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Abstract

This article examines the responsibilities of lifa and librarians as Internet information pul@ish in
view of the popularity of Google amongst usersrgfues that librarians should think explicitly abou
Google users whenever they publish on the webshodld be prepared to update their policies and
procedures accordingly. Drawing on experience aadtgal examples of publishing ebooks and other
collections within the Glasgow Digital Library, tlaticle describes procedures that libraries capib
ensure that their publications are optimised faeas by users of Google and other web search engine
The aim of these procedures is to enhance resdigcevery and information retrieval, and to enhance
the reputation of libraries as valued custodiangutifiished information, as well as exemplars ofcdjoo
practice in information management.

The rise of Google

The development of Google from search engine tdinational corporation reached a new stage in June
2005, when it became the world’s biggest media @mpmeasured by stock market value. The Google
brand name is now familiar to millions of peopleantave never even used the web. Yet as Google
introduces further innovations and extensions &dgeng, such as Google Print and Google Scholar,
there is increasing concern about the impact thhithal Google use amongst students has on eduocatio
in general and on information literacy in partiaulBevine &amp; Egger-Sider, 2004; Markland, 2005).

In most discussion of the effects of Google ordites, librarians are usually seen as consumers and
information seekers, whether for themselves orerelf of students and other library users. In astir
this article focuses on the role of libraries akmeninformation providers, in view of the fact thso
many people now depend on Google as their prima&gns of access to digital information.

While most librarians probably use the web and Googutinely in their work, the impact of the
ubiquitous use of Google on librarians is still leae. It is tempting to conclude that the universal
availability of fast and easy access to onlinerimfation is devaluing, and perhaps undermining, the
traditional role of librarians as intermediariegtYas Becker (2003), Bundy (2004), Rumsey (20,
others have shown, there is still a great neetifcarians as educators, to help guide informatieaekers
to relevant sources and to interpret search resihs main difficulty for librarians in promoting
information literacy is comparable to Rumsfeld’8@2) perceptive observations about unknown
unknowns; if users don’t know there are things tley't know about Internet searching, then they may
not perceive any need for librarians to help th€&his principle may also be applied to librariarighey
don’t know there are things they don’t know abautiree publishing, they may not perceive any need fo
guidance. This article therefore aims to changeesamknown unknowns” about the publishing process
to “known knowns”.

The responsibility of librarians

Traditional values associated with librarians i&yprecision, discipline, attention to detail, and
helpfulness. They may be seen as curators or das®df books and other sources of information, but
librarians are not usually regarded as publishénsformation. Yet almost all libraries do publisin a
small scale at least. For some libraries this rmaguant to little more than details of opening hoams



location posted on a website. For many otherslitextend to making available their catalogue of
holdings online, along with guidance notes, whildrecreasing number of libraries are digitising soof
their collections and publishing them online.

Digital publishing involves responsibilities thataoften overlooked. While most libraries will tkin
about issues such as accuracy, design and actigssibile publishing information for users via fihe
own websites, they may be less aware that theglaoe(potentially) publishing information via Goegl|
As yet “publishing via Google” is not a common esgsion. Google is seen as a search engine, not a
means of publication. Yet, as Dempsey (2004) paotsincreasingly “on web” means “available via
Google”. Online publishing can therefore be seea &go-stage process: adding content to a welssite i
merely the first stage of publishing. The secomrgatis getting that content successfully indexed by
Google. This second stage is arguably more impgréant vastly increases the likelihood of the
published material being discovered and used. Hewéor librarians it should not be simply a questi
of ensuring that their material is “published viaggle”. Librarians should aim to set a good exanagle
digital curators (who else is better placed?). Thémns taking the necessary steps to ensure that th
indexing and retrieval process works as well asips, given the inherent limitations of GoogleeTh
remainder of this paper aims to describe and explase steps so that Google users are well sbyed
librarians and by other responsible online publistseich as museums, universities and public
institutions. In short, it shows how and why toiopse online publications for Google. As well as
producing benefits for those carrying out the opation, by making their content easier to maintnd
discover, in the long term the cumulative effedtmore widespread optimisation will benefit evergon

The publishing process

The principles for publishing specifically with Ggle in mind are largely the same as the princifiles
sound information management and publishing practtere is no inherent conflict. The table below
summarises these principles and the reasons wiynger for publishing via Google.

