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Possible models for collaboration
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BACKGROUND



How has the community been 
involved?
• Direct contact with the editorial team
• Consultation with outside experts
• Dewey/classification scholarship

Presenter
Presentation Notes
There has always been some form of community engagement with the editorial team, including consultation with subject experts and scholarship and criticism of Dewey. We want to recognize this, and to build on it. I hope you’ll agree that we editors do good work, but for a truly global classification system, we want to make sure we’re getting many perspectives.



Why now?
• On the community side, we know there’s interest
• On our side:

– Doing more with a smaller editorial team
– Advancing larger changes outside a print cycle
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Presentation Notes
We know there are areas we want to improve, that you and other community members have brought to our attention.

In the past, many larger-scale changes would be released with a new print edition. When we’re not working on those terms anymore, especially with fewer people, it’s easy to lose sight of those larger projects and just work on small tweaks. Community involvement makes it easier to have projects of different size at the same time.

We also want to take Dewey in some new directions that serve emerging user needs, such as linked data.



POTENTIAL MODELS



Traditional model
• Could be considered a control group 
• Involves the editorial team taking the initiative
• Benefits

– Close control over content
– Direct communication

• Drawbacks
– Time-intensive
– Doesn’t do much to expand “reach” of editorial team

Presenter
Presentation Notes
This is a sort of default approach we’ve used in the past. In this model, the community gets involved because we, the editorial team, reach out. And the strengths and weaknesses of this model, I think, come from that. It’s good because the editorial team retains close control over the content, and we can communicate directly with the expert or experts we choose to consult with. In that regard, it’s like having an extra editor for the purposes of that project.

But for the same reasons, this takes up a lot of editors’ time (and presumably those we’re consulting with too!). It doesn’t really expand the reach of the editorial team, because whatever input we get from the subject-matter experts, we have to get that into Dewey format. In that sense, it’s like a trade-off between quantity and quality. We want to be able to address larger projects without losing the ability to work on small ones too.



Task forces of existing committees
• Collaborating with groups such as ALA’s SAC, IFLA’s 

SAAS… or EDUG!
• We’ve done it before and know there’s interest
• Benefits

– Many pairs of eyes for review
– Helps bring in wider perspectives

• Drawbacks
– Subject to timelines of other groups
– Groups can be inefficient
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Presentation Notes
Another model we’ve used before is to work with existing bodies or committees, such as those from ALA, IFLA, or EDUG. We know there’s interest in doing more of this.

A committee or task force means you can have many people reviewing the work. I expect the editorial team would be in touch with such a committee during the process, but ultimately, they’d be able to give us something closer to fully developed schedules than what we’d get with just a back and forth between one expert. It also means we can get multiple perspectives, which is one of the reasons we want to have increased community involvement in the first place.

Working with an existing committee means working on their timeline, though. A group that conducts some business online might still need to wait to create such a task force, or otherwise work slower than we might want based on their own needs. And finally, groups can be inefficient too! It can be easy to get caught up in small details and lose sight of the bigger picture.



External librarian/expert pairs
• Combining strengths of subject-matter experts and librarians 

with good Dewey knowledge
• Could also take the form of small groups—not necessarily pairs
• Benefits

– Could save editor time compared to working with experts directly
– Allows for broader contribution based on individual strengths

• Drawbacks
– Less clear how participants should communicate
– Little precedent to judge by
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Considering these other approaches and their strengths and weaknesses, one idea we thought of is to work with pairs consisting of a Dewey or classification expert along with a subject-matter expert. And maybe it would be three or four people, it wouldn’t necessarily have to be only two. But the idea here is that we could get the content knowledge of subject-matter experts, and have a librarian help “translate” and structure that in Dewey terms. The editorial team would still work on that before it’s finalized, but it would be a matter of us getting a draft Dewey schedule, with hierarchy and notes, instead of just raw product or a subject outline. And in that sense, it could really save editor time and let us cover more areas at once. We also let individuals contribute based on their own strengths, whether they’re experts on Dewey or the subject matter. Maybe the pair involves an academic librarian and a professor at their institution, for example.

So what are the drawbacks here? We don’t really know, because this isn’t a model we’ve used before. It could be unclear how this sort of work proceeds, whether it’s mostly the pair working on their own before delivering something to us, or whether we get more involved from the outset. It’s certainly something we’re interested in trying.



Passive reception of suggestions
• Increasing use of existing platforms (e.g., Dewey blog, 

Twitter)
• New avenues, such as a suggestion form
• Benefits

– Casts a wide net
– Could serve people we don’t usually hear from

• Drawbacks
– Doesn’t save editor time
– May not actually provide much more feedback than we already get
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Presentation Notes
I also wanted to speak about ways for the editorial team to more passively receive suggestions. This seems especially a good time to mention these options aren’t mutually exclusive! We could pursue some of these as well as the previous models. There are places like the Dewey blog, and our Twitter, where we could try to increase engagement with users. We could look for new ways, like a simple suggestion form, or perhaps a more structured one like those used for new authority records. This sort of approach could help us cast a wide net, to hear from people who aren’t normally as engaged with Dewey as you are, for example, but who might still have good ideas. But on the other hand, this wouldn’t be saving any editor time, since the suggestions would really just be starting points. And it’s possible we already hear from most of the people who have something to say, that there’s not much more we can do here.



Crowdsourcing
• User-contributed numbers
• Community review of changes
• Are there other ways to crowdsource?
• Who would be part of the “crowd”?
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A different way of getting broad input towards Dewey development is crowdsourcing. To some extent, we might consider user contribution of built numbers a type of crowdsourcing. This depends somewhat on what we consider to be “the crowd.” User-contributed numbers only come from WebDewey users, by definition. In the past, we’ve also publicized certain broad sets of changes for comment before proceeding with them. Is there a place for other forms of crowdsourcing for Dewey? I don’t know. Possibly in things like identifying equivalence or hierarchical relationships between Relative Index terms; we certainly wouldn’t want the crowd to try to develop classification hierarchies!

The idea of crowdsourcing is most interesting to me because it helps us understand how users think and search. We always want to consider the user experience when we develop Dewey, but that can be abstract, just based on how we suspect users will think and act. It could be helpful to see data—for example, that users think two separate topics should be treated more closely, or that they’re making distinctions between terms we’re putting in the same class. How we might incorporate crowdsourcing, I think, remains an open question.



LOOKING FORWARD



What do we need to figure out to 
proceed?
• Which model(s) we want to use
• Who wants to participate
• Which areas we want to prioritize
• Pilot project(s): Biotechnology? Geosciences?
• How would you like to participate?



Thank you!
Alex Kyrios
Editor, Dewey Decimal Classification
kyriosa@oclc.org
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