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PREFACE

Some readers may judge my evaluation of colleagues' efforts
to define library science and information science to be unnecessarily
harsh and negative. It has not, however, been my intention either to
show disrespect to previous scholars or to be demeaning to the stature
of the discipline and its literature.

My interest has been inspired solely by a desire to advance
our theoretical standing among the human sciences. In this endeavor,
I have been guided by Toulmin (1972):

Each of us thinks his own thoughts; our concepts we

share with our fellow-men. For what we believe we are

answerable as individuals; but the language in which our
beliefs are articulated is public property. (p. 1)
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CHAPTER ONE

THE PROBLEM OF A CONSENSIBLE DEFINITION OF THE DOMAIN

1. Introduction to the Problem

Within the amorphous domain of what is described more and more
frequently in the professional literature as 'library and information
science', the search for definition, for consensible identity, has been
pursued since at least the late 1800s by various communities of scholars
and practitioners. The term 'consensible' is Ziman's (1968) neologism
for signifying rational opinion about which there exists collective
scholarly agreement; consensible knowledge is belief about the widest
possible range of problems and uncertainties that is regarded as probable
if not certain by the widest possible community of scholars (pp. 9-1il).

This search for consensible identity in library and information
science has not, however, been a concerted search effort. Rather, two
disparate linguistic traditions have become formalized in the professional
literature of this amorphous domain, and so the extant definitions have
encouraged terminological and conceptual confusion instead of consensus.

The older linguistic traditionm, 'library science' and its conceptual
antecedents, emerged in Europe and the United States in response to the
eighteenth century evolution of the notion of libraries as social institu-
tions. Previously, they had functioned as the private property of political,
religious, and cultural elites. In spite of this evolutionary awareness
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of the social positioning of libraries, library science has been
characterized by an almost exclusive focus on its institutional setting
as a cultural archive. Recently, technological innovations, such as
computerized access to bibliographic records and automation of library
processes, have called into question the traditional focus of library
science practice and research.

The later linguistic tradition, 'information science' (or
'informatics' in some parts of Europe and Asia) and its conceptual
antecedents such as 'documentation' and 'information retrieval', developed
in the early 1900s as the provision and study of universal subject access
to the world's scientific and technical literature. The ultimate goal of
this activity issued from the political and social philosophy of the
founding fathers; they believed that enhanced human understanding would
increase the prospects of international peace. By the 1930s, the solution
to literature access problems had become conceived in narrowly technological
terms. Microfilm, punched cards, and other reprographic innovations were
the fashion of the times. Since the 1950s, the narrow technological focus
has been reinforced by the rapid emergence of computerized systems of
tibliographic control, of on-line bibliographic searching capability, and
of electronic text access and dissemination.

The tradition of efforts in the definitional literature of
information science and its antecedents to differentiate a domain of
practice and research as separate and unique from the more established
domain of library science has been a tradition of discontent and conceptual
confusion. A rhetoric of labels rather than a logic of cognitive claims
has prevailed. Information science and its antecedents have been hailed,
variously, as more inncvative, as more intellectual, as more scientific,

and as more theoretical, than library science.



This legacy of discontent with the status quo has not resulted in
a more heuristic scholarly consensus on the proper domain or domains of
social practice and research. Rather, the chaos in terminology which has
dominated efforts to tease apart the much-heralded new domain from the
older library orientation has reflected a confusion in focus and in
cenceptualization. The conceptual structures of library science and
information science are veiled in the shadows of linguistic disorder.

Thus, the long hoped-for precision in disciplinary scope, in
research problems, and in professional practice--in short, in a
consensible definition of the domain--has not been realized. The notions
of library science and information science are not set forth adequately
in the definitional literature. Technological innovations have not led
to theoretical advance. Instead, two scholarly communities have emerged
purporting to describe two worlds of social reality.

A few scholars have noted the inadequate state of consensible
identity and have called for more rigorous theoretical formulations. The
challenge was voiced early in the century by Henry (1917), who asked:

Has librarianship found for itself or can it find a realm of

opportunity, a phase, an area of human life that presents a

social need which the professions named [law, medicine, clergy,

education] and others that might be named do not cover? (p. 79)
Later, Butler (1933) described the nature of the problem in what has now
become one of the few '"citation classics' of the literature:

Unlike hic colleagues in other fields of social activity the

librarian is strangely uninterested in the theoretical aspects
of his profession. He seems to possess a unique immunity to
that curiosity which elsewhere drives modern man to attempt,
somehow, an orientation of his particular labors with the
main stream of human life. The librarian apparently stands
alone in the simplicity of his pragmatism: a rationalization
of each immediate technical process by itself seems to satisfy
his intellectual interest. Indeed, any endeavor to generalize

these rationalizations into a professional philosophy appears
to him not merely futile, but positively dangerous. (pp. xi-xii)



Reece (1936) urged:

Before too much time has passed it may be desirable for
librarians to attempt deliberate definition of their aims.
Those among them may be right who press for a comprehensive
statement of purpose or function which ail may accept; or, if
the terms seem more significant, for a philosophy or rationale.
This would entail conclusions as to what libraries can achieve
which other agencies cannot; what relation they should bear to
the sciences and to organized knowledge; what their place should
be in education, in recreation, in community life, and in the
national economy; what responsibility they should undertake, and
whether this is to be passive or aggressive. (p. 14)

Peirce (1951) concluded:

Examination of the professional literature of the last
twenty years [1930-1950] reveals a basic complaint repeated
again and again by American writers. The complaint is that
there is no philosophy of librarianship, no theoretic discipline
on which the technical studies of the profession can be based. (p. 1)
Dozens of papers have been written on the subject [of a philosophy
of librarianship] and yet the profession as a whole has never found
a reasoned statement that it could agree upon with anything like
unanimity. (p. 3)

Egan, Focke, Shera, and Tauber (1956) observed:

We have an awed sense that human civilization, in all its

wonderful complexity, depends upon the ability to accumulate,

to transmit, and to use in new contexts, all of human experience and
knowledge. We know that the records of knowledge--the materials in
our library collections--play a vital role in this process, but we
have not been very successful in isolating the exact part of the
process which is the unique function of the librarian.

