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Abstract

This research evaluates nine internet start pagdstermine whether they would be
suitable for use in a library context. The methodglinvolved extracting ninety-six
evaluation criteria from library literature and rsgeng each start page against those
criteria. A quantitative measurement method wasl uséh a single researcher awarding
marks of 1.0, 0.5 or 0.0 for each of the testetdiida. Results are displayed in statistical
and chart form, and then discussed in narrativa fdiris found that there is scope for
using some of the tested start pages in a librting. Sites that provided public pages,
consistent speed, rich display and a wide randimairy applicable content tested most
effectively. However, no single start page mettad criteria. Some, such as iGoogle,
lacked a public page, while others had problemdit@aconsistently or provided limited
content. Netvibes was the highest testing siter ¥sting should be conducted as an

extension of this research.
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I ntroduction

Librarians are acutely aware of the potential dreddhallenge presented by the internet
(Kaur & Manhas, 2008). The rise of powerful seaaris such as Google has altered the
information provision landscape (Wang & Lim, 2008he mass dissemination of
information was once limited to sources such asiévespaper, the radio, the television
and the public library (Bennett, 2003). Of thosevilers, the public library was the
source that allowed the information seeker the freedom. There, a customer could ask
the reference librarian for help; or they couldvsse the shelves in an organized or
disorganized fashion, gathering desired informalogically or serendipitously (Bates,
1989). Unlike the nightly news, or the morning paplee information in a public library
was not limited to current events, sports heroicaroeditor’s ideology. Instead, the
information in the library was limited only by tieidget of the local council and the
librarian’s purchasing policy (Bennett, 2003). Begidhat, the customer was restricted
only by their ability to use library systems anditievel of literacy: passive, hidden,
treasured, and abundant, the books in the librave ghe customer the best available

access to free information (Coyle, 2007).

The rise of the internet, and of Google, the mtsightforward and popular information
seeking tool, altered this balance (Detlor & Lev#806). Online, the user can search
freely for the information they desire, just asytioan in a library (McGillis & Toms,
2001). This may still mean that they are searcfongity newspapers, Premier League
football results, or the weather in Hokitika, bla¢y are also locating instructions on how

to build a tree hut, cake recipes and encyclopadetail about Brazil (Liu, 2008). And



they are doing it on their terms, not at prescritvees such as just as dinner is served at
the dining room table, or with the morning cup @d (Rowlands, Nicholas, Williams,
Huntington & Fieldhouse, 2008). The internet pesneiven more freedom than the public
library: it never shuts, and there are no speaialddy opening hours (Kaur & Manhas,
2008). Itis like a Las Vegas casino: shiny, timsland endlessly compelling. The need
that the internet sates is not greed or easy wedalthiever, but a burning desire for
knowledge (Tennant, 2000). We want to know. It barHollywood trivia, race results
from Aintree, or the old library standby, how taildia bomb (Kennedy, 1989). Someone,
somewhere, wants to know, and another person soarewse wants to tell them. A
cross between a tawdry, all night 7-11, and a mgighbveable Smithsonian, the internet
is an expanding, seemingly limitless disseminat@ilaypes of information (Tennant,

2000).

But librarians are early adaptors (Brezney & H28€5). They embraced CD-ROMs
before anyone really understood what Encarta wisaty catalogues were computerised
before national bus ticketing systems (Kilgour, @@ There are PlayStations and
televisions in community libraries, and RFID taggshe back of books (Snowball, 2008).
Listening pods hang from ceilings in teen areasad®&eic writing is stored in databases
and made available in most public libraries: we ttarhelp, to inform, to disseminate
(McMenemy, 2007). A good reference librarian wii &ble to search Google better than
anyone you've met, can explain Boolean searchirgggionply high school student, and
will still know where the Russian-Italian dictiomes are (or be able to demonstrate a

useful translation website to the customer) (Kauvi&nhas, 2008).



Out of this early, and comprehensive, adapting/tolable technologies, many high
quality library websites have emerged (Brezney &$J&2005). Some, such as the New
Zealand National Library’s Matapihi (http://www.nagiihi.org.nz/), focus upon a specific
benefit offered by the internet. Matapihi links @mber of historic photo collections held
in numerous New Zealand libraries (Copsey, 20@Gakies advantage of the visual
component of the internet to unify and display aale images to an audience that is
potentially much larger than any of the individaallections would have access to, either
physically or online. MeL (http://mel.org), the Miigan e-library, has access to
traditional library information such as the catalegnd genealogical information, but
also community information, local history and a vpettal (Sadeh, 2008). Denver Public
Library has an interactive, exciting site for teges, called e-Volver (http://teens
.denverlibrary.org/) (Rutherford, 2008). BUBL (htfpubl.ac.uk/) is an advanced subject
gateway to the internet (Davidsen, 2005). Thess site taking advantage of the internet
to expand the role and function of libraries, alsh @entralising access to diverse types

of information (Han et al, 2007).

But a number of libraries have not incorporateditiernet as successfully into their
information provision (Wright, 2004). Some, suchfas Aberdeen Public Library
(http://www.aberdeencity.gov.uk/Libraries/nc_lib/liLibrary_Home.asp), have their
homepage hidden on a larger, parent site, liméicgess and often loading with a sterile,
bureaucratic appearance that reflects the toneabfgarent organization (McMenemy,

2007). Others, such as Seattle Public Library (tttvw.spl.org/), have text laden home



pages that do little to attract the customer dretip them quickly locate desired
information (Schuling, 2007). Some, such as ChdBstuict Library (http://www
.Chelsea.lib.mi.us/), fail to embrace the Principii¢.east Effort and are too complex,
requiring more effort from the customer than thag be bothered giving (Liu & Lang,

2004).

As McMenemy (2007) notes, there is a general faibfrpublic libraries to successfully
realise the potential of the internet. Many sitestao tawdry, lack exposure or fail to
display useful information effectively (Wright, 28 Possible causes for this could be
cost, a lack of expertise, or an inability to hasthe internet effectively (Wang & Lim,
2009). Whatever the cause, the potential for erdthncganization of electronic
information and the chance to manage informaticgrload is being lost (Ubogu, Kekana
& Roberts, 2006). Users are being lost too, froriltbe physical and the virtual library.
As Tennant (2000) asserts in his state of therjmzanifesto at the beginning of the new
millennium, libraries are no longer the premieomhation source. Instead, Google,
returning 3,120,000,000 hits for the search ‘infation’, is perceived as the new king
(Schmidt, 2007). The web is easier, more approdehdbher, more suited to
contemporary life, than the physical library or thesting template for virtual libraries

(Schmidt, 2007).

Traditional portals are one response libraries laapted to address this challenge
(Kaur & Manhas, 2008). They are the medium throwgich librarians can demonstrate

a pronounced professional strength: organizatiau(k& Manhas, 2008). Portals reduce



the size of the web (Abels, Kim & White, 2007). YHead users directly to areas of
interest. The information in those areas is seteftieits quality (Fox, 2008). But the
language being used is still library terminologya\is & Norlin, 2002). The search
process involves numerous clicks, rather than glesipush of a button. Portals, such as
the UNESCO library portal (http://www.unesco-cigj-bin/portals/libraries/page.cgi),
are text heavy (Wang & Lim, 2009). They are librdriven, impersonal, sterile and more
complex than the search engines that users areedtto (Ross & Sennyey, 2008). That
complexity is a turn off, as is the institutionatare of many library portals (Wright,

2004).

One potential solution to these issues is offerethb recent development of personal
start pages (Metz, 2008). Start pages are poputstedseries of widgets selected by the
end user (Valenza, 2008). Widgets are mini-webiegipbns created using AJAX, which
facilitates the insertion of active content intasting web pages (Metz, 2008). This
makes it possible to view numerous pages sidedsyan a single hosting site, replicating
a portal, but with a richer appearance and moeggttitforward creation and access (Fox,
2008). Stores of widgets are housed by parentzage applications such as Pageflakes

or iGoogle (Metz, 2008).

Users can browse the multitude of available widgetsa start page, select them with a
single click and place them in related tabs suclbpsrts’ or ‘News’, personalizing the
start page to reflect their interests (Brezney &$j&2005). Google can be selected, and

placed on the front (or each) page alongside atidgets which appear simultaneously



(Jackson, 2002). There are database widgets, wildp@dgets, and widgets for gaming,
newspapers, library catalogues and social sitekh¢@n, 2006). Start pages can be
branded, and in some applications sent to othes @sepublic pages (Muchmore, 2008).
With a multitude of sites on screen at once, thegparage browsing and serendipity
(Brezney & Haas, 2005). Rich, facilitating organiaa and personalization, start pages
would seem to possess the components to addrepeetraeling and identified
weaknesses of existing library sites (Harris & li@gs2007). Like traditional portals,
they downsize the net and manage information oadrlbut they manage it in a richer,
more attractive way (Tachau, 2007). They would glea unified point of access to
electronic information (Coyle, 2007). Start pagesleowever relatively untested in

libraries, meaning a number of questions are unaresy

The research question for this project is therefore

How can start pages add value to electronic information provision in libraries?

Sub-questions are:
* What existing library website problems, as ideatlfin the literature, do start
pages offer a solution for?
* What shortcomings do start pages have that wogldicetheir use in libraries?
* What type of library applicable content do staggmprovide access to?

* Which start pages would provide the most benefitibvaries?



Resear ch M ethodology

The research in this project measures start paggsst a range of criteria (Yan, Zhang
& Garcia, 2007). These criteria have been primaxiracted from literature examining
library web pages (Schmidt, Cantallaps & dos Sar#088). Some of the literature
examines the performance of library websites; ssnggests potential uses for library
websites; others, such as Roy Tennant’'s (200@lerserve as a form of mission

statement for what libraries should do with theghsites to maximise web presence.

The purpose of the research is not to evaluatagbeof start pages in libraries. More
precisely, it is to identify the effectiveness tdrs pages in meeting criteria that have
been identified as core to ideal library web sdastruction and functionality (Adams &

Cassner, 2002).

Criteria and Categories

The first stage of the research was a literatwiewe This review had two purposes:
firstly, to determine the direction of current amdtoric writing about library websites;
and secondly to extract criteria to be used inréisearch (Riccardi, Easton & Small,

2004). The literature review was primarily conddctssing the LISA database.

When the criteria had been extracted, they wereggd into five categories (Raward,
2001). These categories were:
e Library

*  Web 2.0/Library 2.0



¢ Internet
» Start Page

« Organization

The criteria in the ‘Library’ category measured litbeary applicable content of the
various start pages, as well as performance iarjfspecific areas such as the ability of a
start page to facilitate a customer’s desire tovsi or for the site to serve as a gathering

place (Rutherford, 2008).

The ‘Web 2.0/Library 2.0’ category tested the us2.0 technologies and philosophies
(Abram, 2008). This included whether a site washagmurce, whether it had
customizable functions, and also whether it engegttla sharing or community ethos

(Tran, 2009). This category is referred to as ‘VEdl.

The ‘Internet’ category measured internet functibtpé@McMenemy, 2007). Criteria such
as accessibility, speed and the help function wested (Aitta, Kaleeva & Kortelainen,
2008). The purpose was to determine whether tiepsige was proficient enough in

these areas to be suitable for library use (Lilliy&n Fleet, 2000).

The ‘Start Page’ category included criteria spedii start pages, including the amount of
widgets that were available, whether or not theas & public page, and the ease of

locating or creating widgets (Metz, 2008).



The ‘Organization’ category tested the ability atk start page to facilitate constructive
ordering of the internet (Tachau, 2007). Criteneuded the availability of tabs and
whether there was enough functionality for thetgtage to develop into a web portal
(Abels et al, 2007). Search engine access is atdoded in this category, as many
articles pointed to the importance of a high qyalgarch engine, especially Google,
being accessible from the library home page (Jack&@02). Access to organized

information, therefore, includes access to a quabtarch engine (Fox, 2008).

Start Page Selection
Once the criteria were finalized, nine start pagege selected for testing. They were
chosen because of their traffic results on alexa,@website which monitors and
measures internet traffic. The nine sites were:

* Netvibes (www.netvibes.com)

» Pageflakes (www.pageflakes.com)

* iGoogle (www.google.com/ig)

* My Yahoo (http://my.yahoo.com)

* Protopage (www.protopage.com)

* Windows Live (http://my.live.com)

» Eskobo (www.eskobo.com)

* Inbox (www.inbox.com)

e Start Aid (www.startaid.com)

A user account was created for each of theselsitiese testing began.



Some of these sites, such as iGoogle and Pageflakesstart pages (Rosenfeld, 2008).
They include a large stock of ready made widgetd,access to RSS feeds, which can
also be added as widgets (Liu, 2008). Other sitash as Eskobo and Protopage, offer
fewer (or no) ready made widgets, and rely on #er adding RSS feeds which are then
displayed as widgets (Wang & Lim, 2009). Both typépage are included in the
research, because the final product of a start fhegdras various mini-sites available on

a single page at once is the same with both vansti

Google

An association between libraries and Google istifled in the literature as an important
component of a library’s web presence (Harpel-BugK®5). This refers not only to the
Google search engine, clearly established ast$tepliace that a majority of users seek
online information, but also other Google applicas such as Google Scholar, Google
Maps and Google Earth (Brenner & Klein, 2008). 3ack(2002) discusses how a
successful library portal should combine Googl@esior content, and library tools. Start
pages have the potential to realise this model. @ngonent of this research is therefore

to test how effectively each start page incorp@r&eogle applications.

Testing
The testing was quantitative. All start pages vessatd against each of the ninety-six
criteria (Yan et al, 2007). Three results were fmsgor each test:

1.0: Complete fulfilment of the criteria (Reutseh& Geursen, 2003)

0.5: Partial fulfilment of the criteria (Schmidta, 2008)

10



0.0: No fulfilment of the criteria (Reutschler &Grsen, 2003)

For example, Netvibes scored 1.0 for the ‘Tabgseda in the ‘Organization’ category.
Netvibes has a straightforward tabbing function th@asy to create, label and use.
iGoogle scored 0.5. It does have a tabbing functomit has an inconsistent location,
and is more complex to use. Eskobo scored 0.@,has ino tabbing function, presenting

all the selected feeds on one page.

The results were tabulated in an excel workshegads & Cassner, 2002).

Testing Conditions

The testing was completed by one researcher (D&tlaewis, 2006). A single computer
was used. It was a Compagq Presario V6000 with 1f3Bemory. The download speed
of the internet connection during testing rangetivben 3.47 Mbps and 4.24 Mbps as
measured by speedtest.net. An Apple iBook G4, muwugh the same connection, was

used to test the multi-platform criteria.

Replication and Generalization

The research is able to be replicated by othearekers, despite the data being collected
by only one researcher (Raward, 2001). The testamglitions were relatively constant
(Pickard, 2007). The limited range of response$ @, 0) reduced the scope for bias or
inaccuracy (Raward, 2001). In most cases, thentgsias like a light switch: the criteria

were either evident or absent in the start pageykel998). In some situations, the

11



criteria were evident, but with limited functiortaliresulting in a partial score (Fox,

2008).

