, 

our survey data showed that those who had not engaged in any online learning activities were in 
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the distinct minority. Of those respondents reporting recent CE experience, 92.5 percent 

indicated that they had used online CE programs and resources in the past. When those 

respondents were then asked to select problems they had encountered and rate them on a 5-point 

scale with 5 being “very serious” (see table 8), “lack of hands-on practice and feedback” came 

up as the top concern (rated “4” or “5” by 37.2%). A closely related problem that was also 

frequently noted was “lack of opportunities for interaction and feedback” (rated “4” or “5” by 

29.0%). Some respondents chose to elaborate further by leaving additional comments such as 

“limited participation by instructor; students often left to fend for themselves,” “the only source 

of feedback was our fellow students; teacher was not a teacher, more like a resource,” and “no 

real time person-to-person discussion.”  

 

[Insert table 8 about here] 

 

The survey also found another group of significant problems relating to the limited 

availability of appropriate online CE resources. “Limited choices in educational topics and focus” 

was rated “4” or “5” by 32.7 percent of the respondents, followed by “programs/resources are 

not relevant to my education needs” and “education programs/resources provide limited 

coverage of the subjects” (rated “4” or “5” by 24.1% and 23.2%, respectively). Illustrating 

concerns about the content and focus of available professional training, one respondent added 

further, for example, that his or her online learning experience in general suffered from having 

either “too basic or not enough information.” Also, many often saw online offerings—especially 

free ones—as too “lightweight” and “incomplete” to offer much that could be put into use on 

their work. More broadly, some respondents noted that it was difficult to figure out how to apply 
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what they learned to their libraries because the content often had lacked required focus on their 

local environments and special needs. At the same time, the survey responses showed that 

educational content (i.e., “lesson plans are rigid and cannot be customized,” “modules are not 

well designed for self-paced learning”) and delivery technology (“technical difficulties in using 

the online programs/resources”) were not regarded as presenting significant problems among 

most respondents.  

Furthermore, additional comments in the “Other” category revealed some other issues not 

pre-defined in the multiple choices provided. Perhaps most notable was the issue of professional 

training costs and funding availability. This choice by design had not been included in our survey 

question because our intention here had been to evaluate potential problems with the content and 

quality of online CE programs and resources. Nonetheless, a number of respondents chose to 

highlight the lack of employer support, noting that the cost of available CE resources was often 

too high and exceeded the limited funding they had available for registration fees or travel 

expenses. Another problem identified by some respondents concerned synchronous online 

programs like webinars. Scheduling time required for one-time live webinars—delivered at fixed 

dates and times—was found to be a challenge, not to mention the fact that “time difference due 

to location” could present a problem for anyone who was not in the same time zone as were the 

webinar presenters. Also, there were some complaints about online material expiring after a 

limited period or not remaining available for use once the courses ended. 

 

DISCUSSION 

Our online survey data reflected the perspectives of a broad cross-section of library 

professionals doing cataloging- and metadata-related work and provided an interesting snapshot 
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of the current CE landscape within this community. Not surprisingly, CE activities were an 

essential, pervasive aspect of professional life for nearly all respondents today. It might be even 

reasonable to conclude that the low dropoff rate in the current survey itself could be seen as a 

testament to the prevailing interest in CE issues in the quickly changing information 

environments. Indeed, we found an even higher rate of CE activities than had been reported in 

the 2010 study by Park et al. (see the literature review section), although direct comparison is not 

entirely possible because their earlier survey questions had focused on CE experience for 

metadata creation.  

With regard to our first study question about the overall importance of CE activities, the 

current survey also identified a clear professional consensus that continuing professional 

development was essential to cataloging and metadata librarians. The overwhelming belief in the 

importance of CE activities is clearly a welcome sign as practitioners in the field must continue 

to maintain and improve their knowledge and skill sets throughout their careers more than ever 

to keep up with accelerating advances in information standards and technology. With respect to 

CE information channels used currently (our second study question), the survey found that 

several notification systems, such as electronic mailing lists and e-mail feeds and 

recommendations from colleagues, served as the primary mechanisms for receiving relevant CE 

information and updates. Perhaps this suggests that CE interests and activities are linked more 

closely to specific topics or contexts that are being discussed in these online media rather than an 

abstract need for training. It was clear from the survey responses that traditional print sources 

had lost much of their ground as information channels in an increasingly online environment. 

Turning to recent CE experience, we found that CE activities were found satisfactory and 

useful in their jobs by a substantial majority of our respondents. CE programs and resources were 
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overall valued as a source of new knowledge and information in the ongoing development of 

cataloging and metadata professionals. As far as themes addressed in continuing cataloging and 

metadata education are concerned (our third study question), cataloging topics like RDA and 

advanced cataloging were predominant in the list of recent CE topics. Many respondents also 

engaged in CE activities on new information standards and technologies like the Semantic Web 

and BIBFRAME as well as metadata and digital library-related topics, illustrating the growing 

interest in developing systems that can support interactions and connections between library data 

and the ever-increasing amount of data that exist in the open environment of the web.  