In short, we are still awaiting the formulation of a central
theory of librarianship which will enable us to sort and organize
effectively the knowledge of library operations which we already
possess. (p. 65)

Shera (1963) said:

The first responsibility of a profession is to know itself,
which means, first, knowing what a profession is; second, knowing
what kind of a profession it is; and third, knowing what differentiates
it from all other professions. There is in every profession a
quintessential element that distinguishes it from other human
activities and which may derive from the intellectual content of
its discipline, the technology of its practice, the responsibilities
which society has placed upon it. It may be defined in terms of
all or any combination of these. But librarianship, unfortunately,
has been little given to professional introspection. (p. 162)

An editorial in the July, 1964 issue of Library Journal suggested:



[Librarianship] is still in its semantical infancy. Rather
than create new terms of our own, however, we are currently
involved in wholesale borrowing from another discipline. . . .
The latest infatuation is with the language of automatic data
processing.

As the new language moves into, or is taken into
librarianship, and Znformation retrieval replaces reference
service, or cataloging and zlassification give way to some
combination of storage and programming, standard terms are often
lost, and with them a certain semantical maturity. Unfortunately,
even with all its status advantages, the new language does not,
not yet anyway, relate to what we are doing.

Changing the labels does not change the contents. (p. 275)

Fairthorne (1965) argued:

Inevitably, emerging activities breed ill-conceived words
that at first obscure and obstruct rational action, the stubborn
survivors remaining to plague students indefinitely. For
terminology reflects theory, implicit or explicit, and no activity
starts off with correct or even cleat-cut theory. Also, because

of impatience as well as slovenliness, terms are often ill-considered

as well as ill-conceived.

However, in our field, terminological corruption has gone well
beyond what is inevitable into what is scandalous. Some, indeed,
is deliberate exploitation of vogue words for money or prestige. .
[Confused] terminology confuses both aim and effort. Those may
travel the farthest who do not know where they are going, but they
do not necessarily travel in the right direction. Some current
targets may exist only as forms of words. (p. 9)

Baxendale (1966) wrote:

It is clear that the illusory boundaries being drawn between
documentalists and librarians are based not so much on differences
in purpose and activity as on mutually unrecognized synonymies in
language and in practices. This state of affairs has inhibited
communication. It will be regrettable if artificial distinctions
are frozen into the curricula currently being formulated by the
universities. The reality is merely that nonconventional devices,
such as the computer, have added a new dimension to documentation.
They have introduced the system engineer into the library, and he
is demanding keener insights, fresh approaches, and new skills of
the library and documentation community. (p. 73)

Taylor (1966) also wrote:

As one reviews the papers relevant to this topic [the professional

aspects of information science and technology], it is apparent that

not only is there a wide discrepancy in the usage of terms to describe

personnel engaged in information science and technology, but also



confusion as to the extent of the field. This confusion is a
natural phenomenon in a developing field. (p. 16)

Harlow (1969) noted:

There is today no single definition of "librarianship" with
which all who are active in the field will agree. Within the
range of possibility will be found such varied interests as
accounting systems for book funds, the problems of dates in
bibliographic citations, criteria for selecting and evaluating
information, systems analysis, and the creation of computer
input. Only in very limited areas has a theoretical or structural
approach been made. And like other fields which have not yet
"achieved a state of synthesis,' the lack of a theoretical base
tends to encourage practitioners (librarians and teachers) to
accept tradition and practice because ''some arbitrary status
authority" has declared in favor of it. We are not now,
therefore, in a position as educators to organize a curriculum
around a stated body of theory or usage, nor can we afford to
postpone change indefinitely while seeking a seemingly illusive
consensus. (p. 78)

Fairthorne (1969), again, argued:

[There] is urgent nesd for common agreement on some terminology
in which the terms will have the same general meanings for
preliminary discussion between different parts of Information
Sciences, Technologies, and Activities [ISTA]. Current ambiguities,
such as the various very different uses of 'Information Retrieval',
to say nothing of 'Information', seriously obstruct joint
discussion of matters to which more than one branch of ISTA can
contribute.