The research could also be applied to other stay#$ or library websites in general
(Pickard, 2007). The criteria were not derived fribra start pages, but from the literature
before the start pages were selected (Riccardj 2084). Those start pages were also

selected using an independent source that listedchigt volume for web sites.

Results

The results of the testing are displayed in twosv&yrst there is a graphic representation
of the findings, demonstrating how the start pageted against each other in the form of
bar charts (Pickard, 2007). These charts are &sd to illustrate the results of specific
sites in selected areas. Statistical data is eredléy establish the mathematical rigour of

the research (Pickard, 2007).

The second form of reporting is written analysi®(y & Megaw, 2005). The results for

each start page are discussed category by category.

12



Limitations

There is potential for the impatrtiality of the raseh to be questioned because only one
researcher was involved in the testing (Riccarail,€2004). However, the potential for
bias was managed by careful framing of questiamd the use of yes/no/partially realised
answers. These are identified by Reutschler anad€ee(2003), Raward (2001) and

Keevil (1998) as appropriate techniques for redytive impact of personal perceptions.

The literature does identify potential technicahglars of start pages including site
hijacking (O’Neill, 2007). This has not been invgated in the research, because it is
outside the scope of the research question (PicR@fr). However, an examination of
these potential problems should be completed béifragies adopt start pages for use, or

create widgets for their catalogues (McMenemy, 2007

13



Definitions

AJAX AJAX stands for ‘Asynchronous JavaScript and XMOQ'Neill, 2007). It is the
technology that enables the unique structure ¢dird gage, facilitating the embedding of
numerous widgets in a parent web page so varionssiés can be viewed at one time
(Fox, 2008). AJAX permits the background retriewfatlata from a server without
interfering with the existing onscreen display (@i 2007). This means that continual

reloading of pages is not required.

Customer  The term used specifically to describe someone wges the library. This

is distinct from ‘user’, which is used to descrgmmeone accessing a generic website.

Library 2.0 The use of Library 2.0 is derived from Casey & Svaik’s (2006)

article which defines the concept as user-genetdtedy change, often involving the
use of new, Web 2.0 technologies. Library 2.0 isudlmaking the library more
approachable and useable for customers, and empogiiaput about the direction of the
library. In the context of this project, the teclogy is an important component, as the
research is in part measuring whether start pa@es the potential to provide libraries

with a web presence that is more customer-orieshigbram, 2008).

Start Page A start page is a web site that users can popwldgitewidgets and then use
as their homepage (Evans, 2009). The widgets abedded in the home page, and a
number of them can be viewed at one time (Metz8200his means that the user can

have instant access to favourite web sites as asdimey open the internet, reducing the

14



need to search or scroll through bookmarks (Ros#kr2808). The widgets often possess
rich content, giving start pages an attractive apgace (Valenza, 2008). Many start
pages possess a tabbing function that facilitatagyhtforward organization of the

internet (Fox, 2008).

Web 2.0 The definition of Web 2.0 used is that it is as®tgeneration internet
permitting user personalization, customization argtion (Detlor & Lewis, 2006).
Utilizing social software such as social networksiigs, blogs and wikis, the user can
generate a web presence without requiring any statating of complex code or script
(Snowball, 2008). Web 2.0 also has an ethos ofrspand collectivism (Casey &
Savastinuk, 2006). In the context of this reseattul,is measured partially in terms of
whether or not the start page has public page dagdMuchmore, 2008). Interactivity

is a core component of Web 2.0 technologies, warehusually open source (Rutherford,

2008).

Widgets Widgets are portable web sites that can be embdddarcyer web pages.
This is achieved through the use of AJAX technol@ggtz, 2008). Widgets are usually
written in XML code. They are stored on a thirdtgaerver, and can then be selected to
populate Web 2.0 sites such as social networkileg sir start pages. A widget is in a
mini-site nested within another, larger webpageaftsy 2009). Using widgets is a simple
way of embedding rich content in a larger site bEaconsistent, the term ‘widget’ is used
throughout this project. Some start pages emplbgraerms, most notably iGoogle,

where widgets are called ‘gadgets’ (Harris & LeksR0D07).

15



Literature Review

There are numerous areas of library research gy #o this project. The most
established field examines library website qualdgntifying existing strengths as well
as aspects that must be improved upon for libréoiédgcome more competitive in a
changing information environment (Harpel-Burke, 20@Research examining portals in
libraries is useful, as start pages replicate stumetionality of traditional portals
(Jackson, 2005). Research discussing Web 2.0rarilds is applicable, providing context
for the use of interactive, personalized applicetion libraries (Casey & Savastinuk,
2006). The role of Google as both competitor amdl fiar libraries is often identified as
crucial to the use library sites receive (DetloL&wis, 2006). Lastly, research about start
pages is still developing, primarily because theyanew technology. But there are
articles that discuss the use and potential of ptayes in general as well as in a library

setting (Valenza, 2008).

Tennant’s (2000) article about the state of libnagpsites is dated and limited by the
rapid speed of technological change since thelasras written. Library 2.0, for
example, was not conceived; start pages did nst.eBut the underlying sentiment, that
libraries must develop a new information infrastaue or risk being surpassed by other,
more innovative information providers, is the argunnthat informs this project. The
specifics of Tennant’s vision, such as online rfiee, integrated information, federated
searching and one box search engines have largelydealised. But libraries continue to

lose market share. The argument that Tennant ssatesless relevant ten years later:

16



libraries must innovate, must find ways to utiliew technology, or they risk becoming

bit-part players in information provision.

Two other ideas that inform the project are BaBes'rypicking theory, and the Principle
of Least Effort. Both were devised before the adweéWeb 2.0, but each anticipates the
effect of technology upon libraries. Bates (198@nts library systems to be customer
oriented, to encourage browsing and serendipity,tamaintain organization but
facilitate adventurous searching. Liu and Lang &0 their analysis of Texas
university libraries using the Principle of Leastdet, found most customers preferred
the internet over complex university databasesuseaf its simplicity and accessibility.
To maximise use, library sites should be simplesg® and rich in content (Adams &

Dougherty, 2002).

The picture McMenemy (2007) portrays in his smedlle study of Scottish public library
websites, conducted seven years after Tennant'tocalims, reveals that few of the
theories has been successfully realised. Branditagss, and even core components such
as online catalogue access are poor or lackingether. McMenemy’s criteria for the
functionality of a library site are rudimentaryggring links to on-line resources, local
history sites and library notices. He is not meiaguthe sites against Google, or Web 2.0

applications. But even on this basic scale, lilesdre seen to be failing.

Kaur and Manhas’ (2008) study of Indian universitydents found most respondents to

their survey used the internet to gather infornratar study, but still regarded the

17



physical library as more useful. However, libragarvere identified as not doing enough
to organize electronic information, and that masdra were consequently searching
online independently. Only 54% of them were loogtiiseful information searching this
way, leaving almost half of the student body wadmglessly through an overloaded
web. Another finding was that 77% of users prefiusing Google to do their searching,
both academic and social. This indicates the wea@eh of the search engine, and that
libraries are being cut out of the market by a ttuency they could reasonably expect to

have more access to.

Ross and Sennyey (2008), in their assessment déata library sites using Foster’s
technology S curve, suggest the situation is ewen.d hey report that 89% of American
college students begin online searching with ackeangine, while only 2% will begin
with a library web site. It is a sobering statistidich suggests that in user’'s minds

libraries are becoming obsolete, if they are carang) them at all.

Ross and Sennyey suggest a range of things tinatiéb could implement to make their
web provision more relevant. These include restmirog OPACS, constructively
embracing Web 2.0, and libraries unifying theircélenic presence to provide super-
information sites that are more powerful and edsitated. Instead of existing single
library web sites, they advocate the creation ldfrary.com to challenge Google. Sites
like Matapihi (http://www.matapihi.org.nz) are a wement in this direction, but they

lack the varied functionality and content of thiemlrpose information machine that Ross

and Sennyey suggest.
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Fox (2008) provides specific criteria that libravgb sites should employ. These include
one box, one button searching, plain language Be@y,cand mirroring the simplicity of
Google. Information should be grouped by tabs s#parate, logical pages. Ubugo et al
in their 2006 study of portals for academic libearagree: logical aggregation of subject
links is useful. They identify key criteria includj personalization, customization and
security. Portals should provide e-reference, ltokdatabases and journals, newspapers,
other libraries and study guides. This is extendiegond the basic portal model, to a

more interactive, richer, Library 2.0 model (Dawds2005).

In a review of library catalogues, Wang & Lim (2Q0@Bscuss the changing paradigm of
electronic information provision in libraries. Theentify features that should be
incorporated in this provision, including qualitglme content, a unified point of entry to
electronic information and a rich interface. Th&ate that social networking and

personalization should be available to customersuth the library interface.

In a study analysing methods of assessing webditelsl, Farrow & Tims (2006) discuss
‘non-quantifiable’ (or abstract) criteria such aahility and authority. Tran (2009), in an
assessment of website evaluation techniques le&dlithg creation of an evaluation
model, also lists appropriate abstract criterim&masure. These include searchability and

interactivity.

Liu (2008) identifies commercial web sites as baimmgye attractive than library sites for

college students. But, after doing content analysid11 ARL library sites, she finds that
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many libraries are including Web 2.0 features sakRSS feeds, blogs, customization,
collaborative searching and content sharing. Treeaewillingness on the part of libraries
to embrace the new technologies. But she belidesetefforts must be more fully
developed, and concludes by suggesting a dynamizepdual model for library sites that
is similar to a start page: using tabbed pagespsi@ses separating sites into intuitive

areas that are organized, rich and attractivedaser.

Other aspects identified by Sadeh (2008) in a sagky of an Ex-Libris library system
(Primo) as imperative for a library site include firesence of a social community,
similarity to Google, and the integration of theréiry catalogue with other resources.
Sadeh is advocating innovation, integration andraladl, simplicity. The library site
should be like Google, and like a social site,witih advantage of a librarian’s

organization skills.

Google is identified as the benchmark for displag simplicity (Wusterman, 2006). It is
omnipresent (Sadeh, 2008). It is clear, attradtMeok at and easy to use (Vondracek,
2007). A study predicting future digital researebhniques identifies the emergence of a
Google generation (Rowlands et al, 2008). Calh@®§) identifies that Google and the
library catalogue need to be integrated for theahjpto remain relevant. Jackson (2005)
recognizes that users abandon library sites artdlpdor Google. Brezney and Haas
(2005), in a paper discussing library portals,esthtit the Google search box is the ideal.
Adams and Dougherty (2002) identify through a pafieollege library customers that

some students were unaware of the library web aité that even those who were aware
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of it were more likely to search for informationng Google, favouring its simplicity and
natural language. Google cannot be ignored byriggaand should be integrated onto
the library front page (Brezney & Haas, 2005). Gansely, efforts should also be made

to find ways to make library sites more prominemi@oogle (Calhoun, 2006).

Casey and Savastinuk (2006) define Library 2.0 glsfain library services from library
orientated to user driven. User needs are changsmpgeople spend more time online, and
libraries need to be adaptable enough to changesponse. Web 2.0 technology,
although not identified as a compulsory componénilwrary 2.0, provides libraries with
an appropriate tool to meet these changing neeskysidlemand more than a static web
site: they want rich content, expect features ascBoogle Maps, the ability to be
collaborative, and personalization. Abram (2008)rak that this ‘hot web’ is a vital

component of libraries information provision.

Allard (2009) extends this to World 2.0, and disasshow library managers must
incorporate Web 2.0 to meet the challenges of agihg information world. Rutherford
(2008) agrees in her study measuring the levehpfementation of social software in
libraries in the USA and New Zealand. She statasttie library mission must

incorporate more dynamic entry into the online Wo8ocial sites are the new gathering
sites that public libraries once were, and it ipamtant for libraries to embrace this new
culture to remain relevant. It is this culture cganhat Rutherford finds most problematic.
An inherently conservative library culture and staticence is holding libraries back

from fully realizing the potential of Web 2.0.
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Barry and Tedd'’s (2008) analysis of Irish publréiries discovered growing use of Web
2.0 technologies in libraries. Using a checklisassess design, content and authority of
library sites, they found many lIrish libraries warglementing tools such as online

visitor books, mapping, web forums and Flickr teate virtual communities.

Detlor and Lewis (2006) conducted a similar studiyhvmerican public libraries,
assessing 107 ARL member websites. Using similtar to Barry and Tedd, they
found that American library sites are reasonabihpirative with many implementing
Web 2.0 technologies. But this rich content is umdeed by an ultimate failure to
provide a unified gateway to useful resources afatination. They recommend greater
integration with the non-library web (specificalBoogle and Google Scholar), using

commercial portals to facilitate browsing, and mopportunity for user customization.

The literature directly examining start pages ismghly developed, especially at the
peer-reviewed level. There are articles assessidgpeomoting start pages in trade
journals and in on-line review sites. There ardyezarrative reports about the use of start
pages in (primarily school) libraries. Rosenfel@@8) briefly explains the value of
iGoogle for managing information overload and caliting information. She identifies
the richness of start page content, their eass&fand their attractiveness for teenaged
users.

Valenza (2008) relates her experiences as a teblotaian. She discusses iGoogle as a

way to lead users toward the library site: by ind¢igg Google and the library, there is
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more chance that the user who chooses Google byldefill accidentally locate the
adjacent library widget. She notes other beneditsiters (especially students) to be
customization, portal building, immediate gratitioa, the sense of play and fun and
stress free information management. Start pages@méfied as more useful than social
software sites such as MySpace for library usecalmse they offer a more extensive
range of information. Tabs are discussed as a&to@rganizing information in a

straightforward manner that suits users’ needs.

In a brief review of iGoogle, Marcus (2008) expkhmow the variety of content available
on one page would be attractive to library cust@méne instant access to a variety of
information is emphasised as a benefit. Evans (R@6Bnes widgets and discusses the
range of content available on start pages. In @wewf Netvibes, Singer & Stephens
(2007) discuss the value of tabs as an organizttonl, and how the ‘fun’ component

of start pages would enliven library websites.

Metz (2008), in a discussion about the componeinssant pages, identifies
personalization, organization and access to a wisler group as benefits of using
widgets. He explains how to create widgets. Thesaluable feature of start pages:
rather than forcing the customer to accept thaifipstart page, library ICT staff can
make a library widget available for users to putlogir own start page. Sites such as
yourminis.com (http://www.yourminis.com/), whichaats widgets for use in numerous

start pages, facilitate this process.
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Start pages, an exemplification of Web 2.0 techgylavere designed to take advantage
of the possibilities of richness and personalizaba the internet (Detlor & Lewis, 2006).
End users can customize the web to look attractind,to make favourite sites easily
accessible (Rosenfeld, 2008). As with MySpace dittr-start pages were not created
specifically for library use (Metz, 2008). But agmthose, and other social software sites,
there is potential for use by libraries. DublinyQiibraries Netvibes site
(http://www.netvibes.com/dublincitypubliclibraridd#sme) is an example of this. But
because of the limited uptake of start pages bgiiies, there is not yet much literature

discussing their use in libraries.