What Why

Allocate concise identifiers tpln conjunction with the domain name, the file najmeother identifier)
publications according to a [will form the URL of a publication that will uniqlyeidentify it in on the
consistent scheme. web. Ideally this will not be changed, so the najmsnheme should allow
for internal reorganisation or policy changes. Anbination of prefix,
letters and numbers may be more robust than |e@aglable item names.

Ensure that every published| Specifying who is responsible for every publisheduinent makes it lesg
document is owned by a likely that documents will be duplicated, overlodker become obsolete.
specific person. Fostering a culture of digital curation can haveinsic benefits for any
organisation, and will also enhance the currendnetue of Google
indexing and searching.

=

Keep publications current. It is always good praeand helpful to delete or archive old versions (
documents, just as old notices should be remowed froticeboards. It is
particularly important that they are removed fronblcly accessible web
directories, so that they are not found and inddye@oogle, thereby
cluttering search results and confusing users.

Use XHTML rather than Although Google can index PDF and Word documehtsé formats are
proprietary formats where |less desirable because they are proprietary rétharopen, they require
possible. additional software or plugins, and the documergsugually larger and
slower to access. Research has shown that Googtendd index large
documents in full (Price, 2004). Several other disatages of PDF have
been outlined by Dawson &amp; Wallis (2005).

Comply with accessibility |Keeping document formats relatively simple makesrtleasier to
standards. maintain, more likely to comply with web accesstpiguidelines (W3C,
2004), and more accessible to search engine rdRelatively complex
features of web pages, such as frames, formstscaipimations, logins




and session identifiers, are deterrents to Goaoglexing as well as to
people with disabilities, so should only be useesi$ential for a specific
service or application. They are rarely requiredréutine publication. Use
of meaningful ALT text in <img> tags will enhanaedexing as well as
promote accessibility (Calishain &amp; Dornfest02))

Use relative internal links, ngfTo minimise the likelihood of broken links. Collemtis can be moved and
absolute links. all internal links will still work.

Use style sheets to control |Document design can easily be changed. Removingogssary markup,
formatting. e.g. in font control tags, improves the contentraarkup ratio, making
documents easier for the Google software robotsdex and helping
achieve a higher ranking in Google search res@lisdance on use of CSS
is given by W3C (2005), while some examples of $&gmd sophisticated
CSS usage are given by the Glasgow Digital Libedrgok collection
(http://gdl.cdlr.strath. ac. uk/ gdl ebooks. ht ml ) and the CSS Zen
Garden it t p: / / www. csszengar den. coml ) respectively.

A simple example may serve to illustrate the consaqges of not following the above guidance.
Searching Google for “Journal of Internet Catalggiin June 2005) produced about 7200 hits. Top of
the list of search results was the Journal of irge€ataloging home page

(http://www. i nt er net cat al ogi ng. com ) and second was its table of contents. The veayly relevance
of these first two results to the search termtates the foundation on which Google has built its
formidable reputation. Why would anyone wish toldd@yond those top two results?

Following either link provides access to the tatfleontents of the journal from Volume 1 Numbenl i
1997 to Volume 5 Number 1 in 2001. There are nerleisues available. This may easily lead the ¢asua
searcher to conclude that the journal has ceadaitation, or that it no longer published tables of
contents online. Neither is true. In fact the jalris alive and well, and accessible via the Halw®ness
Online Catalog, which appears at numbers 3, 4 d@ndte search results.

These results are far from ideal, but the faultsdoat lie with Google, which is doing a good job in
ranking the most relevant results so highly. Theeapance of obsolete and duplicate informatiotén t
search results is the responsibility of the pulglishwho have failed to clear up after moving thetent
to a new location. Even in the new location, tregspear to be two home pages for the journal, aiferi
different information. Of course it is better tovikasome duplication than no information at all, this
type of duplication and retention of obsolete infation, though very common on the web, would not be
regarded as acceptable in a library cataloguegagrd against the well-established principles o€ipiren
in information management. Rather than criticis@@e for its failings (in this case and most others
works rather well), it is surely the responsibilit/librarians, cataloguers and publishers, lamg small,
to take more care in managing their own online jgatibns. By doing so both publishers and userk wil
benefit, in ensuring that searchers can more elasilte current publications.