Common terminologies, even imprecise terminologies, can succeed
only in so far as they stand for common ideas. (p. 29)

Shera (1970) observed:

As for librarianship, there is no structure, no frame of reference,
no real agreement about what librarianship is and what the
librarian's professional responsibilities are against which the
librarian's educational program can be measured. (p. 38)

Saracevic (1971) wrote:

It cannot be said often enough that the fundamental difficulties

of the field [information science, technology, and practice] as a
whole can be traced to the failure to distinguish between science
and technology, the fundamental problem thus is a lack of structure
and specification of relatiomships. (p. 130)

Taylor (1971) declared:

[T feel] that poverty of definition is one of the basic problems
that librarianship or library science suffers from. . . . (p. 46%)



Vagianos (1971) charged that information science was a "house built on
sand" and declared:

Most papers delivered at conferences or written about the
subject information science begin with apologies for a lack of
an operational definition, provide a personal definition, or
demand that one leave '"the slippery slopes of sterile semasiology"
and get to the work at hand. This is not accidental. It occurs
because intellectual statements of definition which have validity
are not available. (p. 14)

Wasserman (1972) noted:

In disciplines with strong intellectual components, it is
within the academic centers that research and theoretical work
are most assiduously prosecuted. But in librarianship the
traditions of concept formulation, theory building, or basic study
have been uncommon. (p. 138)

Wellisch (1972) observed:

A unified and logically sound terminology, though not the only
prerequisite, will be indispensable on the long road towards
the emergence of a true science of information. (p. 179)

Brimelow (1974) wrote:

The time has come to consider seriously the problem and
terminology [of the librarian and information scientist] from a
universal viewpoint rather than as a national, single discipline
or introspective problem. (p. 168)

McGarry (1975) suggested:

Perhaps an acceptable definition of librarianship might not be of
much help even if it were obtainable. We need an explanation

rather than a definition, a detailed account of the work the concept
has to do, an idea of the meaning that the term librarianship evokes
in others, and an idea of the territory it is supposed to cover.
Having done this we might at least be able to say what librarianship
is not which is just as important as being able to say what it is.
In order to find out what something is we try to demarcate its area
of application. . . . (p. 5)

Harris (1976) asserted:

Librarians have for too long abnegated their responsibility to
define their role in society. Lacking a clear sense of direction
and a firm commitment to the preservation of human values, they have
drifted from one "mission" to another. (p. 297)

Poole (1979) wrote:

[The literature of information science] displays the existence of a
continuing dispute over the definition and legitimacy of the field



as a true '"'science". . . . [It] reflects clearly that the
intellectual foundation of the field is threatened by the absence
of basic, supporting theory while simultaneously indicating (by

the paucity of literature on the topic) that theoretical research
and theory development have not been major field activities. (p. 1)

White (1981), in an article entitled '"We do, do, do, and don't know why",
argued:

As a profession we have been strangely disinterested in examining
and perhaps re-validating our premises. One can guess why this

is true; it is a general management observation that consideration
of fundamental change is slow to come when the process is
controlled by individuals involved in detailed practice. (p. 317)

In a survey of iibrary school students, Richardson and Hernon (1981)
discovered that:

[Library school students'] definitions were general, which may

be a function of their present level of comprehension or the
imprecision in the literature. Only one student remarked that

no good definition existed. Perhaps definitions merit closer
scrutiny especially when, as students or librarians, they interact
with people outside the professions. (p. 296)

Fry (1981) pointed out:

Over the past fifty years document librarians have evolved
efficient systems of practice, but they have failed to formulate
a corresponding system of thecry to guide, justify and control
that practice. There has been neglect of theory which would
provide a setting to which document handling practice could be
related and against which the effectiveness and efficiency of that
practice might be measured. (p. 1)

Theory followed practice instead of leading it. (p. 2)

The central question for librarians, information managers and
other gatekeepers is not whether libraries will wither in the
face of electronic alternatives, but whether we will recognize
and act upon our professional opportunities to meet the public
need. To this end consensus on a sound theoretical base is
essential. (p. 7)

Finally, in what is the most frequently cited admonition to theoreticians
of the domain, Fairthorne (1967) wrote:

Any discipline must define its scope. That is, it must
define what matters it will study explicitly.
To begin with, the scope must include all those, but only
those, phenomena that are essential to the nature of the study. (p. 711)



Responses to these calls for more adequate definition of the
domain, for more adequate conceptualization, have followed a variety of
methodological procedures. These methodologies can be grouped into two
major categories: empirical definitions, based on inductive analysis;

and conceptual definitions, based on logical content analysis.

2. Methodology to Solve the Problem
2.1. Empirical Definition of the Domain

Empirical approaches to defining the domain are of diverse
natures. Most have consisted of attempts to infer general notions and
general statements from what the researcher took to be observation of
raw experience or of instances. In these definitional formulations,
observation of raw experience was considered to be self-evident: a
few instances are set forth as though equivalent to the whole; or
instances are aggregated and claimed to represent the whole.

The literature following one or more empirical approaches has
focused on: statements of library philosophy, library objectives, or
library functions; job or task analysis; enumerations of professional
competencies; listings of essential professional qualities; surveys of
educational curricula; collections of key papers and bibliographies;
listings of journal titles; and bibliometric studies of publication
and citation patterns.

Illustrations of these approaches are presented here. 1In one
situation, reported by Taylor (1966), a study team charged with surveying
science information manpower concluded that, since extant definitions were

incomplete, they would solicit the views of survey respondents in order
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to fashion a more acceptable one. However, as Taylor correctly and

succinctly observed:

It should be noted that the choice of survey respondents
itself is an act of definition. (p. 17)

Another situation in which the inadequacy of the empirical
approach is evident was the survey of graduate level educational programs
in information science that was undertaken by the American Society for
Information Science for the early 1970s. This survey was criticized by

Jahoda (1973):

The [survey] directory points to the diversity of information
science programs now in existence; it may alsc reveal some problems
of collecting information about these programs by means of a
questionnaire. Department affiliations of information science
are variously described as business administration, computer
science, communication, educational media, electrical engineering,
industrial engineering, information science, library science,
medical librarianship, and science information.