There are a number of fields which lead logicatigiscussion about start pages. One
field suggests library web sites are not progressivough to compete in an innovative
information provision market (Tennant, 2000). Aretidentifies user affinity for Google:
libraries must find a way to integrate their seegiovith the search engine to enhance use
(Vondracek, 2007). A third field identifies the @idaess of portals for managing
information overload, but also finds that lack miovation and an entrenched library
focus restricts uptake (Jackson, 2005). Libraryigi@entified as one way forward for

libraries (Casey & Savastinuk, 2006).

Early literature, primarily from educational prdiners, identifies start pages as
innovative sites that have potential to meet theateds identified: richness, organization,
user focus, fun, Google integration (Coyle, 2007 short, the literature suggests that

although some libraries have adopted new techredamn their websites, many library
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sites have major shortcomings that are leadinguouse and lack of appeal, which start

pages may provide some solutions for.
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Library

Criteria

Source

E-Reference

Wang & Lim (2009)

Databases Ubogu et al (2006)
Newspapers Ubugo et al (2006)
E-Journals Ubugo et al (2006)

Institutional Branding

Rowlands et al (2008)

Information Organization

Liu (2008)

Information Literacy

Novaljan & Zumer (2004)

Quality Links

Novaljan & Zumer (2004)

Community Content

McMenemy (2007)

Catalogue Access

Calhoun (2006)

Full Text Journal Access

Ubugo et al (2006)

Subject Aggregation

Jackson (2005)

Access to Statistics

Ubugo et al (2006)

Links to Other Libraries

Wang & Lim (2009)

Study Guides

Ubugo et al (2006)

Google

Detlor & Lewis (2006)

Google Scholar

Detlor & Lewis (2006)

Authority

Barry & Tedd (2008)

Finding Aids

Fox (2008)

Facilitates Browsing

Bates (1989)

Customer Oriented

Bates (1989)

27



Serendipity

Bates (1989)

Gathering Place

Rutherford (2008)

Eases Information Overload

Rosenfeld (2008)

Supersite

Ross & Sennyey (2008)

Enables Library Mission

Rutherford (2008)

Remote Use

Tennant (2000)

Books

Rowlands et al (2008)

Evolving Search

Bates (1989)

Juxtaposition of Ideas

Bates (1989)

Everyday Terminology

Rowlands et al (2008)

Professional

Valenza (2008)

Library Appropriate

Novaljan & Zumer (2004)

Credible Information

Sadeh (2008)

Figure 1: Table identifying ‘Library’ criteria andource from the literature
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Web 2.0

Criteria

Source

User Participation

Barry & Tedd (2008)

Online Community

Sadeh (2008)

Interactivity

Sadeh (2008)

Multi-Media

Barry & Tedd (2008)

Customizable

Rosenfeld (2008)

Personalized

Casey & Savastinuk (2006)

Collaborative

Casey & Savastinuk (2006)

Mash-Up

Detlor & Lewis (2006)

Live Chat

Liu (2008)

Open Source

Abram (2008)

Content Richness

Adams & Dougherty (2002)

Fun Liu (2008)

Virtual Space Ross & Sennyey (2008)
News Aggregator Liu (2008)

Captivating Liu (2008)

Ease of Use Travis & Norlin (2002)
Intuitive Duncan & Holliday (2008)
Email Ubugo et al (2006)

User Centred

Casey & Savastinuk (2006)

Plain Language

Fox (2008)

Collective Intelligence

Han et al (2007)
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Portability

Harris & Lessick (2007)

Enhanced Experience

Ross & Sennyey (2008)

Single Point of Access

Coyle (2007)

Figure 2: Table identifying ‘Web 2.0/Library 2.0fiteria and source from the literature
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Internet

Criteria Source
Accessibility Liu (2008)
Speed Antleman, Lynema & Pace (2006)
Easy Access Schuling (2007)
One Box, One Button Fox (2008)
Natural Interface Schmidt (2007)

Learnability

Nichols & Mellinger (2007)

Easy to Read

Calhoun (2006)

Secure O’Neill (2007)

Efficiency Aitta et al (2008)
Stimulating Riccardi et al (2004)

Help Duncan & Holliday (2008)
Menu Bar Finder, Dent & Lym (2006)
Site Map Fox (2008)

Familiar Fox (2008)

Graphic Management Schmidt (2007)

Multi-Platform

Lilly & Van Fleet (2000)

Satisfaction

Aitta et al (2008)

Straightforward Navigation

Pisanski & Zumer (2008)

Figure 3: Table identifying ‘General Internet Regments’ criteria and source from the literature
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Start Page

Criteria

Source

Public Page

Metz (2008)

Widget Creation Support

Metz (2008)

Control + Collaboration

Casey & Savastinuk (2006)

High # Widgets

Evans (2009)

Live Links

Barry & Tedd (2008)

Satisfying Appearance

Wang & Lim (2009)

Straightforward Widget Location

Evans (2009)

Memorability

Finder et al (2006)

Figure 4: Table identifying ‘Start Page Requirengmtiteria and source from the literature
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Organization

Criteria

Source

Tabs

Fox (2008)

Portal

Jackson (2005)

Logical Groupings

Ubugo et al (2006)

Declutter

Rosenfeld (2008)

Control

Rosenfeld (2008)

Web Organization

Kaur & Manhas (2008)

Controlled Vocabulary

Fox (2008)

Centralization

Ross & Sennyey (2008)

Subject Headings

Jackson (2005)

Resource Evaluation

Wang & Lim (2009)

Search Engine Access

Ross & Sennyey (2008)

Federated Search

Tennant (2000)

Figure 5: Table identifying ‘Library’ criteria andource from the literature.
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Results
The results of the testing are displayed below. ddtte are shown first, tabulated in the
five categories. A sixth table records the totat teore for each start page. A final table

lists statistical data. The results are illustratedugh use of bar charts.
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Figure 6: Table Showing Score of Each Start Pageilrary’ Category

Netvibes PageflakesiGoogle MyYahoo Protopage Eskobo WindowsLive Inbox Start Aid
E-Reference 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5
Databases (6] 0.
Newspapers 0.5
E-Journals 0.5
Institutional Branding 0.
Information Organization
Information Literacy
Quality Links
Community Content
Catalogue Access
Full Text Journal Access
Subject Aggregation
Access to Statistics 0.
Links to Other Libraries
Study Guides 0.
Google
Google Scholar
Authority
Finding Aids
Facilitates Browsing
Customer Oriented
Serendipity
Gathering Place
Eases Information Overlo
Supersite
Enables Library Mission
Remote Use
Books
Evolving Search
Juxtaposition of lIdeas
Everyday Terminology
Professional 0.
Library Appropriate
Credible Information
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Figure 7: Table Showing Score of Each Start Pag&\iab 2.0’ Category

Netvibes Pageflakes iGoogle My Yahoo Protopage Eskobo WindowsLive Inbox Start Aid
User Participation 1 1 0 0 1 0 1 0 1
Online Community
Interactivity
Multimedia
Customizeable
Personalized
Collaborative
Mash Up
Live Chat
Open Source
Content Richness
Fun
Virtual Space
News Aggregator
Captivating
Ease of Use
Intuitive
Email
User Centered
Plain Language
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Figure 8: Table Showing Score of Each Start Pagéternet’ Category

Netvibes Pageflakes iGoogle MyYahoo Protopage Eskobo 'WindowsLiveInbox Start Aid
0 1 0
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Figure 9: Table Showing Score of Each Start Pag&iart Page’ Category

Netvibes PageflakesiGoogle MyYahoo Protopage Eskobo WindowsLive Inbox Start Aid

Public Page 1 1
Widget Creation Support 1 1
Control + Collaboration 0 0
High # Widgets 1 1
Live Links 0.5 0.5
Satisfying Appearance 1 1
Straightforward Widget Location 0.5 0.5
Memorability 1 1
Total (Out of 8) 6 6
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Figure 10: Table Showing Score of Each Start Pag©rganization’ Category

Netvibes PageflakesiGoogle/MyYahoo Protopage Eskobo WindowsLive Inbox | Start Aid

Tabs 1 1 0.5 1 1 0 1 0 0.5
Portal 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 0 1
Logical Groupings 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 0 1
Declutter 1 1 1 1 1 0.5 1 05 1
Control 1 1 1 1 1 0.5 1 05 1
Web Organization 1 1 1 1 1 0.5 1 05 1
Controlled Vocabulary 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Centralization 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1
Subject Headings 1 1 1 1 1 0.5 1 0 1
Resource Evaluation 0 0.5 0.5 0 0 0 0 0 0
Search Engine Access 1 1 1 0.5 1 0.5 1 05 1
Federated Search 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Total (Out of 12) 9 9.5 9 8.5 9 3.5 8 3 8.5
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Figure 11: Table Showing Total Score of Each SRage in all Categories

Netvibes Pageflakes iGoogle MyYahoo Protopage Eskobo

Library 26.5
Web 2.0 23
Internet 15.5
Start Page 6
Organization 9
Total (Out of 96) 80

25 25.5 20 24.5
22 19.5 19 20
14.5 15.5 15.5 12.5
6 5.5 5 4.5
9.5 9 8.5 9
77 75 68 70.5

Figure 12: Table Showing Statistical Data for Aki&gories

Mean
Library 20.389
Web 2.0 17.944
Internet 11.611
Start Page 3.889
Organization 7.556
Total 61.389

Range Variance Standard Deviation

17 30.579 5.529
10.5 11.858 3.443
9.5 13.377 3.657
5.5 3.765 1.94
6.5 5.469 2.339
45 242.154 15.561
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Total Score of Each Start Page (Out of 96)
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Figure 13: Chart showing total score of each stzape
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Figure 14: Chart showing percentage of criteria rivetill categories for all start pages
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Performance of Each Start Page in All Categories
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Figure 15: Chart showing performance of each sgatge in all categories
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Figure 16: Chart showing total overall score forakastart page with categories displayed cumulagivel
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Percentage of Criteria Met in Library Category for All Start
Pages
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Figure 17: Chart showing percentage of criteria rivetLibrary’ category for all start pages
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Figure 18: Chart showing percentage of criteria riretWeb 2.0’ category for all start pages
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Percentage of Criteria Met in Internet Category for All Start
Pages
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Figure 19: Chart showing percentage of criteria riretinternet’ category for all start pages
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Figure 20: Chart showing percentage of criteria retStart Page’ category for all start pages
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Percentage of Criteria Met in Organization Category for All Start
Pages
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Figure 21: Chart showing percentage of criteria nretOrganization’ category for all start pages
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Figure 22: Chart showing the total score in all egories for Netvibes, Pageflakes and iGoogle

Comparative Performance in All Categories: Netvibes,
Pageflakes and iGoogle
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Figure 23: Chart showing comparative performancalincategories for Netvibes, Pageflakes and iGeogl|
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Total Library Score: Netvibes, Pageflakes and iGoogle
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Figure 24: Chart showing score in ‘Library’ categofor Netvibes, Pageflakes and iGoogle

Total Web 2.0 Score: Netvibes, Pageflakes and iGoogle
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Figure 25: Chart showing score in ‘Web 2.0’ categfor Netvibes, Pageflakes and iGoogle



Total Internet Score: Netvibes, Pageflakes and iGoogle
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Figure 26: Chart showing score in ‘Internet’ categdor Netvibes, Pageflakes and iGoogle
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Figure 27: Chart showing score in ‘Start Page’ agey for Netvibes, Pageflakes and iGoogle
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Total Organization Score: Netvibes, Pageflakes and iGoogle
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Figure 28: Chart showing score in ‘Organization’tegory for Netvibes, Pageflakes and iGoogle
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Total Score for Netvibes, MyYahoo and Protopage in All
Categories
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Figure 29: Chart showing total score in all categes for Netvibes, My Yahoo and Protopage
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Figure 30: Chart showing comparative performancalincategories for Netvibes, My Yahoo and Protapag
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Total Library Score: Netvibes, My Yahoo and Protopage
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Figure 31: Chart showing score in ‘Library’ categofor Netvibes, My Yahoo and Protopage

Total Web 2.0 Score: Netvibes, My Yahoo and Protopage

Score

Netvibes MyYahoo Protopage

Start Page

Figure 32: Chart showing score in ‘Web 2.0’ categfor Netvibes, My Yahoo and Protopage
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Total Internet Score: Netvibes, My Yahoo and Protopage
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Figure 33: Chart showing score in ‘Internet’ categdor Netvibes, My Yahoo and Protopage
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Figure 34: Chart showing score in ‘Start Page’ agey for Netvibes, My Yahoo and Protopage

52



Total Organization Score: Netvibes, My Yahoo and Protopage
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Figure 35: Chart showing score in ‘Organization’tegory for Netvibes, My Yahoo and Protopage
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Discussion

Introduction

The test results for each start page are discissgsatately. Each of the five tested
categories is analysed in order for each start.pagemmary of the findings for each
start page is presented at the end of the andtysibat start page. The discussion of each

start page, therefore, is structured in the follayworder:

e Library
e Web20
* |nternet

e Start Page
* Organization

e  Summary
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Netvibes

Library

Netvibes has a high number of stored widgets (Retkr2008). It has widgets for the
complete range of newspapers and magazines, Gaondl&oogle Scholar widgets, as
well as a Project Gutenberg widget (Neuhaus, NexiBa@isher, 2008). The Google
search box is constantly available at the top efitage, separated from the widgets
(Sadeh, 2008). This availability indicates an &pitin the behalf of Netvibes to absorb
the strengths of its competitors, unlike My YahodMindows Live, which make the

Google search engine difficult to locate (Jack&f@?2).

However, Netvibes does not have the complete rahgedgets tested for (Wang & Lim,
2009). Those missing include community contentglsguides, some e-reference and
links to academic databases (Ubogu et al, 200@.bldgest concern is the absence of e-
reference widgets, notably for Infoplease and the World Factbook (Detlor & Lewis,
2006). This suggests there is more focus on theé ffatential of the technology rather
than on information that has more depth and relexam a library (Rosenfeld, 2008).
These absences can be rectified by use of a watgation site such as yourminis.com,
or by following the site’s creation advice, butytadfect Netvibes test score in this area

(Metz, 2008).

Netvibes is a professional site, without the spglinistakes found in Eskobo or the

restricted display of Start Aid (Pisanski & Zum2905). It can be branded with

institutional headers (Maltz, 2005). This means #tilnough a library would be using a
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third party site as host, users would be easilg &dbidentify the site as belonging to the
library (Evans, 2009). However, unlike iGoogle ageflakes, this header (or wallpaper)

must be uploaded from a URL, rather than simplynfan image file (Tachau, 2007).
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@@ hd |‘_]hrm:],fwww‘netvibas‘com,'i;Spons M‘z‘\_
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‘ Norton AILEE UM (@) iy st~ geyLasve~

— : T »
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Figure 36: Screen shot of Netvibes

Browsing, serendipity and evolving searches arpadkible (Detlor & Lewis, 2006).
Once in a tab, users can search freely within ssdlewidgets, or conduct an independent
search in Google (Harpel-Burke, 2005). Widgets dpemmnew window, meaning contact

with the home page is not lost. This is an advantager iGoogle, where widgets open in
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the home page window, necessitating use of the baitkn to return to the start page

(Travis & Norlin, 2002).