These principles and guidelines for good publishirartice, as summarised and advocated above, are
already well known and widely accepted, thoughrofieorly implemented. However, relatively littlesha
been published about optimising metadata, abouwitieghing documents, or about the fine tuning of
indexing by Google. These topics are addressedvelo

Metadata optimisation

It is widely known that Google (along with most ettsearch engines) does not make use of information
held in HTML <meta> tags when indexing and rankiloaguments (de Groat, 2002; Sullivan, 2002).
However, this does not mean that metadata is waeketo Google. On the contrary, it increases the
significance of the one metadata element that Godgés use: the HTML <title> tag.

Title tags are important for three reasons: firdtlycause the Google search algorithms give them
significant weight; secondly, because users skeetéigy contents highlighted in their search resalhsl
thirdly because title tags become the default ndoresookmarks in web browsers. It therefore folkow



that anyone who wishes to encourage access topthiglications should use the title tag carefullgd an
consistently. When publishing online, librarianesld make sure that every document and every web
page contains a title tag that applies accuratedyspecifically to the contents. To pursue the abov
example of the Journal of Internet Cataloging,rtan reason that Google search results were seardle
was because the publishers had helpfully ensusdtib journal title appeared in the title tag tfsey

had done part of their job well). Some further guide on use of the title tag to enhance Google
searching is given by Dawson (2004).

One particularly important consideration for metadaptimisation is the way in which long documents
are split into separate sections or pages for erdotess. Views and practices on this vary coredidier
Many publishers make complete documents availabkirgle large PDF files, whereas others aim to
limit information to a single screen so that usgysot have to scroll down a page to see all irgend.
For example, Wilson &amp; Landoni (2002), in thguiidelines for electronic textbook design,
recommend the use of short pages as they can dsenasers’ intake of information”. However, they
were concerned only with the usability of ebookbéve the benefits of chunking content into veryrsho
pages are arguable), and did not consider thetefeéchunking on resource discovery. As well as
causing an unwieldy proliferation of pages, suae fthunking makes it less likely that pages will be
located via Google (as each one will have lessectrénd fewer links) and also makes it more diffitw
create accurate and meaningful title tags for @agfe. A better strategy is therefore to organise
publications so that web pages reflect the nagiratture of the content. For example, a large kboo
should be split into separate chapters, and peth&pseparate sections within chapters, but noddd
further by paragraphs, and not organised by priptagke, as paper pages usually represent an adffact
the printing process rather than inherent docursntture. As well as enhancing usability and sped
access, chunking content by chapter or sectiowaltdle tags to be varied to include the titles of
chapters or sections, along with the title of therall work. This aspect of metadata optimisat®a i
significant aid to resource discovery via Googkehas been demonstrated by Dawson &amp; Hamilton
(2005). The process can be automated for large-geddlication of structured documents, so that it
becomes highly cost-effective, although the medrarior doing this varies according to context and i
beyond the scope of this article.

The republication process

The well-meaning slogan “cool URLs don’t change’ mat permeated far into the ranks of webmasters
and content managers. Reorganised websites andrblioks seem as common as ever. Yet this is not
surprising. There are often good reasons for moglogments and reorganising websites. Institutions
change, people come and go, departments mergehina@sd publications need to be updated to réflec
new policies and realities. Most web publishingysnature volatile. However, this is bad news febw
searchers, as links to old locations persist ingBommdexes long after the content has been mowred o
deleted. Solutions to the problem do exist butddiren overlooked. A brief step-by-step guide to mgy
renaming, or republishing document collectionderéfore given below. This is intended to infornd an
encourage librarians and others to play their ipartducing the persistent problem of broken lirdes]
thereby improving the value of search results. Nlo&t this guidance appliesly if the documents are
being renamed or restructuretl the content is simply being updated, usingsame file names and
structure, then the problem of broken links dodsamise and the guidance is not applicable.

Step 1. Publish the new collection to a new directoryadder on the web server, while leaving the old
version in place, so that there is temporary dagho.

Step 2. Add links to the publications in their new lo@atj and remove all links to the old location, but
leave the old collection in place on the web server

Step 3. Edit all the documents in the old folder to pretvilnem being indexed by Google, by inserting the
relevant instructions to all web crawlers (not jGstogle) into the <head> element of each web pEge.
can be done by using any program that will do daglsearch-and-replace on all the files in a fol&er
example, a simple macro could be used to locate

</ head>

in every document and change it to:



<net a nanme="robots" content="noi ndex, nof ol | ow'>
</ head>

Alternatively, if the documents are published vieoatent management system, then the relevant
template needs to be changed to incorporate thdinewbut it is important to ensure that the tespl
only applies to the old documents.