There are three information science "programs" described in
which only a single course in information science is offered. . . .
The statement of employment preparation for graduates of the
information science program also provides food for thought.
Positions listed include librarian, programmer-analyst, software
developer, systems programmer, numerical analyst, computer systems
designer, and--perhaps most interesting of all--"specialist
positions such as input, processing and storage" . . . (which
almost sounds as though this particular school is building computers
rather than preparing information scientists).

One can conclude from this directory that information science
means different things to different people. . . . (p. 323)

This survey was merely the most comprehensive in a long line of such studies

which commenced with the flawed survey by Isabella (1963), in which the

terms 'science information' and 'information science' were used as synonyms.
A number of recent bibliometric studies further illustrate the

inadequacy of empirical approaches to domain definition. One example is

the citation analysis reported by Small (1981). In this work, a core set

of information science journals was selected by the researcher in the

following way:
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The procedure used to select information science
[co-citation] clusters . . . was to define a set of information
science journals which appear as source journals in SSCI [Soeial
Seiences Citation Index]). Fifty journals were selected. . . .

[This] should not be regarded as a definitive list of journals in

the field, but rather as one way of defining the field, which is
subject to an empirical test later in our analysis. It should be
noted, for example, that computer science journals were intentionally
not included in the list, and that we were slanting the list toward
the library/information science direction. (pp. 41-42)

This approach is logically and conceptually inadequate, because
empirical corroboration after tihz fact is not pussible. Empirical
corroboration is statistical argumentation, not a determination of
whether the original selection decisions adequately represent reality.
The rationale for selecting instances of a phenomenon must precede the
selection activity; theory comes before observation. As Neeley (1981)
pointed out:

A fundamental methodological question [in bibliometric

studies] is the choice of publications . . . for not only do

these materials provide the data to be analyzed, they also

serve as the operational definition of the discipline they

represent. (p. 218)
Such empirical approaches are particularly dangerous because the flawed
conceptualizations are hidden beneath the powerful cloaks of science and
computers.

Embedded in these empirical approaches to defining the domain is
the assumption that concepts are atheoretics1l, that they emerge through
inductive inference rather than by explicit formulation and critical
analysis. A particularly extreme instance of this fallacy is the following
argument by Hollnagel (1980):

The nature of the natural sciences is such that they cannot allow
the possibility of more than one interpretation of a set of

observations, and this of course is reflected in their terminology
and methodology.

In contrast to this the behavioral sciences deal with phenomena
which are directly observable and which have a prior description in
natural language. In particular the phenomena may be observable
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to the individual person through his experience of them, e.g.
through introspection or a phenomenological analysis. This
means that we have a kind of privileged access to them . . . and
hence that we know what we are talking about without having to
define it rigorously first.

If doubt ever begins to enter the conversation, we always have
recourse to the base of primary experience.

[The] fact that people, at least roughly, can agree on what
information science is about without the definitions, or even
disagree about the definitions, is further proof of the important
role of the first-hand experience of the phenomena and what they
are about. (p. 184)

Such a view of the logic of inquiry is seriously incomplete.

The fundamental question ignored by such empiricism is this: From whence
comes the selection of raw experience to observe? Why precisely this raw
experience, and not that one? As Popper (1963) has argued:

Observation is always selective. It needs a chosen object,

a definite task, an interest, a point of view, a problem.

And its description presupposes a descriptive language, with

property words; it presupposes similarity and classification,

which in its turn presupposes interests, points of view, and

problems. (p. 46)
A humorous version of philosophical criticism of empiricism is found in
Vanby's (1963) "a minor devil's documentation dictionary', in which he

provides the following definition of the term 'documentation':

n., Undefinable. It seems to consist of the logical sum of
the professional activities of about 500 people. (p. 143)

Empirical definitions of a domain are at best partial reflections
of reality. What is missing is formal evaluation of the adequacy of the
cognitive claim. Klempner (1969) cautioned:

[It] is essential for all to reconsider the fundamental notions
inherent in the definition of our occupational field. Discussions
relating to curricula development, course identification, and
similar topics will lead nowhere unless we can first delimit and
define the basic boundaries and segments of our field. (p. 335)

Similarly, empirical definitions which take the domain to be

isomorphic with claims of professional competencies, professional qualities,
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institutional objectives, institutional philosophies, or institutional
functions are incomplete. In these, intention is equated to actuality.
However, as Shera (1976) argued:

We have sought a certain synthesis . . . in our insistence
that librarianship is a profession, in a rather naive belief that
a term, a simple noun, can give common attributes to an activity
that will substitute for a theoretical frame of reference. We
argue that, because we are a profession, we must, therefore, be
a cohesive whole acting in certain socially beneficial ways. Thus
we reject this because it is unprofessional, and accept that because
it seems to fit the definition of the term set forth more than a
half-century ago by Abraham Flexner. A name, or term, is no more
than a form of definition for the possession of certain attributes
and does not endow those attributes where they do not exist. (p. 282)
Thus, raw empiricism must give way to logical and conceptual analysis,

to theoretical inquiry, so that domain definitions can be evaluated and

then refined and extended according to the norms of consensible knowledge.

2.2. Conceptual Definition of the Domain

The human being exists in a universe of symbols which represent
and express our concepts of reality. Since reality is a social
construction, our ideas about the world must be formed. They must be formed
by the human mind and by human minds in interaction. Cognitive claims must
be constructed. Ideas, that is, concepts, must be expressed as a system
of linguistic terms. These terms must be defined.

