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In the historical perspective of librarianship the centuries the administration of a library
the chief concerns of the librarian have been was looked upon as one process encompassing
the collecting of books and manuscripts, and whatever tasks were necessary for achieving
the organization of them for use. Through that general purpose. Not until the turn of
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the present century was there an attempt to
divide the various activities in a library into
different functions, and not before the 20th
century was there any desire to separate li-
brarians into such categories as “catalogers”
and “reference librarians.” As William Warner
Bishop pointed out,

The reference librarian has always existed. It
is only of recent years that division of labor
has given him a name—without his knowledge
or consent, as for the most part names are
want to be bestowed.?’

Throughout the entire history of libraries, from
the little that is known about ancient and
mediaeval libraries through all the succeeding
centuries, the various duties within the library
were not thus distinguished. The librarian was
concerned with the total task of building up
his collection and organizing it advantageously.
By the 20th century, however, a cleavage seem-
ed to have made its appearance between anal-
ogous functions, and the areas designated as
“cataloging ” on the one hand, and “reference”
on the other have been made increasingly dis-
crete. The break gradually widened and at
the same time won more and more general
acceptance. That this continued has been evi-
denced in more recent years by the appearance
of even more differentiating terms for the same
categories, such as “ public services ” and “ prep-
arations” or ‘“technical processes.” Plainly
these names attest to the widening gaps which
have occurred within the functioning of library
organization, among functions which are over-
lapping, and in fact, interdependent.

Such separation of related areas has not
achieved a desirable result. On the contrary,
the division of labor between “cataloging” and
“reference” or “public services” has carried
with it serious handicaps for the operation of
a library. It has been responsible for separat-
ing functions which are aimed at the same
purpose and should be closely allied; it has
built up disadvantageous concepts in regard to
the use of bibliographical works; and finally,
has been responsible for creating the unfortunate
image of the cataloger which has over a period

of time proved a disservice to librarianship as
a vocation.

It is understandable that some division of
responsibilities should have occurred during
the present century because of the enormous
growth in the size of libraries since 1900. The
curious—and indeed deplorable—phenomenon is
not the fact that specializations developed, but
that they developed along the lines they did
rather than according to some more functional
division such as that of subject areas.

One of the reasons for what happened might
possibly be traced to the coincidence of a rising
interest in offering individual help to readers
at the same time as the size of libraries was
burgeoning, yet of course this coincidence does
not at all account for the wasteful isolation of
certain of the processes which became affected.

The great upsurge of interest in giving help
to readers should not have been the cause of
setting the reference librarian apart. Quite to
the contrary, the greatest achievements which
this very movement inspired were actually in
the field of cataloging. When writing about
the history of reference work, Louis Kaplan
mentioned as outstanding accomplishments the
production of such works as Poole’s Index to
Periodicals, the ALA Catalog, and Dewey’s
Decimal Classification and Subject Index.?> All
of these, if one is to make a distinction, are
products of the cataloging process, and the fact
that Kaplan refers to them as products of the
reference movement is only further evidence
of the incongruity of isolating those two cate-
gories.

The same point is made even more drama-
tically when Kaplan writes of Charles Jewett
as follows:

Indicative of his reference instinct were his

catalogs of the library, the very first in the

United States to employ assigned subject head-

ings in contrast to the earlier method of de-
pending exclusively upon key words in titles.®

Again, speaking of William Poole, Kaplan
says that he was

during his entire career interested in providing
reference service, of which the various editions
of his index to periodicals are evidence enough.?
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Likewise, when he mentions Justin Winsor
as having contributed to “reference” services,
he points for evidence to the fact that he
“was responsible for the first annotated catalog
of an American library.”® Certainly it is true
that such activities are of the greatest impor-
tance for carrying on reference service—this is
indeed the very point of the present argument
—but what a strange contradiction is here un-
covered in American library thought when,
although great care is taken to set off “refer-
ence” from “cataloging,” yet “cataloging” ac-
tivities are defined as “reference.”

There is some evidence here of another st-
range phenomenon, namely, that only card
catalogs are catalogs. When card catalogs
came into general use, a tendency seems to
have arisen to consider “cataloging” as per-
taining only to the compilation of a card catalog.
It seems that the division in library functions
was carried to such an extreme and developed
along such illogical lines that a catalog was
only a card catalog, while a catalog in any
other form became for some reason a “book.”
Further evidence of this attitude is the fact
that libraries came to shelve printed catalogs
and indexes in a “reference” room, calling
them “reference” books while the card catalog
was located somewhere else, a tool isolated from
the other bibliographical works.

Gradually as this situation developed, the
cataloger, too, became isolated, a worker behind
the scenes, separated from the people to whom
he could be most useful and out of touch with
the people who used his product and who,
therefore, could be of value to him for devis-
ing standards and setting up routines.