Web 2.0

Netvibes is colourful, image laden and has widfmtgames, movies and photos
(Rosenfeld, 2008). When populated with a seleaticthese widgets, the screen appears
interesting, dynamic and fun (Singer & Stephen®,720This rich display is similar to
iGoogle’s, and superior to less developed siteh agsdEskobo (Liu, 2008). Interactivity

is provided by the widgets such as games and pundiech allow users to actively

engage with the site (Singer & Stephens, 2007).

Netvibes has a public page component, which engesraharing and community (Barry
& Tedd, 2008). This is the greatest advantageithmts over iGoogle, as a library could
create a site and share it with customers (LiuB20Q Netvibes public page is
customizable, enabling the library to exercised&la control over the internet
(Davidsen, 2005). However, once the sites are ®elethere is no capacity for library
customers to add or change widgets (Metz, 2008) ditill more likely, however, that a
library community could form around a Netvibes sdther than an iGoogle site simply

because library customers would be able to seeisadt (Barry & Tedd, 2008).

The site is open source (Abram, 2008). Netvibesetbee maximises its Web 2.0

potential: it is fun, easy to create and use, ltdisdisplay and content, can be customized
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(by the creator), and is free (Singer & Stephefi6;/2. Its only restriction is the inability

of library customers to add to the final site (Lsischer, 2007).

I nternet

Netvibes lacks a ready made site map and has aigtgforward way to increase font
size (Liu, 2008). Accessibility can be managedri@xstent by page personalization, and
font can be changed within individual PCs, busitiore straightforward and less of an
impediment to have this feature available on tizeléal page (Lilly & Van Fleet, 2000).

The absence of site map is balanced by an effetahtang function (Fox, 2008).

The most problematic technical feature of Netvilsabat it is prone to freezing when
widgets are being loaded (Metz, 2008). This redticegprofessionalism of the site
(Pisanski & Zumer, 2005). Because the problem @&cduring the creation process, it
should not affect the end user, but would frustealibrarian managing the site (Valenza,

2008).

Netvibes has a constructive Help page (Finder,&0fl6). Unlike a number of other start
page providers, including Pageflakes, Netvibes do¢sely upon a user forum to solve
technical issues. This improves the professionatitthe site, indicating a willingness on
behalf of the company to invest in user supportl®12005). However, the ability to
make direct contact with Netvibes to resolve techhissues was limited. This means
that a library which used the start page would Hawevelop specialist technical support

for the site (Duncan & Holliday, 2008).
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Start Page

Setting up a user account is straightforward, méogionly an email address and
password (Singer & Stephens, 2007). Content cadded by clicking on an easily
identifiable ‘Add Content’ button at the top of teereen. When this button is clicked, a
widget search screen emerges, leaving the homegtidigasible though pushed down
the screen. This is slightly different to iGoogleldPageflakes, both of which exit the

home screen for a new search page when adding twifldechmore, 2008).

Netvibes has a public page component (Metz, 2008hrary could therefore create a
Netvibes start page, making it available to altitsstomers (Harris & Lessick, 2007).
This is the defining advantage over iGoogle, whigres instead upon the end user
searching for and adding a widget to a start pligtz, 2008). With Netvibes, a librarian
can select a range of quality sites, arrange tméonlegical groupings, and present them

as a finished webpage to customers (Finder eDabR

Netvibes does have a ‘Share’ function which woullovausers to select individual
widgets they like from the library public page adtl them automatically to their
personal start page, or send them to friends @008). This would mean that the
customer would have to have knowledge of the shir@ion, and be willing to engage

in ‘active’ browsing.

Clear instructions are provided for creating widg@letz, 2008). So, if a public library

in a smaller town, for example, wanted a widgetdmmmunity news, someone within
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the ICT team could follow the instructions providmatl create a widget for the local

council, which could then be added to the stareddgan, 2009).

Netvibes was more efficient than Pageflakes inrnétig applicable results during the
widget search process (Liu, 2008). A search forei€éa Football Club’ returned a
number of widgets that related more precisely eogbarch than Pageflakes’ results. This

makes the creation process faster and more effi¢hetta et al, 2008).

There are a range of authoritative and professierdgets available on Netvibes
(Rosenfeld, 2008). There are, however, widgetswioald be unsuitable for use on many
library sites because of the adult (Sexy Bikini 8sbor otherwise inappropriate (inane
joke sites) content (Valenza, 2008). But the pileeson of high quality and useful sites
by qualified librarians is one main purpose of tise of start pages in libraries (Davidsen,
2005). The unsuitable content is available on tibernet anyway, and start pages allow

librarians to harness the best sites and filtetakg satisfactory (Jackson, 2002).

Netvibes has a number of widgets that die over {Bsry & Tedd, 2008). When they
are loaded to the selected tab, these sites &&d s having a feed that is no longer
working. This reduces the authority and profesdismaof the start page as it is time

consuming and slows the widget search functiora(faki & Zumer, 2005).
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Organization

Netvibes has a straightforward tabbing functiom§®r & Stephens, 2007). Information
is able to be efficiently centralized and organized related categories (Singer &
Stephens, 2007). It is possible to have tabs fereace, news, sports, books, journals,
entertainment, for example, with each tab havingmaber of relevant widgets contained
within (Fox, 2008). A customer who then wanteddad world newspapers would then
go to the ‘News’ tab, while another who wanted auwati e-books, or to search the

catalogue, would go to the ‘Books’ tab (CalhourQ@0

However, there is no way of searching all the pagethe site with a single search
(Wang & Lim, 2009). This makes the ready acce<sdogle double edged (Calhoun,
2006). Access to Google is identified in the litara as essential as it is the place most
users begin searching the internet (Detlor & Le®iX)6). But with access to Google on
each page, users may eventually decline to clickrmther tab or widget because of the
possibility that the information they're seekingymeot be there, making Google a more
attractive button to click on (Calhoun, 2006). Tomuoter this, the selection process and

naming of tabs needs to be accurate (Fox, 2008).

There is no evaluation of the individual widgetsaiWg & Lim, 2009). Although some
evaluation is obviously implied by a librarian hagiselected the widget for a tab,
customers are increasingly accustomed to sitesauémazon rating content for

usefulness.
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Summary

Netvibes is a site that could have potential uses lébrary start page (Rosenfeld, 2008).
Benefits include its public page facility, its rangf widgets and its use of multi-media
(Sadeh, 2008). It is a rich site that is easy wargd to manage (Singer & Stephens,
2007). Tabs downsize the internet and allow lilar@s to create an attractive, useful

range of sites for customers (Singer & Stephen@720

However Netvibes is prone to freezing (Metz, 20@8)spite the high range of ready
made widgets, there were areas important to lisasuch as e-reference, that were
lacking (Detlor & Lewis, 2006) Too many widgets weatead, making the process of

adding widgets frustrating (Barry & Tedd, 2008).

But, ultimately, Netvibes is a reasonably high gyaitart page that has a great deal of
potential for use in libraries. It is open sourfeejlitates organization of the internet,
provides a single point of entry to informationaitractive and has satisfactory
functionality (Abram, 2008). Some library applicalshformation is available (Valenza,
2008). Above all, its public page component allovidgets to be pre-selected, branded
and organized, then made available to customeepliBhs, 2008). For these reasons,
Netvibes is a site that libraries should considgngias an alternative to existing web

pages.
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Pageflakes

Library
Although Pageflakes has a wide range of widgetsesiiorary essential widgets are
either unavailable or difficult to locate (Novalj&Zumer, 2004). These include widgets
for:

e Thesauri (Ubogu et al, 2006)

e The Wall Street Journal (Liu, 2008)

* The New Yorker (Sadeh, 2008)

» Google Scholar (Neuhaus et al, 2008)

» Study guides (Ubogu et al, 2006)

These limitations are in a number of key librargee. reference, research, news
provision and journals (Ubogu et al, 2006). Thigeds an incomplete range of content,
and a cumbersome widget search function (McGillis&ns, 2001). Pageflakes is
inferior to both Netvibes and iGoogle in this anemlucing the authority of the site

(Novaljan & Zumer, 2004).

It is straightforward to browse from widget to we&tgand from tab to tab (Fox, 2008). If
a wide variety of widgets are selected, serendgliyuld be possible for a library
customer (Detlor & Lewis, 2006). Both are dependenthe quality of selection and

selection policy (Davidsen, 2005).
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There are enough available widgets in a wide rarfigeeas for Pageflakes to be
considered a supersite (Detlor, Takala, Ruhi & Hup@07). There are widgets for news,
sports, e-books and library catalogues (Calhou@6R0rhere are also widgets for games,
YouTube and horoscopes (Singer & Stephens, 20018 efd user can access traditional
library information, but also the richness of thielev internet (Liu, 2008). Pageflakes can
be branded effectively (Maltz, 2005). It is supetmNetvibes because institutional logos
can be uploaded from a PC (Barry & Tedd, 2008).r&laee also a number of ready made
banners and skins, so pages can be linked by a cartogo but still appear distinct from
each other (Tachau, 2007). This range of displaistis superior to sites such as Eskobo

and Start Aid, and similar to the advanced skirelalble on iGoogle (Tachau, 2007).
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Figure 37: Screen shot of Pageflakes
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Pageflakes has high quality widgets in many aredsteorganizes the internet in a useful,
straightforward and visually attractive way (Tach2007). The site is distinctive and
memorable (Finder et al, 2006). The most problenfatiture in this category is the
amount of unavailable library applicable contenbdgu et al, 2006). This limits the

extent to which Pageflakes could be consideredstschoice for a library site.

Web 2.0

Pageflakes effectively captures the Web 2.0 etBadéh, 2008). It offers a public page
function which allows a library to pre-select widlgjeorganise them and then make the
finished site available to all potential users (B&008). This enables portability, the
formation of an online community and basic usetig@ation: they can view the site and
interact with the widgets that permit this, suclgaming and instant messaging widgets
(Abram, 2008). The public page also enables théeobisharing at the core of Web 2.0
functionality, and is obviously more useful forriies than sites that don’t have this (Liu,

2008). If it can’'t be shared, customers can’t u¢BPetlor et al, 2007).

Pageflakes is open source, meaning there is ndathstr than labour) for libraries
considering set up (Rutherford, 2008). It is custatle, with a range of banners and
skins available (Detlor & Lewis, 2006). It can bergonalized, has a range of multi-
media, and is a rich site both in content and agmea (Liu, 2008). There are numerous

image, game and movie widgets (Coyle, 2007).
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Pageflakes therefore effectively utilizes the potof Web 2.0 technology in general,
and AJAX technology specifically, to provide libies with a no-cost, rich and

interactive alternative to existing sites (Metz020

I nternet

The major problem with Pageflakes in this categeag the regularity with which it froze
during testing (O’Neill, 2007). On a number of csicas, the entire site froze, and it was
difficult to refresh the page. This made the pagavailable for a prolonged period of
time. Edward Byrne also reports in that the siferae to cyber attack, which can lead to
site inaccessibility (Stephens, 2008). This, cormBiwith occasional speed issues,
reduces the professionalism and usability of thes snaking it difficult to recommend
Pageflakes as being appropriate for library useitkegs positive components (Sadeh,
2008). While the level of content is high, and digplay is rich and advanced, continual
freezing would frustrate users and librarians (M2608). The problem was severe
enough during testing to outweigh the numerous fiterfeund elsewhere in the site

(Stephens, 2008).

Pageflakes does not have an accessibility funaiansite map (Liu, 2008). It also lacks
a professional help function (Duncan & Holliday03). Instead, it relies upon links to
forums, with users providing reports on identifigdblems. While this does reflect the
collaborative spirit of Web 2.0, it does reduce lthes| of professionalism of the site
(Maltz, 2005). The lack of access to a help ceisteedeterrent for libraries (Duncan &

Holliday, 2008). Help forums are often flawed bg ihcomplete advice offered, and the
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occasionally inappropriate tone of contributorsl@viaa, 2008). One forum contributor,
for example, is ‘sick of seeing a colour photo daaguy’ (http://forums.pageflakes.com/
viewtopic.php?f=5&t=488&sid=3ff7al75eb1320ca0f8e8%3207f55) Libraries require
rapid responses to problems that are affectingpegjes, rather than trawling through

forums which may not have the solution to all pesb$ (Duncan & Holliday, 2008).

Start Page

Pageflakes is a rich site (Finder et al, 200&)ak a high number of ready made (non-
library) widgets which can be added to a site (Ey&009). This is quite important, as
one advantage of a library using a start pagehasree page is that there is very little
actual creation required (Singer & Stephens, 2003)start page has a low number of

stored widgets, and the library had to create migets themselves, the ‘ready-made

advantage of start pages is lost (Valenza, 2008).

However, the widget search function used by Pakedlés inefficient (Liu, 2008). The

most logical results are not always returned, wicgh make the creation phase more
frustrating than it should be (Wang & Lim, 2009)sgarch for ‘Chelsea Football Club’
returned widgets for ‘Club Kidcast’ and ‘DuffieldriCket Club’, results that are based

around the most generic search term (club) ratiar the most specific (Chelsea).

The site is prone to having widgets die over tiBar(y & Tedd, 2008). This clutters tabs

with unwanted widgets, and the appearance ancketisef professionalism both suffer

(Valenza, 2008).
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Despite these problems Pageflakes is distincticadree of the branding tools and range
of content available (Muchmore, 2008). There afermation laden widgets, such as
Wikipedia and a range of news sites, but also aasgss to music, movie, sports and
game sites (Liu, 2008). Pageflakes is fun, intamgdb look at and to investigate (Finder

et al, 2006).

Organization

Pageflakes tested the best of all start pagesiondanization category. It has a rating
system for its widgets that many other providens'diaclude (Liu, 2008). This does

alert the potential user to the relative value site before adding it and testing it, though
this function is driven solely by user votes. Tisign obvious feature of Web 2.0, with
users able to rate and recommend content, witlslaésl reviews or star ratings (Liu,
2008). But there is concern that these ratingsre@e by a small percentage of users,

and may not reflect accurately on the worth ofdbmetent being rated.