Thus, techniques cf logical and conceptual analysis are required.
That is to say, if the act of forming ideas is to be judged adequate, rules
for concept—formation must be introduced. These rules are the rules of
logic, encompassing the three dimensions of linguistic order: syntactics,
semantics, and pragmatics. Steiner (1978) argued that:

Logic sets forth not only syntactics but semantics as well,
and both syntactics and semantics in terms of pragmatics.
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It follows from my broad conception of logic that logical
analysis encompasses conceptual analysis. (p. 10)

The logical analysis of the content of a definition, then, is
the a priori method of examining and rendering explicit the use of
linguistic terms, so that the principle governing each use is revealed.
What is sought is a one-to-one correspondence between the meaning of a
concept and the term expressing it. To define is to stipulate meaning,
to refer to this value and not that one.

When a concept is adequately formed as a substantive term, it
takes the shape of a descriptive definition. Essential features are
specified which set forth both necessary and sufficient conditions for
the proper use of the term. A descriptive definition is an abbreviatory
statement setting forth equivalence relations. These equivalence relations
specify the conditions under which fewer terms may be substituted for
more terms. A definition, then, is a kind of substitution rule. As
Steiner (1978) wrote:

Under this view, the descriptive definition becomes an
abbreviatory one which states a rule for substituting fewer

terms for more terms. Rules are stipulations (demands for
agreement) which are conventions (agreements). Thus, any
definition can be viewed as stipulative and conventional.

However, this does not make a definition arbitrary. Abbreviatory
definitions must have significance and they only have such when
they correspond to a significant descriptive [rule]. . . . (p. 42)

The logical equation for expressing this substitution rule is
the following: 'definiendum =af definiens'. In this expression,
'definiendum' stands for the defined term, 'definiens' stands for the
defining terms, and '=4¢' stands for stipulated equivalence. Polanyi (1958)
expressed the logic of definition this way:

[Definition] is a formalization of meaning which reduces its
informal elements and partly replaces them by a formal operation
(the reference to the definiens). This formalization will be

incomplete also in the sense that the definiens can be understood
only by those conversant with the definiendum. Even so, the
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definition may still throw new light on the definiendum, in

the way a guiding maxim illuminates the practice of an art,

though its application must rely on the practical knowledge

of the art. Such definitions (like 'causation is necessary

succession', 'life is continuous adaptation') are, if true

and new, analytic discoveries. Such discoveries are among

the most important tasks of philosophy. (p. 115)

To set forth a definition is to characterize something by
marking off its similarities to and its differences from other linguistic
terms. These similarity and difference relations must constitute
exclusive classes of a general idea which are at the same time exhaustive
of the possible partitionings of the idea. In other words, counter-instances
and residual or junk classes are ruled out when a concept is adequately
defined. Steiner (1978) wrote:

To generate classes which exhaust the universal set, the
basis for partitioning must be comprehensive enough. Its
scope must be that of the universe of discourse. (p. 36)

Since the activity of logical content analysis is that of evaluating
cognitive claims, and the activity of definition is that of constructing
cognitive claims, rudimentary descriptive theorizing is being characterized.
The standard of judgment is not raw sensory observation, as the proponents
of empirical definition maintain; but rather, it is the adequacy of
reasoning. Concepts must be fixed and this is accomplished through the
technique of logical and conceptual analysis, or logical content analysis,

or, simply, logical analysis. As Steiner (1981) observed, "definition is

an affair of reason" (p. 49).

3. Objectives of the Present Inquiry
The present inquiry addresses the problem of an adequate definition
of the domain of library and information science. Its objectives are to

make available in one document every identifiable definition in the published
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literature, and to assist in promoting and in achieving greater precision
and clarity of domain conceptualization.

The following questions are posed for the inquiry. First, what
definitions have appeared in the professional literature over the past
100 years or so of the terms 'library science', 'information science', of
their conceptual antecedents, and of their conjunctions? Second, can
any one of these extant definitions be considered adequate and, in
particular, does any one of them provide a logical distinction between the
two primary terms? If none meets this condition, what would constitute
a more adequate definition for the domain of problems of interest here?
Perhaps even more ambitious, what would constitute an adequate term for
describing fhis domain?
An adequate definition of the domain must be formulated according
to the rigor of logic, for it is patent that mapping out a scholarly
domain is more than an act of self-evident discovery. Discourse about
a domain does not arrange itself in social reality; it must be rendered
explicit. Concepts must be expressed as a system of linguistic terms.
Thus, to describe a domain is to know its linguistic expression. This
expression encompasses at the core of the domain all definitions which
are signified by the following terms: wuniverse of discourse, universal
set, discipline, field, subject matter, study, province, provenance, sphere,
realm, territory, scope, basis, foundation, boundary, identity, structure,
conceptual framework, nature, philosophy, and function or functioning.
All of these are taken in the definitional literature to be synonymous terms.
Since the problem of this dissertation inquiry, to define the domain
of library and information science, is a problem of theory, philosophical

research is required. This takes the form of logical and conceptual analysis,
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as outlined in the previous section. First, extant definitions are
examined from the professional literature gin English, to 1981 inclusive)
and their diverse usage of terms is set forth. Because tne objective of
this inquiry is to identify linguistic commonality, literature that is
focused narrowly on type of library is excluded; institutional theories,
for example, a theory of academic librarianship, tend to emphasize the
institutional setting and to disregard the larger disciplinary connection.

After the meaning of each definitional expression has been
stipulated, that is, after the diverse usage of terms has been set forth,
basic concepts are identified and for each basic concept one or more key
terms and their synonyms are brought together. In this way a typology of
generic definitions is developed. Each generic definition and its
synonymous expressions constitute a class or set. Then, the logical
adequacy of each generic grouping is considered.