This unfortunate situation deteriorated until
in 1952 it was possible for Pierce Butler to
say:

Nobody loves a cataloger. Catalogers are the
pariahs, the untouchables, in the caste system
of librarianship. Everyone seems to loathe or
pity them. Their fellow workers regard them
as psychotic or sub-normal, grubbers in detail,
dabblers in trifles, sticklers for convention,
idolaters of conformity, dull, obstinate people,
literal minded and humorless.®

Much earlier than this, of course, one finds
numerous manifestations that at least some
librarians were beginning to be aware of the
cataloger’s role as a sorry tale of talent hidden
beneath a bushel, and this at the very time
the library world stood in need of that talent.

In 1914 the observation was made that, “It
seems the fashion of late to say derogatory or
mirth-provoking things of the catalog and cat-
alogers.”” At about the same time William
Warner Bishop generalized on the situation in
an address he gave at the New York State
Library School:

The library world has had its shifting fashions
... In the earlier years of the public library
movement, those days before the Centennial
and the Library Journal, the art of cataloging
and the making of catalogs in book form was
much honored and much practised. In fact it
stood second only to the art and practice of
advantageous book-buying... The earlier meet-
ings of the Library Association, the earlier
volumes of the Library Journal are full of dis-
cussions of cataloging practice... In the early
nineties it was very evident that there had
come to pass a great change in the thought
of librarians about their work.®

In the same address, Mr. Bishop goes on to
say:

Catalogs and catalogers are not in the fore-
front of library thought. In fact, a certain
impatience with them and their wares is to
be detected in many quarters. Shallow folk
are inclined to belittle the whole cataloging
business, and there have not been wanting
persons to sit in the seat of the scornful.?’

Such trends as these were also observed by
Shera and Egan:

Such library pioneers as Edwards and Panizzi
in Britain and Jewett, Winsor, Cutter and Poole
in the United States had seen in the provision
of the bibliographic machinery necessary to
provide both physical and subject access to print-
ed records, the real social purpose of the li-
brary. It remained for their successors to
reject a considerable part of this primary re-
sponsibility and to take up, in a futile attempt
to rehabilitate their professional prestige, aims
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and objectives which were quite incompatible

with the very nature of the library.l®

These authors attributed the basic cause of
this rejection of responsibility to the fact that
librarians became caught up in the social move-
ments of the time, such as adult education and
the education of the masses in general, making
the library a people’s university rather than a
bibliographical center which is its true and
basic function.

In 1949 Ralph Ulveling commented:

...catalogers generally have been tagged with
an unenviable reputation. More than any
other group of our profession, they seem to
be thought of as living apart from the world
.. since the turn of the century or thereabouts
... they are assumed to be ultra-conservative
and unreceptive to change... to be enslaved by
rules to such an extent that there is no scope
within their field of service for the exercise
of intelligence and judgment.!?’

By 1955 the attitude had evidently not been -

entirely changed when Frank Lundy wrote:

A serious and basic dilemma confronts... li-
brarianship today. It concerns catalogers and
reference librarians and the many conflicts
which have arisen between them in their sep-
arate camps... Why does reference work carry
a halo in the eyes of the novitiate? Why is
cataloging regarded by these same people as
employment of the last resort? What has
happened to the concept of librarianship that
has been lost sight of in the face of this con-
flict? Since when is it more important to
become a “reference librarian” and to avoid
becoming a “cataloger,” than it is simply to
become a “librarian” ? 1>

Even as late as 1964 an outstanding library
educator reflected a similar attitude toward the
role of the cataloger, showing what may be a
not uncommon misconception still existing
within certain segments of the profession. In
a paper written for the Graduate Library
School’s conference on The Intellectual Founda-
tions of Library Education, Leon Carnovsky
says in part:

I have in mind the whole panoply of activities

subsumed under the cataloging, classifying,

and shelving of books... if these activities
consist only of mechaniéally following a set
of rules, it is difficult to justify them as in-
tellectual... Knowledge of existing codes is
important and must be gained somewhere if
not in the library school, but I should regard
such knowledge alone as insufficient to the
recognition of cataloging and classification as
truly intellectual disciplines.1®

Perhaps these few scattered examples from
the literature are sufficient to show what has
happened during this century by way of loss
of perspective regarding the most important
function of libraries. When cataloging and
classification can be considered the mechanical
following of a set of rules, then the entire con-
cept of the scholastic function of libraries has
in some part, at least, disappeared from the
profession.

It has been observed before that some of the
major movements and motivations in librarian-
ship have been imposed from outside the pro-
fession.!¥ Now once again during the middle
years of the present century something like
this happened with the movement called “ docu-
mentation.” This term, defined by Bradford,
as “the art of collecting, classifying and mak-
ing readily accessible the records of all kinds
of intellectual activity.”*® is synonymous with
the definition of the chief duty of the librarian,
yet this was an independent movement and
arose outside the profession of librarianship.
The needs which brought forth this movement
were, however, rooted in the library field, and
all the deficiencies mentioned above, namely,
the general lack of perspective which had blur-
red the proper relationship between catalog-
ing” and “reference” functions, which had
down graded the office of the cataloger, and
which had transferred printed indexes, catalogs,
and bibliographies to the realm of “reference”
and away from the catalog proper. Shera and
Egan refer to this situation as an “abandon-
ment of an important and previously well-
recognized part of professional responsibility ”
and state that “that segment of librarianship
which had thus been sloughed off was picked
up and developed by the growing group of
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documentalists.”!®
It is true that the documentation movement
would have had its beginning in more capable

hands if it had been started by librarians, but .