In all other aspects, Pageflakes matches or béttersther sites. It efficiently declutters
the internet (Aitta et al, 2008). The tabbing fumeality is straightforward, which helps
organise and control the web (Fox, 2008). Thissdaceffective portal functionality,
enabling straightforward access to desirable websitrough clear subject headings
(Abels et al, 2007). This is a valuable tool thatyides an advantage over using a search
engine as a home page (Loerstscher, 2007). Favsitesdare instantly available and the
internet has already been filtered, with Googleliigavailable if the user wants to

extend beyond the selected sites (Wang & Lim, 2009)
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Summary

While Pageflakes has many positive componentgasdave shortcomings in important
areas. Problems include a high number of dead wgdgdich can leave the page looking
unprofessional (Riccardi et al, 2004). Pageflakes has speed and loading issues
(Antleman et al, 2006). It can completely freezenonasion (Metz, 2008). Without a
dedicated ICT help desk, this makes the implemiematf Pageflakes risky for a library,
as it is not feasible for a library site to be lafe for prolonged periods of time (Duncan
& Holliday, 2008). Pageflakes also lacks many dimery widgets, such as basic e-
reference widgets, and common news sites (Ubogl) 2006). Searching for widgets is
problematic, as the search function is not inteitwd does not always return the most

logical results (Finder et al, 2006).

These shortcomings balance the many positiveseodith. It is visually attractive, allows
wholesale site branding, and encourages persotiaiizand customization (Abram,
2008). Pageflakes would provide libraries with @emsource site that facilitates control
and declutter of the internet (Metz, 2008). It isomtent rich start page (though lacking
some core library widgets), and would offer a lavigaial improvement over many
existing library sites (McGillis & Toms, 2001). Mosnportantly, it has an effective

public page component (Metz, 2008).

Pageflakes is an attractive, useful site that sffeany potential benefits for libraries.

However, the existing problems, especially the d@ewl freezing issues, and the lack of

range of library appropriate widgets mean thaglil®s should test Pageflakes thoroughly
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before implementation as a library site (Antlemanale2006). If the identified issues are

rectified over time, it would be an effective libygool (McGillis & Toms, 2001).
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IGoogle
Library
iGoogle has a very comprehensive range of widdgtsénfeld, 2008). It has a wide
range of content in core library areas such as neference, books and e-journals
(Ubogu et al, 2006). Areas where it does lack aunteclude:

e Study guides (Ubogu et al, 2006)

* Information literacy (Novaljan & Zumer, 2004)

e Community content (Barry & Tedd, 2008)

Widgets for these areas are absent for many dested start pages. In other tested areas,
iGoogle provided multiple widgets (Metz, 2008).iBrary could be confident that
iGoogle would provide customers access to mostetksiources of e-information (Evans,

2009).

iGoogle is straightforward to brand (Valenza, 2008hile the creator can select from a
range of dynamic pre-made wallpapers, it is sttfogivard to upload personalized
branding (Evans, 2009). The start page can therdderefficiently labelled with library

logos and headers (Evans, 2009).

However, iGoogle scores marginally lower than Na#giin the ‘Library’ category
because of its inability to function as a gatheplage, or to provide remote access, both
of which make it less library appropriate (Ruthedfd@?008). Although it has a greater

range of gadgets, it is quicker and does not fraszaften as Netvibes or Pageflakes
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(Metz, 2008). But iGoogle ultimately has limitedeus a library context because only the
creator can see it. Until this is remedied, iGoama not realistically be considered as an
alternative to existing library web sites (Ross &n8yey, 2008). Currently, the relevant
sharing functionality is in the form of an indivialuwidget created by the library and

made available on iGoogle for all users, or OPAE (l&s/ans, 2009).
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Figure 38: Screen shot of iGoogle

Many libraries, including the University of Texalsrary, create iGoogle widgets (Harris
& Lessick, 2007). These libraries promote theirgaton their traditional library website,

hoping library/Google integration will occur wheastomers who have an iGoogle start
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page will their widget (Calhoun, 2006). This indiesan awareness of the scope of
Google: so many customers use it, and it is b&itbave a limited presence on Google
than not (Jackson, 2002). Numerous websites, ingutie New Zealand Herald
(http://www.nzherald.co.nz/) and Major League Badlefovww.mlb.com), offer widgets
that are easily added to start pages or otherlssfiavare. This process is becoming
widespread and could be a more effective methahoburaging customers to integrate
the library and Google than marketing a pre-setestart page to them (Sadeh, 2008).
However, it does restrict the role of the librareman internet organiser, and presents

libraries with less information control (Coyle, 200

Web 2.0

iGoogle takes advantage of Web 2.0 technology haece visual appearance (Evans,
2009). It has numerous multi-media sites, makimgate interesting than a traditional
library site (Sadeh, 2008). It is open source jgtforward to set up, and relatively bug
free (Metz, 2008). The widget search box is moteitive than Pageflakes’, and the site

is as rich and as much fun as any of the otherigeos (Finder et al, 2006).

But iGoogle is failing in the other major componehtVeb 2.0 (Rutherford, 2008). This
is not the technology, with which iGoogle is vepurd, but the ethos or spirit of Web
2.0. iGoogle restricts the ability of developershkare (Liu, 2008). They can share their
widget, but not their whole site (Detlor et al, ZD0How successful would social
software sites such as Facebook be if users hag#be a special box which they could

then add to a giant pool of millions of other boges hope other users would come
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across it by chance? (Harris & Lessick, 2007). \®€his partly about being open source,
and partly about enabling straightforward user eonh(Rutherford, 2008). But it is also
about the ability to share effortlessly and hered@e fails. To have a community form
around it, as a public library would want a sitdé#®portable and to be able to be shared
(Barry & Tedd, 2008). Despite its obvious qualiti€doogle’s lack of a public page

restricts libraries from being able to consideasta viable home page tool (Metz, 2008).

Internet

iGoogle is the most successful site in this catggamly lacking an obvious font-size
adjustment function (Pisanski & Zumer, 2005). Ashwhletvibes, this absence doesn’t
seem justifiable. Font can be increased on a uB€sbut it would be more useful if this
function was obviously available on the home pdgiéy(& Van Fleet, 2000). It should

be a component of all start pages.

The Help function is more developed than some atltes (Finder et al, 2006). iGoogle
has committed to company generated advice, and theccess to user help forums
(http://www.google.com/support/forum/p/Web+Seardha@h). This combination is

better than access only to the user forums, altintiog apparent difficulty in contacting
the parent company may be a deterrent to a larganzation such as a library, which
would want technical support available (Duncan &liday, 2008). Not all issues, such
as a problematic tabbing function, were successéubwered in the support area, which

led to a partial score.
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In other areas iGoogle is a superior tool (Evaf®92. It is easy to use, intuitive and
satisfying (Pisanski & Zumer, 2005). The develop#r€soogle seem aware of the
potential of the internet to enhance site appe&rand facilitate straightforward use

(Marcus, 2008).

Start Page

A problem identified with iGoogle in this categamas the number of added widgets that
later died (Valenza, 2008). The effect of thistfoe creator of an iGoogle site is that they
would have to check the site regularly to ensua¢ &l the widgets were live (Riccardi et
al, 2004). This is as important as maintainingliies on a traditional site (Barry & Tedd,
2008). If they die, there is frustration for theeug/ho clicks on them, and the site loses
credibility and authority (Sadeh, 2008). With arspamge, the links are displayed on the
page, so if a user enters a tab, and five or stke¥isible widgets have died, leaving a
message such as ‘Error module parsing spec: Natpepy formatted file’ they could
justifiably become frustrated (Barry & Tedd, 2008e effect of the rich interface is

diluted by these error messages (Fox, 2008).

It is worth considering the value of a start paigeilsg so many user created widgets.
While iGoogle claims to vet all user-generated \eidghefore posting them, there are
enough dead sites to suggest that some develagepesting imperfectly formed
widgets that are in fact not being thoroughly cleetky the parent company (Riccardi et
al, 2004). As with Netvibes, many of these useregated widgets are also inappropriate

for library use (Valenza, 2008). The first threelgets returned in a search for ‘sex’ are
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Sex Videos by Metacafe, Akrosex.com and Sexiest @oan the Planet, none of which

would reasonably expect to have a place on a {itsiée (Rutherford, 2008).

But, iGoogle has the best widget creation suppath straightforward instructions and
code that can be copied (Metz, 2008). It is algoeidsiest site on which to locate widgets,
with the most obviously applicable results usubiyng returned (Marcus, 2008). This
makes iGoogle a preferable site. It has acces®t@l@’s superior search algorithms,
meaning that some (if not all) of the frustratiamfisocating appropriate widgets on other

start pages, especially Pageflakes, are less pnoedyWang & Lim, 2009).

Organization

The tab function of iGoogle is problematic (Abelsak 2007). During the testing process,
the tabs were listed down the side of the home,pagjger than along the top as with
most other start pages. The process of movingi@aatab was not as intuitive as with a

site such as Netvibes (Sadeh, 2008).

However, iGoogle seems to reconsidering this switckide tabbing. Later in the testing
process the tab function reverted back to the tdpeopage, with similar functionality to
the tabbing on other sites. This means that ifeat aécked on a tab, they would be taken
to the page created for that tab. On yet anothgotitesting, the tabs were back on the
side of the page. It is difficult to determinehfg changing of position is due to iGoogle’s
testing processes, or to a bug in the site deEigmer way, it is confusing, and

unprofessional (Detlor et al, 2007). The most usgacement is at the top of the page, as
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it is a standard and makes the organization ofaacdss to related information more
straightforward (Loerstscher, 2007). iGoogle’s jdrnark in this category reflects the

apparent uncertainty.

One identified advantage of the side tabbing wdop down function, which meant that
every widget in each tab is accessible from one gBgtlor et al, 2007). This function
was not immediately obvious, and does add texhtotherwise visual site, but

effectively centralizes the selected sites (Loelsts, 2007).

iGoogle has user provided ratings for each widget, 008). Given the high number of
users, this perhaps will offer an accurate ratorgeich widget, though it is still probably
prudent for the site developer to carefully assesh widget before selecting. This is

especially important as some widgets seem to pesksrent content to that suggested

by the description in the search results.

Otherwise, iGoogle offers an effective method @amizing internet information
(McGillis & Toms, 2001). There is no limit to theimber of tabs that can be created
(Nichols & Mellinger, 2007). Simple drag and dr@gliniques allow the developer to
determine which information should be where ongage (Marcus, 2008). Quality

widgets are available, and declutter of the inteismé&argely achieved (Rosenfeld, 2008).
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Summary

With a public page and more consistent tabbingtfanality iGoogle would have been
the most effective start page for libraries to edeisusing as an alternative to existing
library web sites (Ross & Sennyey, 2008). It hasgfreatest range of widgets, was the
quickest and most reliable page tested, and whbi(tg apart) the most intuitive and
easy to use site (Pisanski & Zumer, 2005). iGoatdtractive, and has a range of multi-
media widgets available (Sadeh, 2008). It does bawge limitations with ongoing
changes to the site, notably to tabs, and linksdba't remain live (Riccardi et al, 2004).
But the biggest problem with iGoogle for librarigsts lack of a public page facility
(Metz, 2008). This makes it impossible for librarte consider using iGoogle as an
alternative web page, as customers will not be @mbéecess it (Detlor et al, 2007).
Despite its high score overall, iGoogle is the teseful of any of the major start pages
because of this limitation when tested in a libreoptext. The remaining options are for
libraries to create their own iGoogle gadget, aoplenthat relevant customers will add it
to their start page, or to utilize iGoogle as arAGPwhich are limited returns on the

potential of start page technology (Evans, 2009).
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My Yahoo
Library
My Yahoo has widgets for some of the library apgihie criteria. These include widgets
for:
* Newspapers (Liu, 2008)
» Journals (Sadeh, 2008)
* Information literacy (Novaljan & Zumer, 2004)
* Project Gutenberg (Ubogu et al, 2006)

* The New York Public Library (Ubogu et al, 2006)

But the Google search engine widget and the Gdsgftmlar widget are not obviously
available, possibly because of commercial impeeatiNeuhaus et al, 2008). There is
also no access to:

* A phrase and fable reference work (Novaljan & Zur@aé04)

* The CIA World Fact Book (Novaljan & Zumer, 2004)

* Study guides(Ubogu et al, 2006)

e Community content (Barry & Tedd, 2008)

These limitations restrict the value of My Yahoo libraries. Too many library essential
widgets are not available (Valenza, 2008). The t#ck Google search box, especially,
denies access to a component that was identifidtkifiterature as being a key to library

web site effectiveness (Finder et al, 2006).
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My Yahoo's appearance is not wholly library apprat@ (Novaljan & Zumer, 2004). It is
a rich site that looks attractive, interesting anofessional (Liu, 2008). It also
successfully implements the core tasks of a segepsuch as organization and
decluttering (Loerstscher, 2007). However, My Yaloes not provide the capacity for
institutional branding, restricting the ability aflibrary to effectively personalize the site

(Riccardi et al, 2004).

Web 2.0

My Yahoo's fails to effectively realise the Web 2os of sharing and interaction (Liu,
2008). There is no facility for a public page, whiestricts potential for use in a library,
as it is difficult for anyone outside the creatbagage is able to see it (Muchmore,
2008). There is a ‘Share’ button, which allows ¢theator to email tabs to friends, but that
process is more intrusive and labour intensive,lassl effective, than simply being able
to make the page public (Muchmore, 2008). Theahgurpose of a start page may be for
an individual to select web sites they are intee#t and store them logically in an
attractive place, but a natural extension of thigublic use (Metz, 2008). It is not just
libraries who could effectively use start pagesdmmmunal uses: small businesses,
schools, and interest groups could conceivably ldpueses for public pages as centres of
information dissemination (Muchmore, 2008). My Yalis not portable, and has limited

scope for a library community to be able to develogund it (Maltz, 2005).

Technically, My Yahoo ranks highly compared witle thther start pages. It is a visually

rich start page, with a variety of different typ#smedia available for use including video
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and games (Tachau, 2007). It is as much fun asflekge and Netvibes, and is initially
easier to use than Pageflakes (Rosenfeld, 2008)céptivating and user centred. But
ultimately, the effects of these factors (as w@loogle) are limited unless a public page
is launched (Metz, 2008). An effective online liraommunity cannot develop around

the site (Sadeh, 2008).
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Figure 39: Screen shot of My Yahoo

Internet
My Yahoo has a useful ‘Help’ function (Finder et 2006). The company provides basic

instructions for a number of key areas, includiddiag tabs and personalization (Detlor
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& Lewis, 2006). A number of these straightforwandtructions are supported by more
advanced tutorials, indicating a commitment by Maghgo to supporting users (Liu,
2008). Another area where the company demonstcatamitment is with accessibility
(Pisanski & Zumer, 2005). Although it is not immaigily obvious, there is an
accessibility function in the ‘Change Appearanedy (Lilly & Van Fleet, 2000). Four
different font sizes are available, as well asabidity to alter text and background colour,

an advance on most of the tested start pagesZ00Q8).

My Yahoo is restricted by its slow load times (M&008). Along with Pageflakes, it is
amongst the start pages that were consistentlyesiotw load pages or widgets during
searches (Sadeh, 2008). This reduces the sitdxitysaand its professionalism is

compromised (Pisanski & Zumer, 2005).

My Yahoo has a mixture of very useful features dratbalanced by problematic
functionality (Fox, 2008). This inability to havé areas working efficiently is frustrating,
as the site has some components that are supetioe higher testing start pages,

including the ‘Help’ and ‘Accessibility’ functiond.iu, 2008).