The second phase in the logical and conceptual analysis of the
present work is to introduce the SIGGS metatheory, an extension of general
systems theory, as a way of enhancing domain conceptualization. 1In this
enhancement, library and information science is taken to be a system of
hqman social practice in which two complementary functional roles are
characterized. These are the functioning of the librarian or information
specialist and the functioning of the user. Definitional rigor of this
system of functionings is the goal.

The notion of function or functioning as the principle focus in
logical analysis is not novel. From a philosophical point of view, the
function of an endeavor determines the form and content of the endeavor.
Steiner (1981) argued:

There is deliberateness in human action, and so doing is

structured, given form and content, in terms of an outcome,
a function. (p. 58)
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In the professional literature of library and information science,
a number of writers have focused on the notion of function as a defining
principle. Chera (1956), for instance, wrote:

Librarianship is to be defined by the role that the librarian
plays in society, and the boundaries of that role are to be
discovered partly by recourse to the professional associations and
the work they are doing and partly by a more thorough examination
of the professional activities of librarians themselves. Of
importance also is an understanding of those ~ituations in which
the librarian is making a major contribution to the work of his
organization, be it a business, an academic institution, or a
governmental agency. (p. 308)

Similarly, Egan (1956) observed:

The long-continued demands of the library profession for
"scholarship," "intellectual content," a '"philosophy" or a "theory"
sometimes have rather a hollow sound. A study of the profession
and its rise among other somewhat similar groups should serve two
purposes—-it should separate "status' aspirations from truly
professional requirements, and it should define exactly what the
functicn of the profession is in relation to society at large, a
question which has not been satisfactorily settled among librarians

themselves. (p. 522)
Christ (1969) noted:

The specific difficulty which library science realises in
maximizing its utilization of the functional method of analysis
pertains to the purpose or end of the library. Such a question
is basically a philosophical consideration. Library science,
however, has not developed a clear, well-defined philosophical
base. (p. 245)

Vickery (1973) wrote:

The whole world is itself a set of interacting entities and
processes. The first step in any investigation is system definition--
to define a subset that is to be investigated. Systems that include
or are designed by people may be defined according to their ostensible
function. An information transfer system is a set of components
whose function is to transfer certain information between certain
points. Both the general function (information transfer) and the
specific limitations (what information is transferred from and to
where) must be defined. (pp. 22-23)

Brimelow (1974) suggested:

If [informatics] is an applied field then we must restrict it in
some way by delimiting the field of application. (p. 167)
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Wilson (1979) argued:
One of the enduring problems in the library profession is

that of defining what a librarian is. The many tasks performed

by librarians have been analyzed, listed, explained, and explained

again. Still, it has not been possible to assemble these tasks

into a cogent explanatory whole, into a role that would be

recognized by anyone as signifying '"librarian." (p. 146)
Paisley (1980) also argued for a functional approach, in his conceptuali-
zation of information work:

Information tasks are more generic than each type of work

that includes them. They are common denominators in the work

of scientists, professionals, managers, technicians, and even

service workers and production workers. (p. 119)
This approach is logically inadequate, however, because it focuses on
similarities and suppresses differences between types of work. Common
denominators do not provide sufficient criteria for defining, but rather
only necessary criteria. The terms of a definition must specify
essential differences as well as essential resemblances. To class
scientists and so forth as information workers because their work
includes information is no more plausible than to class them as linguists
because their work includes signs and symbols, or as mathematicians
because their work includes numbers.

The most recent and most elaborate functional approach to
occupational definition is found in the study by Debons, King, Mansfield,
and Shirey (1981). They attempted to develop a functional definition of
the notion of an 'information professional', in order to guide their
large-scale manpower survey. The characterization which they developed,
however, cannot be considered conceptually adequate. None of the terms
used in the definition of an information professional were elaborated,

and so all the terms appeared to be primitive ones. The result of such

an approach is conceptual circularity and conceptual imprecision. Their
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definition stated that information professionals are "involved in data
and information work on behalf of others" (p. 4). However, the notions
of 'involvement' and 'on behalf of' are not self-evident and, as a
consequence, lack the precision required for guiding and sorting out
those activities included in the domain from excluded ones. Adequate
principles for classifying instances into functions are missing from
this work.

In spite of their weaknesses, these illustrations from the
definitional literature do point the way to a more rigorous conceptualizing
of the domain of interest to the present inquiry. Analysis of éocial
function is the key to domain characterization. Thus, in the present
work, the typology of generic definitions which is developed may be
taken as ultimately reducible to a typology of generic functions
purporting to describe the domain of library and information science.

Other linguistic entities also serve as classificatory principles.
These linguistic entities are the following: the name used to designate
the domain; the nature or kind of domain; the content of the domain; and
the focus of the domain. Domain names constitute the first sort among
linguistic terms in the definitional literature. The second distinction
relates to the nature or kind of domain, for example, whether the domain
is taken to be a study, a science, a practice, an art, a technology,
or some combination thereof. The third distinction among linguistic
entities concerns the various terms used to describe the content of the
domain, for example, whether the domain treats of knowledge, recorded
knowledge, information, recorded information, books, documents, graphic
records, recorded discourse, recorded symbols, or some combination thereof.
The fourth distinction among definitional terms relates to the focus

of the domain, that is, whether the domain is taken to serve objects,
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persons, or both objects and persons; the notion of 'objects' encompasses
physical and immaterial entities.