This step will prevent all documents in the olddiel from being indexed in future, but it does reshove
references to them from the existing Google in&&archers will therefore still be able to find dweuments
via Google, and links to them will still work. & true that users will find the old versions, that is the
only one available to Google users at this stdgesecond-stage publication of the new versias ot
yet occurred.

Step 4. Configure the web server (e.g. IIS or Apachedhst any http connections to the old folder are
redirected to the new one (this may require liaistth a webmaster or system support personneh. It
possible to redirect all files within a folder tesimgle new location, or to redirect specific alé$

individually to specific new files. The latter opti is more time-consuming but more helpful to users

Step 5 (optional). In order to assess whether any indigidedirection is required, use Google to find out
which old pages are being linked to by externalsitels, by using thei nk: prefix in the search term,
e.g.link:gdl.cdlr.strath. ac. uk/ redcl yde. The search results will display pages (interma a
external) that link to the specified URL, and canused to identify pages requiring individual redtion
(although the results of using thienk: prefix are not always comprehensive). An altexeasitrategy is

to use a special-purpose program to automate ohafbiredirection of old pages to new pages. This
program will be server-dependent (for example, IB/&write for IS or mod_rewrite for Apache) and
will usually require the assistance of technicaffsbut is worth considering if a large and hegvised
collection is being moved.

After carrying out step 4 or 5, users should be ablfind the new documents via the old file loca$,
with no broken links. If implementation of rediregiresents a problem, one solution is to use tHeLPU
service http://purl . ocl c. org/) to maintain persistent identifiers and redireasio

Step 6. Search Google about once a week to see wherothareents in the new location have been
indexed, by typing in a relevant search term (@ gjstinctive phrase from one of the documents) and
noting the URLs displayed in search results. Ohedridexing of new files has occurred then thefitéd
can be removed, although the old folder and theegetibns should be maintained for as long as lioks
old locations appear via Google.

Step 7. When it is clear that searching Google produceg lonks to the new publications, with none to
the old versions, then the old folder, and thereadions, can be removed. However, this should baly
done if there are no external links to the oldextibn. In practice, retaining long-term redirenso
should not cause any problems. The crucial isstengaintain the link between the URL and the cotte
even if one or the other changes.

Although these procedures may sound complex, th@engrocess is conceptually fairly simple. This
level of attention to detail should ensure thatsisi® not get broken links when attempting to astles
content, even after it has been moved. Ratherlibarg frustrated by the inadequacies of Googlethaed
preponderance of broken links, librarians can tiedpsituation by taking greater responsibility for
maintaining the effectiveness of Internet searching

The above guidance draws on practical experienceasfianising, renaming, and republishing specific
digital library collections, but it is not intendéal be exhaustive, as there are different meaashigving
the aims of persistent publishing. In practice, sdypes of republishing are simpler than otherd, an
other issues not covered above may arise. A singde study may serve to illustrate this. For exampl
owing to a change in policy as the Glasgow Didiilrary expanded, it was decided to change the
collection identifier prefix for the Springburn iral Museum from two characters (“sp”) to six
characters (“spring”). Applying the change wasi#iiv- the collection identifier field in the datasawas
changed manually, a global change was made tbealtém identifiers in the database, and all the
relevant image files (including backup copies) wemamed using a bulk renaming program. All the
relevant documents were then recreated automatitath the database, with the new six-character



prefix, and copied to the web server. Howeverhia tase the new files were copied to the samefald
the old files, so thahe main URL for the collection would be unchangigus was a simple case of
renaming files within a single folder, with no cent restructuring. The other steps outlined aboseew
then followed, and the changeover occurred smoogypore common, and more complex, scenario
involves the restructuring of large collectionsslrich cases it is advisable to keep the old and new
collections separate rather than mix old and nées fin the same folder structure.

Controlling indexing by Google

The guidance above recommends using<te@a name="robots" cont ent =" noi ndex, nof ol | ow' > tag
to prevent old versions of web pages from beingxed by search engine robots. This is a useful and
effective tool for controlling publishing via Goaglbut its use is not limited to the republicatmyocess.
Before describing how this tool may be used rolyiive publishing, it is worth summarising the effec
of the variations in syntax:

<neta name="robots"” content="index, foll ow'> allows full robot access. This is the default,
and is therefore redundant.