At the same time, a somewhat nuanced picture seemed to emerge when we also 

considered our fourth study question about overall satisfaction with current CE choices. It is 

interesting to find here that the percentage of respondents who were “highly satisfied” with their 

CE experience seemed surprisingly low compared with the percentage of those who found it 

“very helpful.” Perhaps such results are saying something about the quality of the CE programs 

being delivered. One possible interpretation is that people acknowledge that their training has 

provided them with what they need to know, but find that it is not necessarily being delivered in 

the most effective or engaging way. If this is the case, there is perhaps a lesson here for those 

designing and delivering CE training on cataloging and metadata topics. 

The current survey, unlike the few existing studies that have been published, also focused 

on online training activities. We found that almost all those surveyed had engaged in online CE 

activities in recent years, suggesting that online learning have become an important mainstay of 

the professional development landscape in the increasingly networked environment. At the same 

time, with regard to problems encountered in online training (our fifth study question), the 

survey also revealed that it had not always resulted in problem-free experiences. Our respondents 
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reported a wide range of problems they faced in the current online learning environment. In 

particular, the survey data suggested that online continuing cataloging and metadata education 

can be improved by incorporating mechanisms for ongoing interaction and feedback. Also, while 

the survey did not ask specifically what types of training the respondents had participated in or 

preferred, their responses suggested that in addition to more in-depth coverage of particular 

topics, more practical education focused on specific issues that arise in the workplace would be 

more preferred than more generalized programs. Furthermore, while this is not an issue directly 

related to online CE activities, our survey provided confirmation that training costs and employer 

support remained one of the important barriers to continuing professional education in the 

cataloging and metadata community. In fact, it is possible that the growth of online CE activities 

may be due to shrinking budgets to host an external trainer (including travel and expenses), as 

well as the ability of trainees to receive release time or travel funds, particularly for non-

academic librarians, to attend in-person training.23 

 

CONCLUSION 

 The ultimate goal of our IMLS grant-funded project is to help develop an environment 

conducive to facilitating professional development efforts in the cataloging and metadata 

community. Although the library profession, unlike many other professions, does not require any 

license renewals and lacks formal post-degree CE requirements, CE activities have been an 

important aspect of professional life for practicing librarians. Professional development needs 

seem to be more pressing than ever today, however, as cataloging and metadata librarians are 

often overwhelmed by a proliferation of new standards and technologies in the wider world of 

information. Ensuring that effective and timely CE opportunities are readily and continually 
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made available throughout their careers is essential to helping the cataloging and metadata 

community to stay professionally relevant and advance access to the unprecedented flow of data 

for their particular user communities. 

In light of the critical importance of continuing professional education today, one of the 

most striking problems in this area is the lack of comprehensive baseline data that can be used to 

track and review professional development needs and interests relevant to this community of 

practice. Keeping our skills and abilities current in the rapidly changing information environment 

requires considerable motivation, time, and planning as a professional community. The 

importance of this article lies in the fact that it draws on new data from our online survey to 

make a significant contribution to such data frameworks needed to meet this ever-growing 

professional challenge and better identify and address broad CE trends and needs among 

cataloging and metadata librarians. 

In providing an overview of the current CE landscape, the current survey showed that the 

importance of CE activities was widely embraced among cataloging and metadata librarians 

today. The popularity of electronic mailing lists as an information source suggests that busy 

working professionals are relying on mechanisms that are “pushed” to their inbox. E-mails and 

mailing lists may not be quite ideal mechanisms for that purpose, however, because they are not 

intended to serve as a comprehensive clearinghouse of training offerings and materials available 

that can support continuous learning at all stages and points of need. Reliable, automated 

services may be much needed so that busy working professionals will not have to constantly 

monitor and check multiple sources for timely updates on CE topics of their interest. Toward that 

end, our current grant project has as its key objective the development of a new model of a 

digital repository that is integrated with an automated workflow to crawl for, monitor, and 
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classify relevant objects into searchable professional development categories and serve 

constantly up-to-date CE information with minimal operating costs and sustainability.25  

At the same time, in addition to valuable data on CE information channels, popular 

programming, learner satisfaction, and online CE issues, the survey results offer some valuable 

insights highlighting principles of good practice in continuing professional education. In 

particular, it seems essential that practitioners have low-cost or free, easy-to-access learning 

resources with relevant, hands-on information and tools that they can apply in their everyday 

practice. As part of our current grant project, we also aim to use the survey data to inform our 

efforts to develop focus areas in our planned open-source webinar series with sequential learning 

modules and guide their curricular development in ways that will enhance cataloging and 

metadata professionals’ in-depth knowledge and skills in the rapidly evolving area of new 

information organization standards and technologies.  

The article is not without such limitations as self-selection of respondents as a means of 

collecting online survey data. We therefore make no claim that the findings reported here are 

generalizable beyond the current study. In order to conduct useful, more informed needs 

assessments, it is imperative that systematic efforts be made to collect comparable data on an 

ongoing, regular basis. Future studies using the common set of questions to the extent possible 

could be conducted every several years so that longitudinal changes and trends can be better 

identified and addressed consistently with regard to learner needs and interests. Moreover, since 

the previous studies have been few in number, and conducted in relative silos without effective 

coordination, those working on CE-related issues should make conscious, concerted efforts to 

publicize and share their findings as broadly as possible to increase the ability to deliver relevant, 

effective CE offerings.26 The survey results reported here are important in contributing toward 
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our understanding of the current state of professional development and collective challenges and 

opportunities for promoting effective continuing education to address ever-increasing changes in 

information standards and technologies across the cataloging and metadata community. 
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