eventually it made its way and did a great
service to librarianship. It “picked up the
tasks of bibliographic organization at the point
where librarians had left them.”*” It reinstat-
ed the cataloger’s province, elevated his sphere
of interest, and put in clear perspective the
great importance of his responsibilities. It is
true that the term “cataloger” was not used,
in fact, most certainly avoided in order to
shake off old connotations of restrictive duties
and narrow point of view. The “documental-
ist” became what the “cataloger ” should never
have ceased to be.

Other terms had to be replaced, also, and old
problems had to be introduced as new ones.
This was necessary in order to gain under-
standing and support, in order to describe the
acute need for getting at information—to such
low repute had librarians relegated their most
important duties. Subject cataloging, analytic-
al entries, and choice of main and added en-
tries resumed their importance under new names
and in new hands. Librarians were off con-
centrating on other things farther afield such
as discussion groups and advertising methods
for selling interest in reading—so far did the
harmful effects extend which were initially
caused by the movement to separate cataloging
from reference functions. At first these effects
could be observed in changes of attitude toward
certain aspects of librarianship, then in turn
the attitudes wielded their influence until they
impaired library objectives and operations.
Finally, goaded by the documentation move-
ment and by what is known as the “informa-
tion explosion,” librarians started to make a
recovery and some of them, at least, began to
see once more that the library’s first respon-
sibility is to apply itself to the problems of
making information accessible.

More recently this task has been seen anew
and in its true light as an immensely over-
whelming undertaking. It is no longer con-
sidered a meticulous little job for someone who

for one reason or another is appointed to sit
“behind the scenes.” More than ever the con-
cept that “cataloging” functions are unrelated
to those of “reference” and “public services”
prevents a library from operating at its best.
Planning systems for the informational and
bibliographical services of a library can not be
worked out efficiently or realistically as long
as this division by function is maintained or
as long as the idea of it persists. Before a
bibliographical or information system can be
planned the point of view must become in-
grained that printed catalogs, bibliographies,
and indexes are to be considered and used as
part of the “catalog.” The old cleavage must
be wiped out.

The same persistent needs which inspired
the documentation movement have now given
rise to the consideration of the use of auto-
mation for providing bibliographical services.
Librarians at last seem to be awakened to the
fact that the immensity of the problem demands
their chief attention. As different from their
initial attitude toward the documentation move-
ment and probably thanks to it, librarians
themselves have become involved in studying
the possibilities of automation.

The problem that automation is attempting
to solve is of course what has been known
through the years as the cataloging problem.
But there is a great difference as far as the
attitude of the library profession is concerned:
the task of dealing with that issue now carries
prestige. Whether or not the impetus comes
from within or without the profession, it is
the librarians who are taking on the respon-
sibility of attempting to solve the problem from
the library point of view, and catalogers must
necessarily play an important part in this. The
automation of the library starts with the auto-
mation of catalogs, and “cataloging ” decisions
are all important in the initial stages. For the
continuing process, as well, the task of cata-
logers will carry heavy responsibility. It will
be a far more significant task than ever before
to catalog, classify, and organize the library.'®

The machine can not take over the charac-
teristic activities of the cataloger. As Ralph
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Parker has put it.
There can be no question who will be the
eventual master... Machines have erroneously
been endowed with the power of thinking...
the machine cannot do intellectual tasks... but
[it] can do repetitive ones and do them far
more effectively than can the librarian.!?

Mr. Parker further observes, admirably using
the designation “librarian” rather than “cata-
loger”:

What can machines do in libraries, and what
of the librarians themselves? In spite of the
predictions of some, computers will perform
dull repetitive jobs in libraries... When mixed
with ingenuity of human beings, the results
may well be marvelous.

The books of which libraries are composed are
rather mobile... Records, on the other hand,
are viscous. The bibliographic organization of
a library is far more durable than its books or
the building which houses them. Librarians
may not have analyzed the problem in this
light, but this viscosity is primarily respon-
sible for their being called narrow-minded, un-
responsive to the needs of the user, and even
obstructive to culture and enlightenment...
The newer technology which is now emerging
will free the record; it will be possible to re-
organize collections for short term use as well
as for long term repose. The distincticn be-
tween the circulation file, the catalog, biblio-
graphies, and indexes will largely disappear.2®

Under a mechanized system the cataloger,
provided he meets his responsibilities, will again
hold a place of influence and importance. Once
more there will be demanded of him his best
and most creative effort. He will not be per-
mitted to think narrowly about bibliographical
problems any more than the reference librarian
will be allowed to, and the entire profession
will not find it possible to let its interest flag.
The overwhelming bulk of material coming
from the presses and the urgency of current
research will surely not soon allow libraries to
forget that their chief purpose will continue to
be the development of world-wide bibliographic
organization.
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