<meta name="robots" content="noindex, follow'> |3llows robots to follow links but not to inde
content. This allows precise control over
indexing and can be very useful.

<meta nane="robots" content="index, nofollow'> 3]lows robots to index content but not follow
links. This is less likely to be useful.

<meta name="robots" content="noi ndex, nof ol | ow' > | nrevents robots from either indexing conter
or following links.

—

Use of these tags (especially the “noindex” optiergo simple and effective in controlling website
indexing that the real difficulty is in deciding et to use them. The main value is in preventing
unnecessary duplication, for if everything is inéléxhen duplication is likely, particularly where
publishers try to be helpful by providing more thare route of access to the same content. Howver,
not always obvious when to switch off indexing. Tthedance offered below is therefore illustrative
rather than prescriptive. The easiest way to ilatstthe subtleties of controlling indexing is Bing
specific examples of handling different types ofegbwithin a digital library.

Example 1. Document text Probable setting: index,follow

Normally, publishers will want the substantive earttof any publication to be indexed, so that it bea
readily located. The only reason for preventingeixidg would be to limit access.
Example pageittp://gdl.cdlr.strath. ac. uk/ 100men/ gn66. ht m

Example 2. Title pages Probable setting: index,follow

If all the text on a title page is repeated on taitsve pages, then indexing both title page artigages
will produce duplication of search results. Desfilig, indexing of title pages is recommended, bhsea
they are useful signposts to users, and becaugatiiact more external links than other pagesrso
likely to be ranked relatively highly in searchuls.

Example pageittp://gdl . cdlr.strath. ac. uk/ sni hou/

Example 3. Tables of contents Probable setting: noindex,follow

If all the text on a table of contents page algoeaps in the full text of a document (or in thetedagts of
journal articles), then there is no need for thetaf contents to be indexed (users would prefegot
directly to the relevant text). However, if neitiell text nor abstract are available online, ttlea table
of contents should be indexed.

Example pageittp: //gdl . cdlr.strath. ac. uk/ hayni n/ hayni ncont ents. ht m



Example 4. Combined title and contents pages Probable setting: index,follow

If the same page serves as the title page analbte df contents page, then there are conflicting
arguments. In such cases indexing is advisable litife duplication is better than no information.
Example pagenttp://gdl.cdlr.strath. ac. uk/ mnstr/

Example 5. Chapter contents Praobable setting: index,follow

As well as a table of contents, some large docusnenth as ebooks, may have a contents page tor eac
chapter or section. While the same argument ageideking can be applied as for the main table of
contents, there is a subtle difference; the chafself may have a title. If the user’s search tenatches

a word or phrase in the chapter title, then thé teesilt is to display the chapter contents paagher

than any other occurrences of that term. It is psssible for the term to appear only in the chajitie

but not in the text. Optimal results may not begias in all cases, but it seems advisable to leave
indexing on.

Example pageittp://gdl . cdlr.strath. ac. uk/ keacan keacan02. ht m

Example 6. Image wrapper pages Probable setting: noindex,nofollow

Wrapper pages are commonly used to add brandingandation to a collection of images. While web
browsers will happily display links to unwrappeegs or other image files, it is common practicevtap
such images inside a web page offering a famiianiity and interface. If indexing is left on, such
wrapper pages can add immensely to the cluttedaptication in search results. The problem is sti-we
known and long-standing (and so few people botheontrol indexing) that Google has taken measures
to counteract it by suppressing duplication irsgarch results (hence the common messkmertier to
show you the most relevant results, we have onstiete entries very similar to [those] already
displayed). While Google’s deduplication is indeed helpfalmore robust and satisfactory solution is for
information providers to prevent the problem agsily suppressing indexing of wrapper pages thag hav
no unigue text content.

Example pageittp://gdl.cdlr.strath. ac. uk/ aspect/ aspect 2003/ sl d/ a03s| dgha0la. ht m

Example 7. Back-of-book indexes Probable setting: noindex,nofollow

Back-of-book indexes provide entry points and natian for paper publications. They are not common
in ebooks or other online publications, and it rhaythought that the prevalence of searching has
rendered such indexes redundant. Yet researcthbasighat, where indexes exists, users both value
them (Wilson &amp; Landoni, 2002) and can find mm@tion more quickly using them than via
searching (Barnum et al, 2004). But should thexedeéhemselves be indexed? Doing so does
undoubtedly create redundancy, as most terms dpgearan index also appear in the full text. Yago
of the arts of manual indexing is to use index gethat do not appear in the text itself. If a ussarch
term matches such an index term, and the indeati;ydexed, then no match will be found, even thoug
the content is relevant. But indexes are desigoetirowsing, not searching. There are clearly asnum
either way. On balance, perhaps it is not wortlekilg indexes unless they are known to contain a
significant proportion of terms that are not foundhe full text. Judgment is best made after tgstiome
illustrative search terms in specific cases.