Start Page

My Yahoo effectively utilizes start page technoloffynas a high number of widgets that
remain live and it returns relevant results whevidget search is being conducted (Barry
& Tedd, 2008). This is an advance on Pageflakeg;wdften returns results that have

only a tenuous link to the search terms. As witba@le, this suggests the use of an
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efficient search algorithm (Wang & Lim, 2009). Téigect is less frustration for the user
during the search process, as a My Yahoo pageeguibkly set up (Travis & Norlin,

2002).

This is balanced by the limited branding capabibtyhe site (Maltz, 2005). The visual
appearance of My Yahoo is better than Eskobo ot 8id, for example, with a number

of themes available (Tachau, 2007). But theremgdid scope for personalized branding
of the site, which makes it less attractive torastiiution such as a library (Riccardi et al,
2004). As discussed above, the factor that restusé of My Yahoo in a library context

is the lack of a public page function (Metz, 2008rustomers cannot view the site, there

IS no scope for it to be used instead of a trad#idibrary home page.

Organization

My Yahoo has a useful tabbing function which alld¥ws user to effectively organize the
internet into relevant subject or interest areax(R008). This offers the user a tool for
internet control, and does lead to the creatioa lofv cost web portal (Detlor & Lewis,
2006). The internet can effectively be downsized decluttered (Loerstscher, 2007).
This is a core function of start pages, and My Yatsoas effective as any of the other

sites in achieving this.

Limitations include the lack of any resource evatra(Liu, 2008). The true value of

these is quite tenuous, as they are user as oppmsagert driven, and perhaps prone to

manipulation, so this is not a crucial absence. diffieulty in adding a Google search
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engine widget, as discussed above, does resteictdbfulness of the site (Sadeh, 2008).
Many of the authors listed in the literature revielentified straightforward access to
Google as a key component of a successful libiiggy&alhoun, 2006). This was not
because they necessarily believed Google to bedsiesearch engine, but because users
turn to it more readily than any other search eagivang & Lim, 2009). Part of the
organization of a library site is to have straightfard access to Google: customers want
it, so make it available to them (Brenner & Kle2008). My Yahoo also has no obvious
widget for Google Scholar or Google Maps (Brenndfl&in, 2008). The usefulness of
the site is restricted by these absences, which deress to tools sought after by library

customers (Neuhaus et al, 2008).

Summary

My Yahoo is a superior start page with advancedtfanality in some areas. It has an
accurate widget search function, developed orgtarza capabilities, more live widgets
than many tested sites, and superior Help and sibdéy functions (Finder et al, 2006).
But it has a number of faults which reduce its iigbas a library site. It has no public
page, so the site cannot be shared (Singer & StepR807). It has limited branding
capability (Maltz, 2005). There is minimal acces$ibogle widgets, and some key
library widgets are not available. The widget leapprocess is slow (Metz, 2008). My
Yahoo has a great deal of potential, with many sap&inctions, but the areas that are
lacking are functions that are essential to uselibrary setting (Novaljan & Zumer,
2004). Without ready access to Google applicateortsa public page in particular, it is

difficult to envisage effective use of My Yahoo lifyraries (Brenner & Klein, 2008).
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Protopage

Library

Protopage has potential for libraries becausesafambination of optimized appearance
and information control (Wright, 2004). The sitdlwoad any page that has an RSS feed,
meaning that a large number of websites can bedstum Protopage (Liu, 2008).
therefore theoretically provides access to a nurabklorary applicable widgets (Ubogu

et al, 2006).

Some feeds, however, such as those to internati@mvedpapers, would not load (Liu,
2008). It is difficult to determine if this was dteea bug in the search engine, or a failure
to read the sites feeds. The apparent bug ishbawvidget search box sometimes fails to
clear previous searches. Even if searches areededed the box is clear, when a new
search is made Protopage will still occasionaltynre hits for the previous unrelated
search. For example, a search for The Economisted results for the New York

Public Library, a previously deleted search. Thy apparent solution to the bug was to

completely log out of Protopage, log back in artdrapt a new search.

Compounding this, the search box would not accepaed pasted URLS. These are the
most effective ways to add feeds to Protopage secaiithe search structure. But during
testing the feed search engine would only workéf URLs were typed in, increasing

frustration during the construction period (Antlenet al, 2006).
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There were a limited range of ready made widgetdgivza, 2008). There was no access
to study guides, or to Google Scholar (Neuhaug 2088). In fact, the range of ready
made widgets available on Protopage under the hg&@obogle’ seemed to little
relationship to Google applications at all (Jacks2/02). Instead, they were primarily
language sites, which again compromised the adyhafriProtopage: the main Google
sites a user would be looking for would more likb&/a search engine, Google Scholar
or Google Maps rather than how to learn to speakn@e (Brenner & Klein, 2008). This
is despite a Google search box being positionegagh page, indicating that the

company is aware of the value of the Google seangime (Brophy & Bawden, 2005).

Protopage does lend itself to serendipity and biragvdBates, 1989). The tabbing
function permits loading of multiple widgets on {h&ge (Fox, 2008). There is access to
useful, high quality sites (Han et al, 2007). Arusguld browse a page and find
something attractive and compelling that would lcdbeir eye (Bates, 1989). In this way
it is a more fully developed version of Eskobo, efhoperates a similar RSS feed driven
system (Liu, 2008). But whereas Eskobo is plain@ult Protopage is a rich, attractive
site, with tabs, which is more likely to appear gafling to users (Nichols & Mellinger,

2007).

Web 2.0

Protopage challenges the ethos of Web 2.0 (Abr@08)2 The company displays banner

advertisements on the user's home page, whicleiit dffers to remove for $2.49 per
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month. This practise contradicts the free, shacmmmunity spirit of Web 2.0 (Sadeh,

2008).

Protopage does have a public page facility (Muclen®@08). This makes it attractive to
libraries, as they could select site content, cimgpguality widgets, and then share it with

library customers as a low cost, attractive aneradtive portal (Finder et al, 2006).
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Figure 40: Screen shot of Protopage

Protopage has a sense of fun (Tachau, 2007). Bnergame widgets, comic strips,
humour, movies and the site has instant visualapei, 2008). The end user should
enjoy using Protopage (Tachau, 2007). The site,daegever, lose half a mark because

of the amount of frustration involved in set-upgdhe slow loading functionality on
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occasion (O’Neill, 2007). With Windows Live, it wase of the least enjoyable sites to

create.

Internet

Protopage has no accessibility function (PisansKiugner, 2005). This makes it more
difficult for users with sight impairment to coneidusing the start page, as use would
involve altering PC settings, creating an impeditierstraightforward use (Liu, 2008).
The lack of commitment to accessibility by the sfages in general is concerning, as the
internet is such a visual tool (Lilly & Van Fle@000). There seems to be a
comprehensive lack of desire to consider that a@yathout perfect vision uses it. An

accessibility button can be easily added, and neebte intrusive.

Protopage also suffers from slowness, especialnwhoving from one tab to another
(Antleman et al, 2006). This may be attributabléhi® amount of image content on each
page, or the advanced graphic display in geneudit ldoes create frustration (Metz,

2008).

It is also a site that is less easy to learn tatlige others, most notably Netvibes and
iGoogle (Pisanski & Zumer, 2005). This is partlhese of the technical difficulties of
adding new widgets, which have the potential todethie creator baffled. But it is also
due to more straightforward issues, such as theflisser generated widgets not being in
alphabetical order (Travis & Norlin, 2002). Thiscbenes problematic when the list has

over fifty headings. The list becomes alphabe@tdhe bottom, which many users may
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not take the time to locate (Schuling, 2007). Aeottonfusing process is naming the
tabs, which requires the user to click at the fiafrthe tab, arrow key to the end of the
existing, generic name, delete that name and tldrmaaew name (Duncan & Holliday,
2008). This is problematic as the user is alsoireduo click on the name to visit that tab.
Most other start pages have a more straightforwaethod of completing this naming
function, most highlighting the name within the fabrenaming as soon as it is created.
This is one of a number of characteristics thatesdkrotopage more difficult to use than

it reasonably should be (Travis & Norlin, 2002).

Start Page

Protopage scored in the middle range of all testad pages in this category. It is more

attractive than many of the lower scoring sitesl has the advantage of having a public
page (Metz, 2008). These are two core charactsittat make Protopage of value to a
library: it will improve a library’s website appearce, and can be shared with all library

customers (Liu, 2008).

But it ranks poorly against Netvibes, Pageflakes i@oogle because of issues
surrounding widget location and creation as disedisdbove (Metz, 2008). Protopage
widgets are not truly widgets in the sense thasehio iGoogle have been created by
developers using code. Instead, Protopage widgetiés to RSS feeds, which are
manipulated to appear in a more attractive fastiian Eskobo, which uses the same
technique, manages. This should make the processstraightforward: all that is

required to create a widget is a URL to an RSS,fedoving the step of more complex
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code creation (Metz, 2008). If the widget searatction was refined, Protopage could

have library potential.

Organization

Protopage effectively provides tools for downsizargl organizing the internet, primarily
in the form of straightforward tabs (Fox, 2008)e$h tabs are more consistent than
iGoogle, mirror Netvibes and Pageflakes, and apersor to all other tested pages. The

only drawback is the frustrating process requicedadme them.

This tabbing process leads to the straightforwaedton of a web portal (Finder et al,
2006). Related sites can be listed under a comrmeadihg such as sports or news, and
customers can head to that tab to then browsetedltates that will likely be of use (Fox,

2008).

Summary

Protopage has a tremendous amount of potentials®in libraries. It can be used as a
public page, it facilitates easy organization & thternet into useable chunks, and it is an
attractive, rich site (Ross & Sennyey, 2008). Btitnately, it is a site that is flawed by
having too many minor problems, including a demtamgayment to remove ads from

the site, a problematic widget location functioml @anlimited range of ready made

widgets (Travis & Norlin, 2002). It fills the midelground of the pages tested, being

superior to Eskobo and Start Aid in most categpbes having too many minor issues to
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be able to challenge the more accomplished sispgctally Netvibes and Pageflakes,

which have fewer problems.

However, if these problems are resolved, Protopagéd be an effective library tool.
Rich, vibrant and with potential access to any R&8 on the internet, it would be a
dynamic site that would enhance the web provisfamany libraries (Tachau, 2007).
Most importantly, it could be used at home by ligraustomers, an advantage over
iGoogle (Rutherford, 2008). But until the noteduiss are resolved, Protopage’s mid-

range test results accurately reflect its suitgbiibr library use.
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Eskobo

Library

Eskobo provides access to a number of core lilasgegs including:
* Newspapers (Liu, 2008)
» e-reference (Ubogu et al, 2006)
* e-books (Rowlands et al, 2009)

e Community content. (McMenemy, 2007)

Linking to library catalogues, however, is difficwith only RSS links available (Fox,
2008). There are some feeds linking to catalogBadd€h, 2008). For example, a search
for ‘New York Library Catalogue’ returns a hit fhve Middle Tennessee State University
RSS feed to various libraries, including the NewkyBublic Library (Ubogu et al, 2006).
This scattershot form of locating information doetirn more related hits than iGoogle,
which returns no hits for the same search and oméyfor ‘New York Public Library’.

The location process for Eskobo is therefore faistg, but with extensive searching

appropriate results can be located (Travis & No2i002).

There is no straightforward access to the Googleckeengine, or to Google scholar,
which reduces the usefulness of the site, asegt@blished that customers often seek
these tools in the first instance (Ross & Senng897). It is more likely that the desired
page will be found referenced by a third party, si¢her than through a direct link to the
page itself (Schmidt, 2007). A search for Googladbar returns hits with blogs

discussing Google Scholar, news about Google Schalanot (on the first page of
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results) a site that will load a Google Scholarde®ox to the start page (Neuhaus et al,
2008). The alternative web search engine thatagiged is quite effective, returning
relevant search results (Tennant, 2000). A seanctbé&nanas’, for example, did return
hits about the fruit from Wikipedia, and other sitiscussing the history and
characteristics of bananas. But the search engaks kthe branding and familiarity of

Google (Rowlands et al, 2008).

English does not seem to be the main languageeadetieloper of the Eskobo site (Fox,
2008). There are examples of incorrect spelling@oar grammar on the front page
(Novaljan & Zumer, 2004). One is the banner ondbfhe home page which reads ‘You
can include eskobo button on your site for youiters are use easily your rss support’, a
sentence which seems to be attempting to relaydtsgmarate pieces of information (how
to let your friends share Eskobo, and how to g&s BSpport). Advice is offered
encouraging the user to ‘Add Search Results on Page’. While these mistakes are
probably due to the site originating from Turkéy contain basic errors, meaning that
the site does not appear very professional (FO83RWPoor spelling and grammar in
banner headings, even on a third party hostingwsiteld reflect poorly on a library

using that site (Younis, 2002).

Eskobo is not the supersite identified as desiraibtke literature (Detlor et al, 2007).
Supersite implies access to a multitude of eleatresources, and those resources
(including catalogue, news, games, video, books)goenified and organized in

attractive fashion for the end user (Sadeh, 2@8&obo has too many gaps in its
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provision, and it also fails to provide enough adeq organizational tools for this to be

the case (Han et al, 2007). The site offers ordingle page, rather than numerous pages

divided into related subjects (Valenza, 2008). display is basic, without much visual

richness (a colourful weather widget is an except{tiu, 2008). The range of sites is

limited with a reliance on RSS, resulting in maegrghes returning a plethora of blogs

and little of more substance (Detlor et al, 2007).
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Figure 41: Screen shot of Eskobo

Web 2.0

Eskobo does not fully take advantage of Web 2.0rtelogy. It does not have an obvious

public page component, which limits its use bydiies and other similar organizations

(Stephens, 2008). It has limited multi-media digpknd does not effectively incorporate
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mash-ups (Sadeh, 2008). It has basic content. Qeahpath Netvibes or iGoogle, which
are both more straightforward and have more inteawidgets, is not fun to set-up or
use (Riccardi et al, 2004). This combination mahaese is no sharing capability, limited

content and little of the sense of fun associatitd Web 2.0 software (Abram, 2008).

Eskobo is not intuitive or straightforward to usénger et al, 2006). It does have an ‘Add
to My Site’ button for adding content, but it is redifficult to preview the site that is
being added than it is with iGoogle, for examplea(ds, 2008). Having followed the
‘Add My Feed'’ link, located an appropriate RSS féman the web, and pasted it into the
search box, the user will often receive a messageg ‘Not Found!!” Because, rather
than meaning that the site will add the user’'sana pasted feed at this point, it will in
fact search for a feed that the user can then/glin, this seems to be a mistranslation
which makes the creation process less straightioh@iccardi et al, 2004). If the user
clicks on the advanced search button, they canadbdrtheir own feed. This process is

too convoluted and not clear enough to be useftujtive or fun (Sadeh, 2008).