These distinctions among definitions--names, nature, content,
focus, and function--are followed throughout the present research. To
illustrate, a definition that takes library science to be 'the management
of collections' is: first, a definition about the term 'library science';
second, a definition about the object 'collections'; and third, a
definition about the function 'to manage'. A definition that takes
information science to be 'information counselling' is: first, a
definition about the term 'information science'; second, a definition
about the object 'information'; and third, a definition about the function
'to counsel'.

Thus, the second and third chapters of the dissertation set forth
the different senses of library science and of information science,
respectively, as presented in the literature. Chapter Four sets forth
extant conjunctions of library science and information science. Chapter
Five constructs an enhanced conceptualization of the domain by
introducing the SIGGS metatheory. The final chapter summarizes the
present work and suggests directions for future inquiry.

It should be noted that not all the definitions included here
were intended to constitute formal definitions, nor were the papers in
which they appeared intended to constitute formal theoretical or
philosophical research. However, following Kroeber and Kluckhohn (1952)
in their approach to the analysis and evaluation of definitions of
culture, the objective of this dissertation invites a similar approach
to the analysis and evaluation of definitions of library science and

information science. They wrote:
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We have tried to categorize on the basis of principal emphasis
rather than by, ac it were, averaging the total content of the
definition. . . .

Yet this does not mean that a given emphasis is constant for a
particular author throughout his professional life. Indeed we
present examples of definitions from the same publication which
differ importantly in emphasis. The fact of the matter is that

many of the definitions we cite are only very crudely comparable. . . .
Some were hardly intended as formal definitions at all but rather as
convenient encapsulations of what was taken as generally agreed upon.
Nevertheless, it seemed important to us to document fully the range
and variety of nuclear ideas and their possible combinations. We
hope the reader will remember that we do not take our classification
at all insistently in its details, and that we consider it useful
for heuristic purposes only.

The objective of our taxonomy is to illustrate developments of
the concept [culture] and to bring out the convergences and divergences
in various definitions. In our classification and our critical comments
we realize that we are taking brief statements out of the larger context
of the author's thinking. But our purpose is not to make an over-all
critique of certain writers. It is rather to point up the important
and useful angles from which the central idea has been approached.

(pp. 77-78)

Contribution of the Present Inquiry

Since defining is rudimentary descriptive theorizing, a definition

is a rudimentary descriptive theory. A more adequate definition of the

domain of library and information science would be a contribution to

theoretical understanding and so to consensible identity among scholars

and practitioners. The enhancement of theory is the augmentation of the

fund of human intelligence, and so of rational behavior.

Without this consensible identity, progress in conceptualization

is impeded, and so knowledge cannot advance. Knowledge begins with

rudimentary theorizing in which concepts are expressed as a system of

linguistic terms. Such a terminological system is a necessary condition

for the development of a consensus on the fundamental problems posed by

inquiry and service activities within a domain. Thus, the definition of a
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domain, the specification of consensible identity, constitutes a
theoretical framework for thinking about the domain and for extending
knowledge about it. Shands (1967) expressed it this way:

The meaning of meaning is consensus, and the birth of meaning

is in the social process allowing consensus to develop. Human

communicational methods differ from those of all other animals

in their artificiality, based upon the abstraction of pattern

in naming, and thus by the necessarily shared meaning of the

tokens used. (p. 104)

Moreover, to know is to be able to do, and thus adequate domain
definition of human social actions is significant for a variety of
operational realities. There are curriculum implications, organizational
and institutional implications, occupational implications, and social
implications. Domain definition tells what to teach and at what level,
in what type of institution and by whom, what work and service can be
expected, and how the public can determine appropriate expertise for
sought help.

Since defining is rudimentary theorizing, the objective of the
present inquiry is to contribute "toward a theory of library and information

science'" and so to facilitate the focusing of the community's long-awaited

definitional consensus.



CHAPTER TWO

DEFINITIONS OF LIBRARY SCIENCE

1. The Published Literature
1.1. Overview

A search of the literature of library science for definitions of
its domain and nature is tediously difficult for several reasons. The
first is that bibliographic control for identifying the theoretical
literature is entirely inadequate. In Library Literature, the headings
'terminology' and 'librarianship--philosophical aspects' are used, but
not 'theory', 'science', 'discipline', or 'domain'; and in Library and
Information Science Abstracts and its predecessor, there is a somewhat
similar pattern. The second reason is that much of the theoretical work
is restricted to the narrow type~of-library focus; theories of academic
librarianship abound, for instance. Another reason is that the review
literature has largely ignored theoretical work; Advances in Librarianship
contained no major review article during its first decade of publication,
1970-1980. A fourth reason is that there are no "key paper'" collections
comparable to those which have been published in information science (see
Chapter Three). Of the available anthologies, only McCrimmen's (1975)
American Library Philosophy contains a few scholarly, that is, referenced,
articles. A further reason is that the theoretical work on the domain of
library science is sparse, sporadic, and of uneven quality; only one relevant

24
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doctoral dissertation has been produced (Bryson, 1970), and there are few
published contributions (a monograph by Christ (1972) and a journal article
by Rawski (1973) are notable though incomplete). 1In the journal literature,
the following reviews of early definitions are useful: Danton (1934),
CGrasberger (1954) Winger (1961), Khurshid (1976), and Rovelstad (1977);
Molnar (1968) provides insight into recent East European developments. A
master's thesis by Peirce (1951) gave a cursory summary of a selection of

the early literature, 1930 to 1950, of the philosophy of librarianship.

1.2, Definitions

The published iiterature attempts to define the domain of library
science in a variety of ways, ranging from descriptions of a librarian and
of a library to a focus on criteria for professionalism to formal
definitions of the field of study.