Example pageittp://gdl.cdlr.strath. ac. uk/ steci t/stecitindextopic.htn

Example 8. Subject indexes Probable setting: index,nofollow

It is surprising that so few libraries or acadepiblishers provide access to their online publaretivia

a controlled set of subject terms such as LCSHnabpublishers routinely list issues in date orded
sometimes offer an author index, but rarely a suibfglex. Where a subject index does exist, theesam
considerations apply as to back-of-book indexesvéi@r, the issue is not clear-cut. Preliminary
evidence from the Glasgow Digital Library suggekts allowing subject indexes to be indexed by
Google can increase the probability of relevamh@doeing located via Google searches, even thdwgyh t
subject indexes are designed for browsing ratheer fearching. Again there is a balance to be struck
between maximising resource discovery and minirgisedundancy, and the best policy is not obvious.



As controlled subject terms are less likely to appe the full text than back-of-book index terrtigre
are probably stronger arguments for indexing subietexes than back-of-book indexes.
Example pageittp://gdl.cdlr.strath. ac. uk/ subj ect s/ gdl i ndexsubj ects. ht

Example 9. Multiple document formats Probable setting: index,nofollow

If the same document is published in different fatsne.g. HTML and PDF or Word, it is hard to
envisage any reason to index more than one verdimnever, the use of meta tags to suppress indexing
will only work in HTML documents. An alternative id is therefore needed. One option is to include
links to the alternative versions from the HTML si@n, along with the “nofollow” instruction to

software robots. The disadvantage of this is thatli apply to all links, which may not be desitab
Another option is to store PDF and Word versiona geparate folder, and then prevent indexinglof al
documents in that folder by including the releviaistruction in a file calledobot s. t xt at the top level

of the web server. For example, indexing of evenglin a folder called “pdfs” could be suppressgd b
adding the two lines

User-agent: *

Di sal |l ow. /pdfs/

to therobot s. t xt file. This would require suitable access permissiand possible liaison with technical
staff. Further information is available framt p: // ww. r obot st xt . org/ .

Principles of indexing

The above examples show that once the mechanisocofidrolling indexing is understood, it becomes
fairly simple to control. The difficulty lies in d&ling what works best for users. In order to hdgpide
what to index, some basic principles of web indgxian be stated as follows:

— Any page that contains unique text content shoalthtexed.
— Duplication in search results should be avoidedrevip@ssible.
— Alittle duplication is better than an empty resst.

In other words, while one match between search grdhresult might be optimal, two matches are bette
than none. These principles can then be applisgédoific types of document as illustrated above In
large collection it would be tedious to individyatlontrol indexing for every document, but thisi
necessary. The main requirement is to be ableetttify the distinct document types, and then to
automate the process of index control. For exaniiptigcuments are automatically generated from a
database or content management system, the pragreamplate that controls output needs to be able t
identify which type of document is being outputdda enable or suppress indexing in accordance with
specific rules that reflect agreed indexing pritesp This level of precision is perfectly achievghjut in
practice requires some thought and testing to medptimal results.

Google as a local search engine

The main point about “publishing via Google” is tiitaallows users to readily find relevant resosrce
without having to know where to look (other thano@le). However, having located a relevant website,
users may wish to explore in more depth the regsuavailable therein, by browsing or searchingiwith
a specific site. While this can be done from th@@e home page, using the relevant syntax to ogstri
searching to a specific site, in practice few uslershis. It therefore makes sense to considegubia
facilities of Google to offer a local search seeviény website (or a section of a website) thatlisady
indexed by Google can be made locally searchabkelding a search box and pre-limiting a Google
search to a specific domain or folder. For examgdigling the following markup to a web page would
limit all searches to the domain cdlir.strath.ac.uk