Eskobo does not have a widget library, insteadignog access to as many RSS feeds
from the internet as its search engine can lod&tng & Lim, 2009). A search for ‘Cats’
will return a number of RSS feeds about cats ptesein text form, whereas a search for
‘Cats’ on iGoogle will return a smaller amount oflgets, each with an attractive picture
box that presents an instant visual idea of whatttlget contains (Liu, 2008). Eskobo,

therefore, is not taking advantage of available \&&btechnology with its presentation
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and it is less interesting as a result. It is drppposed to rich, textual rather than visual

(Liu, 2008).

The user is required to do more of the work, wiskd@bo not providing enough content
(McGillis & Toms, 2001). Part of Web 2.0’s attramtiis that it is easy, and the processes
involved with Eskobo reduce that sense of easaiiBis & Zumer, 2005). The user has
to search, and/or cut and paste, making Eskob® ititbre than an extended feed reader,

rather than a true start page (Evans, 2009).

Internet

Eskobo is one of the few tested sites that offaredasily locatable accessibility function
(Pisanski & Zumer, 2005). There are only two famés, regular and large, but this is an
advance over the start pages which rely on ustasrg] the settings of their PCs. There

are also a number of font colour choices, all ofolwiplace dark text on a lighter

background (Lilly & Van Fleet, 2000). This does iifnarriers to use of the site.

In many other areas in this category Eskobo wasimfto other sites. Its loading speed
and general functionality were poor, leading tafration (Sadeh, 2008). Often, the site
would freeze during the loading process, and tigsys occurred if a feed was dead

(Metz, 2008). No message would display: insteagpilld appear as if the feed was still
attempting to load (Aitta et al, 2008). This praoblevas not unique to Eskobo, but when

combined with its other shortcomings made it a Jargtrating site to work with.
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While Eskobo did have a ‘Contact’ button, allowihg user to send mail to the company,
there was no more immediate source of help avail@bhder et al, 2006). The user
forums and FAQs popular with many other provideesemnot available (Detlor & Lewis,

2006).

The interface of the system is limited, with mastds loading only text (Sadeh, 2008).
The branding of the site was equally poor, withuker unable to upload any images of
their own, limiting the appeal of the site to libes (Riccardi et al, 2004). The colours

available were dull, leaving the site with a priretlook in comparison to the multitude

of images and multi-media available on sites siiGaogle (Sadeh, 2008).

Eskobo was also one of the most difficult siteketyn to use efficiently (Aitta et al,
2008). The upload process, as discussed, wastndiva, and the instructions did not
always make sense (Fox, 2008). Location of desri@ds was difficult, and the range
of stored feeds was very low (Schmidt, 2007). Thegis no graphic management, very
limited satisfaction and Eskobo, after exposuréhéomore visually appealing sites such

as Netvibes and iGoogle, seemed antiquated andvarding (Liu, 2008).

Start Page

Eskobo only scored half a point in this categooy live links (Barry & Tedd, 2008).
Most of the feeds it linked to were live, but thees that were dead slowed the system
down considerably, and this was frustrating endioglt to lose the half point (Barry &

Tedd, 2008).
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In all other areas, Eskobo failed to meet evendtasdard. It had no public page
capability (Stephens, 2008). It had a low numbeeafly made feeds, and searching for
new feeds was problematic, with desired sites yastlirned at the top of the list
(Schmidt, 2007). It looked the least attractivalbthe sites tested, with very limited
scope for personalization (Detlor & Lewis, 2006hisT combination led to Eskobo being
the least memorable of the sites, and one whishublikely would improve upon the
existing web pages of many libraries, in termserfgrmance, appearance and content

(McGillis & Toms, 2001).

Organization

Eskobo has a limited range of subject headingsanight hand column (Valenza, 2008).
These had been pre-selected by the company, andé¢nés unable to add to or alter
them (Loerstscher, 2007). A small number of feeddisted under each heading. The
user is therefore unable to organize informatida subject areas of their choosing, or to
add further relevant feeds to the pre-selectedihgadFox, 2008). Any new feeds the
user selects are stored together on the main page(feld, 2008). The user can drag
and drop them, so that related sites are nearcto@éaer, but they cannot be listed
together under a subject heading or tab, whichrisnore preferable, as it clearly defines
the location of related information which will makeesasier for the user to find what they
are looking for (Fox, 2008). Instead, the user nsasbll down an entire web page. This
limits the functionality of Eskobo as an interneganization site (Loerstscher, 2007). It

does not have portal functionality (Abels et alQ2p It is closer to a set of favourite
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feeds which are available on the screen at onertather than being in a drop down box

(Metz, 2008).

There is no resource evaluation on Eskobo, angparant attempt to return search

results in relevance order (Liu, 2008).

Summary

Eskobo is unsuitable for use in a library contéxs a limited site, which offers only
marginal organization of the internet, basic dig@ad a small range of feeds
(Loerstscher, 2007). There is no public page cdipgbneaning that a library could not
effectively share the site with customers (Steph2888). Eskobo suffers from a lack of
professionalism, and a failure to take advantagbepotential of available technologies
(Pisanski & Zumer, 2005). In comparison with sorfiéhe other tested sites it is difficult

to add new sites, or to constructively organizesttlected sites (Novaljan & Zumer,

2004). The end result is a start page that carmehbred, has basic appearance, provides

limited tools for organizing the internet and hassfrating functionality (Fox, 2008).
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WindowsLive
Library
Windows Live tests poorly in this category. It lsasincomplete range of widgets for:
« e-reference (Ubogu et al, 2006)
» Magazines (Novaljan & Zumer, 2004)
* Google applications (Brophy & Bawden, 2005)
e Study guides (Ubogu et al, 2006)

e Community content (McMenemy, 2007)

Some of these absences are baffling. Windows Lagedm RSS search box that should
permit the addition of any live RSS feed to thetgtage (Wang & Lim, 2009). But a
Google search for ‘New Scientist RSS’ locates raheveeds that a search in Windows
Live fails to identify. This makes the search psc@ustrating, and it is difficult for the
user to have confidence in the widget/feed seansh(Riccardi et al, 2004). Ultimately,
too many key sites are not available (or listeddeep in the results), reducing the value
and authority of Windows Live for a library (Bar& Tedd, 2008). It is difficult to locate

desired information or to effectively downsize theernet (Schuling, 2007).

Web 2.0
Windows Live does take advantage of some availdb 2.0 technologies (Abram,
2008). By offering a public page, it is allowingeus to share information and favoured

sites (Stephens, 2008). It is an open source agiic meaning it is an attractive
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alternative to existing web pages in terms of ¢dbram, 2008). It also has

comprehensive live chat and email provision (LIDO2).

But in other areas, Windows Live is less succes3iu display of the site is limited with
a choice of basic colours the only opportunitygersonalization (Detlor & Lewis, 2006).
There are very few images or logos attached tadded widgets, creating a display that
is more text based than other providers (Liu, 2008 site is difficult to use (Riccardi et
al, 2004). To add a widget that is not alreadytedaor example, the developer is
required to click on ‘Advanced Search’, then sedocla website, then click ‘Add to my
page’ then confirm the last step one more timthdfdeveloper chooses to not add any of

the listed sites, the back button must be usedltzate the start page, as the search

process necessitates leaving the site (Travis &ilN&002).
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Figure 42: Screen shot of Windows Live
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Windows Live does not provide a central accesstfidavidsen, 2005). There are a
confusing amount of sites which are able to be egehat have ‘Windows Live’
incorporated into their title, indicating a brangliissue for the company (Maltz, 2005).
This is the most frustrating aspect of the sitehasactual start page is hidden behind a
number of other company sites. The start pagdfisut to locate either from the other
sites, or in a Google search. This lack of inteitigss and lack of internet visibility would

limit appeal in a library setting, as customersldatruggle to find it (Maltz, 2005).

Windows Live is frustrating rather than fun, witldall appearance and convoluted
creation and search processes (Adams & Doughd®®)21t has limited, difficult to
locate content, and is not as rich as other s8ebyling, 2007). This balances the value

of the public page functionality of the site (Muatw®, 2008).

I nternet
Windows Live is the lowest performed of all thersfamges in this category. Problems
include:

* No accessibility function (Pisanski & Zumer, 2005)

* Poor speed (Metz, 2008)

» Limited interface (Sadeh, 2008)

» Basic graphics (Schmidt, 2007)

» Complex navigation (Aitta et al, 2008)
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A number of the better performed start pages lackesof these components. Netvibes
has loading and speed problems; iGoogle has natreessibility function (Lilly & Van
Fleet, 2000). But Windows Live has faults in thegést number of areas. It is slow,
difficult to find, and has limited capacity for m@ing (Metz, 2008). Navigation during
the widget creation phase, and during the genesmblithe site, is overly complex (Aitta
et al, 2008). This combination of factors meandite is unsatisfying, difficult to learn

and inefficient (McGillis & Toms, 2001).

Positive components include that Windows Live asword secured site, and that there
is an element of familiarity contained within theegTennant, 2000). It is also easy to
read and does have an expert generated ‘Help’iam(Einder et al, 2006). This does not
cover all aspects of need, but is an advance ongdeforums companies such as

Pageflakes use.

Start Page

Windows Live’s strength in this category is its palpage functionality, meaning that it
does have potential for use by libraries as custemeuld be able to access the site
remotely (Schmidt, 2007). There is also constrectdvice for developers about how to
create their own widgets, and most of the widgetthe site are live (Barry & Tedd,

2008).

But the number of stored widgets is the lowesthefdtart pages with this feature (Evans,

2009). It is also difficult to locate external wietg (Valenza, 2008). This lack of ready
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made, satisfying widgets, combined with the conteslilsearch process of locating feeds
and the very basic display means that Windows faie to take advantage of start page

technology (Metz, 2008).

The site is frustrating rather than memorable dytive creation phase. The generic
branding also limits the site’s appeal: it looksela company, rather than personal, site

(Harris & Lessick, 2007).

Organization

Windows Live can be effectively organized (Hanlg2807). With its straightforward
tabbing system, internet information can be easilggorized into linked areas such as
‘Library’ or ‘News’ (Liu, 2008). If the other compnts of the site, most notably the site
creation process, were as straightforward, thensi@d have been much more useful as
a whole (Singer & Stephens, 2007). If there waseatgr range of high quality widgets,
or a comprehensive and accurate search procesdpWsr_ive would have functioned

as a useful web portal (Davidsen, 2005). But thk & quality sites and the dull

appearance limit this potential (Finder et al, 2006

Summary
Windows Live has unrealised potential. With a palplage facility, straightforward
tabbing and access to a large user group, theaild have had value as a library

alternative (Stephens, 2008). But the site is fhviecking quality content, being
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difficult to locate and use, and having a dull agppace (McGillis & Toms, 2001). Itis a
slow, limited site that has little potential fobilary use unless its functionality and

content is upgraded (Fox, 2008).
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I nbox
Library
Widgets for Inbox are pre-selected by the provated cannot be added to. No widget
creation advice is offered (Metz, 2008). The raofbeidgets that are made available
would not be wholly useful in a library setting.rfexample, Inbox lacks the full range of
widgets in the following areas:

« e-reference (Ubogu et al, 2006)

* Magazines (Novaljan & Zumer, 2004)

* Newspapers (Liu, 2008)

» Google applications (Brophy & Bawden, 2005)

* Project Gutenberg (Ubogu et al, 2006)

e Library catalogues (Sadeh, 2008)

e Community content (McMenemy, 2007)

e Study guides (Ubogu et al, 2006)

The search engine that is provided instead of Golugks to commercial rather than
information sites (Rowlands et al, 2008). A sedorhbanana’, for example, returns hits
for Betty Crocker products, Banana Republic goads, Fossil Handbags, rather than
general information sites such as Wikipedia. Tlaisbination of an incomplete range of
widgets and limited search engine functionalitymets the scope for use of Inbox in
libraries (Tennant, 2000). Lacking essential ligremols, the site would not improve

access to information that was relevant to libtasgrs (Schmidt, 2007).
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Web 2.0

Inbox has basic customization features (Detlor &isg 2006). The user is able to select
from a range of colours and themes. The rangeanhés is not large, and incorporates
personal interests such as ‘Dogs’ or ‘The Unitedgdiom’ (Harris & Lessick, 2007). A
number of related widgets are automatically addedmthe user selects a theme. The
user can therefore personalize the site, but anitetl scale (Detlor & Lewis, 2006).

Other components of Web 2.0 that are incorporatete site include access to email and

live chat (Liu, 2008). Inbox is also open sourcéir@m, 2008).
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Figure 43: Screen shot of Inbox
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But the screen display of Inbox is not as develaggedhany of the other tested sites
(Evans, 2009). In the middle of the home pagegtiea large box that has alternating
advertisements which are colourful, active andaligattractive. The body of the site,
however, is text-based with few graphics (Liu, 200&ken as a whole, the site does not
fulfil the potential for attractive display providéoy Web 2.0 technology (Schuling 2007).

The result is that Inbox looks less attractive ttl@more developed sites (Evans, 2009).

I nternet

Inbox provides access to a dedicated help and stiggearea that is company generated
(Finder et al, 2006). This suggests a willingngsghle company to invest in solutions and
improvements, rather than just in the front endhasy of the providers do. The speed of
Inbox is also consistent and it freezes less rgdddn a number of the other graphic
heavy sites, notably Netvibes (Metz, 2008). Thisbdity may be the trade off of having

a text-laden screen, but the limited display ddésebthis advantage (Schuling, 2007).

A potential problem did develop during the logilo@ess. If the prospective user does not
have an available email address, they are requestter their cell phone details

instead (Valenza, 2008). This request would seehate little relevance to internet
signup, and may be a commercial data gatheringnige. The sense of Web 2.0
community is reduced, especially when the procgessinbined with a commercially

orientated search engine (Rutherford, 2008).
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Inbox has no accessibility function (Liu, 2008)also lacks the one box, one button
search functionality of many of the other testedtgtages (Wang & Lim, 2009). It is
more difficult to use than Netvibes, for examplecause it does not have an identifiable
tabbing function, and it was difficult to locatestted information (Schmidt, 2007). This

combination makes the site inefficient and redwsgssense of stimulation (Liu, 2008).

Ultimately, Inbox provides an unsatisfying intersért page experience (McGillis &
Toms, 2001). It is limited and dull, and this igdtrating when it is evident that
technology exists to produce much more interactweactive sites that do not dictate to

the user so completely in terms of content andlays{Rutherford, 2008).

Start Page

Inbox lacks public page capability, and providesess to a low number of widgets
(Schmidt, 2007). There is no support for widgettmn, and users are unable to add
their own widgets (O’Neill, 2007). Serendipity islikely because of the prescribed
range of widgets (Bates, 1989). The limited dis@ag lack of developed content mean
the site is not memorable in comparison with asiteh as iGoogle, which has more

content and more potential for enhanced displaypemgonalization (Abram, 2008).

The most important component that is absent isdipacity for making a public page
(Muchmore, 2008). As with the other sites that doprovide public pages, this restricts
potential for use by libraries (Stephens, 2008xhWhibox, this is compounded by the

limited access to relevant content (Schmidt, 20B7j)brary could effectively downsize
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the internet or select effectively, as the rangsitals available is so limited and; and the
widgets are available could not be made availablétary customers (Loerstscher,

2007). This combination reduces the usefulnesalmiX in a library context.