<f orm et hod="get" acti on="http://ww. googl e. conf sear ch?">

<i nput type="text" name="q" size="30" max| engt h="255" val ue="">

<i nput type="hidden" nane="q" value="site:cdlr.strath.ac.uk">

<i nput type="submt" nane="sa" val ue="Search">
</form

Changing the third line to



<i nput type="hidden" nane="q" value="inurl:cdlr.strath. ac. uk/ pubs">

would restrict the search even further to the “pubkler of the same domain. (Much of the time, the
site: andinurl: prefixes deliver the same result set, though Gaiis&amp; Dornfest (2003) assert
thati nurl : is generally more flexible.) This facility to reist searches to specific folders is immensely
useful, as it offers a simple means of making sgpagollections, or individual ebooks, independentl
searchable. It does however require that the osgtion of folders (directories) corresponds to the
structure of collections.

While most large collections already have their @garch facilities, these can be expensive tosand
maintain. In contrast, Google is quick and easgetoup as a local search service, it is easy tmelse
the display of search results, it is familiar tenss searches are very fast, and it is free. Furibe,
although Google makes no use of metadata othettites) its relevance ranking usually works
remarkably well, and the summaries are often useful example, searching the University of
Strathclyde websites locally via Google for theywveommon word “library” (in 2005) produces over
18,000 matches, with the main university library tf the list and the next three being major lijprar
related resources. The relevance ranking is exteled the result ordering is just what a coltacti
manager or user might hope for. Google is eviderdlpable of performing effectively at a local level
despite the lack of metadata, just as it does glnlzal scale.

On the negative side, because Google does not etselata, searches can not be limited to author,
subject or date fields (it is possible to limit sgees to titles, but relatively few users do thizhile this
may be acceptable for a large and irregular catiaatf documents and departments, such as a uitiyers
it is far less acceptable for a tightly-focused amdl-catalogued collection such as a journal arehi
Search options are limited to those provided bydbnao useful features such as stemming are not
supported. And perhaps more critically, the indgah content is irregular, with a time lag (usually to
one month) between publication and searchabiliggh&ps the biggest disadvantage is that collection
managers do not have full control of the searchritlyns, but this may be a price worth paying for a
highly cost-effective service.

Some of the other limitations can be overcome ugingmbination of ingenuity and diligence. For
example, field searching can be simulated by enguhat the field name appears next to the corfeegt
Author: Hovis Presley), and then embedding thalfredlme in the search form, in the same way that
domain names can be embedded in forms to res#ctking to a specific site. The results are not as
precise as genuine field searching but may wetiuécient for most purposes.

If Google is used to provide a local search sentloe issues of republication, metadata optimisatmd
indexing control become even more important, bezauplication, inaccuracies, and inconsistencies ar
far more noticeable in a small result set. Furtloeemusers are more likely to judge these as hibang
responsibility of the local institution rather than inevitable consequence of searching acrosstibke

of the web.

Conclusions

It is easy to criticise Google for not allowing th&me precision as library catalogues and specialis
databases, for returning too many results, withnboch duplication, for including results that ate of
date, irrelevant or superficial, and for failingitmlex the “invisible web” (Sherman &amp; Price 020).
While these criticisms are valid up to a pointythee not so much criticisms of Google itself, whic
offers a superb large-scale service, as criticishtiose who publish carelessly on the web, byitepv
old or duplicate documents lying around for Godglé&nd, by moving or deleting documents without
leaving any redirection, or by discouraging Goagéware robots from indexing their content.
Librarians and other information professionals niake their share of this criticism unless theyoiwl
sound procedures to optimise publication via Googles article has outlined the issues and shown ho
the overall effectiveness of Google can be improwed by making changes to search algorithms or
metadata standards, but simply by behaving prafeally and taking care to publish responsibly.

By improving their own practices in online publispj and understanding how and why these affect the
retrievability of publications via Google, librania will eventually be in a better position to edeoathers
to follow similar sound practices. They will theoed be developing a new role for themselves —dhat



disseminating good practice in information provisas well as in information retrieval — and will be
contributing to the broad view of information ligexy that incorporates information management and
technological fluency, as advocated by writers sacBundy (2004) and Warnken (2004).

In the long term, the increased precision of resedescription and indexing that arise from enhdnce
online publishing will improve the match betweearsh terms and search results, so will ultimately
improve information retrieval on the web. As monel anore people become electronic publishers, there
will be benefits for both information providers aimformation seekers in extending epublishing &t
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