A positive aspect of the site is that most linksevé/e and remained so over time (Barry
& Tedd, 2008). This may be a side-effect of notvimg any user created widgets
(O’Neill, 2007). It is a problematic area of stpeges: it is useful to be able to access so
many iGoogle widgets, but it becomes frustratingwividgets die (Barry & Tedd,

2008). This begs the question that if only widdbtt were created by professional
developers were available would the proportionwad sites be more satisfactory (O’Neill,
2007)? Or is it more important to allow users tabatributors, in the spirit of Web 2.0

(Rutherford, 2008)?

Organization

Inbox provides limited tools to organize the intrnonstructively (Coyle, 2007). It does
reduce the size of the net by offering only actessfew web sites, but the range of sites
made available is small (Loerstscher, 2007). Tkisrals the purpose of the start page
too far: the end user (or librarian) should stéllbft with a variety of sites to select from,
which would allow that user to then organize acowdo their tastes and needs (Schmidt,
2007). A start page should facilitate that selecpoocess, rather than presenting a
limited range of sites asfait accompli(Davidsen, 2005). Instead of effectively
decluttering the internet, Inbox denudes the irgeaf its richness before the end user has

access to it (Schmidt, 2007).
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There is no tab function with Inbox (Fox, 2008)stkad, widgets nest other widgets
inside them. Inbox cannot therefore act as a p{ahcan & Holliday, 2008). Rather, it
is, like Eskobo, a group of favourite sites (Hamale®007). These are not the user’s

favourite sites, however, but a pre-selection wbtaites made by Inbox staff.

So, as a tool for librarians to use to organizearhernet, Inbox has numerous limitations
(Han et al, 2007). There is very little scope foe tibrarian to exert any selection skill
over the site, or to present information in relataganized areas (Davidsen, 2005).
Serendipity is eliminated by the dry range of wiggand there is no scope for basic

library tools such as subject headings (Fox, 2008).

Summary

Inbox is the lowest scoring site of all the staages tested. It is limited by a number of
factors including basic display, a small range @fgets, and has no potential for use as a
web portal (Davidsen, 2005). Basic tools suchsasetarch engine are corrupted by
apparent commercial imperatives and poor accegsrteral information sites (Liu, 2008).
There is no access to essential sites incorporéliragy relevant information sources
such as e-reference or magazines, and no puble gegzpbility (Finder et al, 2006).

There is also no capacity for libraries to seledldy sites from the internet (Fox, 2008).
Inbox was a fast loading site and widgets remalivedover time (Riccardi et al, 2004).
But the range of shortcomings was large enoughggest that there is very little scope

for use of Inbox in a library context.
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Start Aid

Library

Start Aid does not provide widgets for users to dload. Instead, users must download
bookmarked sites to a Start Aid page, where theceld sites can be organized into
related ‘trees’ (Rosenfeld, 2008). A Start Aid pagk therefore have as much quality
content as the user has already collected over(tioe, 2008). It also means that any
web page can be added to Start Aid, as the sitetiseliant upon widget creation (Metz,
2008). If the web page exists, it can be storeal $tart Aid tree, and accessed with a

single click (Detlor et al, 2007).

Start Aid therefore organizes and displays faveisites on a webpage rather than in a
dropdown box (Han et al, 2007). Content is nottiaiby the availability of widgets or
RSS feed (Wang & Lim, 2009). There is access tosrstes, online reference,
community content, all the Google applications andultitude of library catalogues
(Calhoun, 2006). Because of this, Start Aid faais access to the greatest number of

websites.

Start Aid does not look library appropriate (Nowaalj& Zumer, 2004). The display is
basic, and comes from a different technologicakgation than iGoogle, for example
(Metz, 2008). Instead of rich images and interactisplay, Start Aid has a plain

webpage with abundant text (Liu, 2008). Functidgad unnecessarily complicated,

most notably in the download and dispersal of sitesorganized categories (Fox, 2008).
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Web 2.0

Some parts of Web 2.0 are utilized effectively bgrSAid (Metz, 2008). User

participation is a strong component of the siteef€hs an online community which has

the potential to develop as a web page sharingS#deh, 2008). Start Aid is

collaborative in a way that most of the other pagesnot: rather than uploading or

adding a widget that an unidentified creator haderavailable, users are encouraged to

share favourite pages, collaborate and becomeeofilends (Maltz, 2005). In this

context, it is the most social of the tested qiiagtherford, 2008).
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Figure 44: Screen shot of Start Aid

But the customization capacity of the site is lefsctive (Detlor & Lewis, 2006). The

overall appearance of Start Aid is dull, with basaours and expandable boxes
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populating the site (Singer & Stephens, 2007). gdtential of AJAX technology is
unrealised, and the site is not attractive orlgtgrin the way iGoogle is (Metz, 2008). So,
although a sense of fun could possibly develop twe once the fellow users became
known, there is no obvious visual sense of excitdrirethe site (Liu, 2008). The games
and movie previews that are instantly accessiblenn®oogle is opened are not evident
(Evans, 2009). The concepts employed on the $igeg’ instead of ‘tabs’) seem

contrived to create a point of difference with othtart pages.

Internet

Start Aid tested poorly in this category. This @&tfy because it is more complicated than
the other sites (Wang & Lim, 2009). The initial ogtl of the bookmarks is not
straightforward. The terminology is different: ‘TeygCategory name then drop below’ is
not as easy to process as ‘Create Tab’ (Nichols&lliMyer, 2007). An effect is that it
takes longer to learn how to use Start Aid, whemegor benefit of a site such as Netvibes

is that it is instantly obvious how to use it (Nauk et al, 2008).

When the user returns to Start Aid after havingtagp, there are no basic instructions to
follow (Nichols & Mellinger, 2007). The navigatiaos not as straightforward as
Pageflakes, for example: the user needs to clidkerchosen tree, scroll down the
results that creates, and then click again on &s@ed page (Travis & Norlin, 2002).
This, as with iGoogle, opens on the existing paglear than in a new page meaning that
to return to the start page the user is requiragéothe ‘back’ button, or to keep moving

forwards and not return at all (Travis & Norlin,G&).

114



This leads to low scores for efficiency and satiséa (Liu, 2008). Over time, a user may
become efficient with Start Aid, and be stimulatedl satisfied by its community ethos
(Sadeh, 2008). But a first time user, in a hurrfind desired information, would be
unlikely to record similar feelings (Schmidt, 200i)has been established in the
literature that this lack of instant appeal is &isting fault with library sites, and use of

Start Aid would not rectify the problem (Tennarm0B).

Start Page

Start Aid is the only start page to score a pairthe control and collaboration category
(Maltz, 2005). Conceivably, if a library did us&tart Aid start page, the customer could
push favourite sites onto that site (with contnoipproval) using the ‘Share’ function.
Start Aid also scores because it has a public fag#ion (Stephens, 2008). Most of the

tested links were live (Riccardi et al, 2004).

In other areas, however, Start Aid scores pootlyas a dull appearance, and limited
creator support (Metz, 2008). It is difficult tockate sites to add directly from the front
page, and is one of the least memorable of thesges because of the basic display and

complicated, antiquated functionality (Nichols & Nieger, 2007).

Organization
Start Aid scores well in this category becauseavjaes tools for organizing the internet
(Schmidt, 2007). Despite being more complex thas,tthe trees have the same function

(Fox, 2008). So, it is possible for a user to putheir sports websites into one tree, all
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their news sites into another, and so on (Liu, 200Bis is an advance over the single
page of display offered by Inbox and Eskobo, bss raightforward to use than the

page top tabs of Netvibes and Pageflakes (Singgtefhens, 2007).

Control over the internet is therefore attainab&gg & Lim, 2009). The internet is
reduced to a set of favoured subjects, each oftwtoald conceivably contain a limited
number of high quality related sites (Valenza, 2008is is, in effect, organizing

bookmarks into a basic type of web portal (Roseihf2008).

Summary

Start Aid effectively sits in the middle ground Wwetn the more traditional start pages
such as Netvibes and iGoogle, and the less dewtkipet pages such as Inbox and
Eskobo. It has better potential for organizaticamtkhe latter sites, but is too complicated
and unattractive to compete with the former sikésder et al, 2006). It is the site which
attempts to embrace the ethos of Web 2.0 most @ieipl(Abram, 2008). With more
commitment to upgrading the appearance of theaig making it easier to use in key
areas such as uploading bookmarks, it would be@mmore appealing start page
(Novaljan & Zumer, 2004). Ultimately though, a sitiizing the concept of transferring
bookmarks from one location to another does naeeas much potential as sites such
as Netvibes or iGoogle which provide access to meh,content (Han et al, 2007). Start
Aid offers as much organization and more commuastyhese sites, but lacks the instant

appeal generated by their visual richness and s#rfaa (Schmidt, 2007).
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Conclusion

The evolution of the internet presents a thre@téocontinued role of the library as a
primary site for information location (Brenner &&dh, 2008). A large amount of
attractive, essential information is now availafshewebsites that are easily located
through powerful, simple tools (Tennant, 2000). ©he box, one button simplicity of
the Google search engine, for example, challertgesiability of library websites (Fox,
2008). Google is attractive, approachable, easxgép and capable of instant
dissemination of masses of information (Brophy &Ben, 2005). It is free and
accessible to anyone with an internet connectionBy & Bawden, 2005). It has
universal brand recognition (Rowlands et al, 2008tead of library websites, this is
where many potential library customers often bélgair information searching (Brenner

& Klein, 2008).

Social software sites are a major part of the se:auternet revolution (Abram, 2008).
Sites such as Facebook and Youtube encourageargentand personalization of the
internet (Coyle, 2007). Users can add to the imtiefDetlor et al, 2007). They can change
how it looks (Snowball, 2008). They can create,auhe mass of electronic information,
a site that has their colours, their pictures,rthame and their information on it
(Rosenfeld, 2008). This provides users with andatd to the globalization of

information and everyday life. The ability to cre@dividual, personalized sites makes
the internet seem less corporate and less predqiitam, 2008). The user has a voice

and a presence (Rosenfeld, 2008).
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But the electronic information provision of librasi should offer more than just access to
dominant search engines, or the ability for a austoto personalize the site, populating
it with Flickr images and Pac-Man games (Abram,800Qibraries need to combine
these functions with a notable skill of the libeari selection (Tennant, 2000). Librarians
can downsize the internet by selecting relevantuaadul websites, and organizing them
for straightforward customer access (Wright, 2004 resultant sites would then
incorporate Google, the social component of therirdt, and high quality, well organized
web information (Calhoun, 2006). They would provalsingle point of access to rich,

accessible and relevant library websites in pdatath(Detlor et al, 2007).

Start pages present libraries with the tools toesehthis multi-faceted functionality
(Harris & Lessick, 2007). They offer access to@wogle search engine, and all other
Google applications (Brenner & Klein, 2008). Thevk a wide range of widgets
relevant in a library context, including access4eeference tools, newspaper feeds,
Project Gutenberg and library catalogues (Uboal, é2006). These widgets can be
displayed on screen at once, or in organized taigbare accessible with a single click
(Brezney & Haas, 2005). The display and conterstaift pages can be customized
(Detlor & Lewis, 2006). Users can choose their dwaders and skins, and can
potentially embed a Facebook widget in-betweendliosthe New York Times and the

British Library (McGillis & Toms, 2001).

Some start pages offer public page functionalitg§Bens, 2008). This would enable a

library to select a range of widgets, organize thetm related tabs such as ‘News’,
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‘Library’ and ‘Community’, brand the site with libry logos, and then make it available
to library customers (Liu, 2008). The customerslddien have access to a library site
that was a rich, personalized web portal (Brezngya&s, 2005). Visual, dynamic and
straightforward rather than textual, static andriveomplex, start pages are a potential
solution to problems identified as existing in itawshal library websites (Tennant, 2000).
Open source, incorporating Google, social softveae relevant library content, this
technology does present libraries with the oppatyuo add value to their existing web

provision (Rutherford, 2008).

But during the research it became clear that ndtigeatested start pages possessed all of
the components required for optimal library usely@mose sites with public page
functionality, for example, could be used effediyvas a library site (Stephens, 2008).
This reduces the potential for use of iGooglet@which had a wide range of content,
consistent speed, and obvious name recognitiomdptblic page (Schmidt, 2007). The
best option available is for a library to creatd@aogle widget, making it available for

customers to add to their start page (Metz, 2008).

No single site had a complete range of library i@pple widgets (Ubogu et al, 2006).
This means that to effectively implement a stagepa library would have to create
content (Metz, 2008). While this is reasonablyigtrdiorward through use of a widget
creation site or by copying the code available asinstart page sites, it does mean none

of the start pages are completely library readyt#M2008).
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Some start pages, such as Eskobo, provide didpddylbes not realise the potential of
AJAX technology (O’Neill, 2007). It primarily utified a text display and had a limited
store of widgets (Schuling, 2007). Eskobo alsoéaca tabbing function (Rosenfeld,
2008). Other sites, such as Windows Live, had cluted search and creation processes.
Even the higher testing sites had problems witeZiregg and widgets that died over time
(Metz, 2008). Not all start pages, therefore, waelgresent an upgrade on existing

library sites.

Netvibes is the most library appropriate site.ds la wide range of widgets, public page
functionality and rich display (Schmidt, 2007)idteasy to use, and has a straightforward
tabbing function that facilitates the creation afeb portal (Sadeh, 2008). Google
applications are incorporated, and a Google seargine is set on each page (Harpel-
Burke, 2005). There is a high multi-media componant Netvibes can be branded with
library logos (Sadeh, 2008). Two identified probtewere that the full range of library
content tested for was not available, and thefiee occasionally during the widget

loading process (O’Neill, 2007).

Start pages are not designed for libraries. Norteefested sites were completely perfect
for library use. But the top end start pages testéattively enough to indicate that they
possess functionality relevant to libraries. In@vgting library content with Google and
social software, facilitating organization of tiiéarnet and possessing rich, interactive

display, the start page is a tool libraries shaadsider using to upgrade web provision.
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Further Study

This project should be followed by testing of sfzages in a library context. This could
be a qualitative study that tests customer reastiormnd perceptions of library start
pages (Reutschler & Geursen, 2003). Such testingdaextend the findings of this
research and would help determine whether custofoensl start pages rewarding when
used by libraries (Aitta et al, 2008). This woutthtplement the current research, which

has tested the content of the start pages butdtasvestigated customer response.

It would also be relevant to test the technicaboesiveness of selected start pages
(O’Neill, 2007). Issues to consider would inclutie functionality of each start page on a
variety of computers, operating systems and bantiwid-or start pages to be effective as
library tools, customers need to be able to adtess from a wide range of technical

settings.

Research is required into the technical stabilitgtart pages. As noted above, concerns
do exist about the ability of start pages to wihst cyber attacks (Valenza, 2008). The
extent of this vulnerability should be assessedreeibraries adopt start pages as

alternatives to existing websites.
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