Although some 376 definitions and quasi-definitions of library
science are examined here from the English-language press between 1650 and
1981, only a handful of them permit rigorous analysis. The others lack
clarity and precision in the ideas they attempt to express. Thus it is
that in the definition of the domain and essence of library science, there
is no sense of conceptual evolution, no sense of an emerging enrichment
of identity; rather, the sense is of conceptual inertia.

This conceptual inertia may be seen to derive from at least four
problems in the literature that tries to define library science: abuse of
metaphor; conflation of axiological and empirical ideas; parochialism; and,
disregard for previously published work. With respect to the abuse

of metaphor in this literature, the typical error is the anthropomorphized
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library. In these descriptions, the library was invested with human
attributes and behaviors; the most extreme cases treated it as a living
organism. Illustrations of this error abound: 'the purpose of the
library is to inform and to educate'; '"the library communicates knowledge
and preserves the racial memory'; "the library selects, acquires, catalogs,
circulates, and makes available books and other information'; "the library
feeds man's mind with information'"; '"'the library must have a missionary
zeal for informal education"; '"the library is the heart of the university'';
"the library's obligation to its community is the preservation of democracy'.
The notion of the "library spirit,'" or "library faith" as it was also called,
is an abuse of metaphor as well. These metaphorical usages are purely
literary devices and ideological slogans, and as such have little if any
heuristic value for scholarly discourse purporting to deéescribe social
reality.

Moreover, treatment of the librarian and the library as interchangeable
concepts has not only obscured but has prevented the clarification of
intended meaning. Clearly, this treatment leads to circularity of definition.
The following conclusion by Colson (1980) illustrates the difficulty:

[The] librarian is not uniquely identified by the nature of the
work done. Rather, at the root of the matter, the librarian is
identified by the name of the agency in which the work is done.
The work of the librarian is not necessarily identifiable as such.
(p. 96)

It is conceptually inadequate to take human beings as identical and
interchangeable with the inanimate instrumental settings in which buman
intentionality and human actions are unfolded. People and places must be
described separately. MacLeish (1940) made a similar observation in writing
of the librarian's confused identity:

Nothing is more difficult for the beginning librarian than to

discover in what profession he is engaged. Certain professions define
themselves. Others are defined by those who practise them. The
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librarian's profession is of neither nature. A librarian is so
called not for what he does, as the farmer who farms or the
lawyer who laws [sZe], but from the place in which he does it.
And the definitions of the librarians, though they are eloquent
in describing the librarian's perfections, are reticent in saying
what the librarian's perfections are for. (p. 13)

The second problem contributing to conceptual inertia in the
definitional literature cf library science is the conflation of axiological
and empirical ideas. In these descriptions, value statements, which are
assertions of what ought to be, are fused with scientific statements, which
are assertions of what empirical phenomena are like. Ideals about reality
thus become confused with factual ideas about reality; the metaphysical
and the physical are indistinguishable. Whitenack (1963), for instance,
asserted that '"libraries, as always, will be citadels of knowledge where
man may explore the alternatives in making choices'" (p. 15). Similarly,
Johnson (1970) confused axiological and empirical notions in the following
claims:

A written record, on reasonably durable material can immortalize
the ideas or actions of a given generation, but only if those
records are organized and preserved in library form will they
seriously affect the development of generations to come. (p. 18)
[The fullest purpose of the library is] making the heritage of the
past fully available to all the people all the time. (p. 494)

The role of the library as an adjunct to education, as a device
for information, as a partner to education, as a boon for business,
or as an assistant to science, has been widely acclaimed and to a
large extent realized. As western civilization has reached what
we like to think is its highest point, the library has come into
its own as a key part of that civilization. We still do not have
all the libraries and all the books that are needed, but we realize
that our culture would not and could not have reached its present
level without those libraries that we consider still inadequate.
(pp. 496-497)

Much of the literature treating the philosophy of library science has
suffered from this epistemological conflation of values and facts. In a
similar vein, logical and empirical confusion abounds. McGarry (1975),

for instance, asserted that:
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When we talk, someone must listen; when we write, someone must
read; communication is a social act. (p. 19)

The third problem contributing to conceptual inertia in the
definitional literature of library science arises from its deep-seated
parochialism of scope. An "American library science'” or a "British library
science" or a "Russian library science' is neither a science nor a domain.
Human functioning eschews geography, or at the very least requires a
universal context in which to place particular manifestations of geographic
idiosyncrasy.

The fourth problem in the literature is the disregard for previously
published work. Generally, authors have not acknowledged any antecedent
definitions of library science. In some cases, one or two definitions are
noted but not their sources. In a very few instances, both definitions
and sources are given. Conceptual analysis of these definitions is rare,
and is disregarded by later authors in any event. The definitional
literature does not build on past efforts; each new scholar defines library
science ex cathedra and de novo.

These four major problems in the definitional literature of library
science are root sources of the conceptual inertia and conceptual dissension
that mark every elemental aspect of the domain: its nature, its scope of
objects and subjects, its functions, and its focus relative to objects and
subjects. With respect to the nature of the domain, is it, among other
possibilities, a study, a science, an art, a social practice, a technical
skill, or a combination of some of these? Does its scope encompass, among
other possible objects, libraries, library collections, books, documents,
publications, graphic records, subject literatures, scientific and literary
materials, reading, knowledge, recorded knowledge, intellectual resources

in all physical forms, culture, recorded culture, information, recorded
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information, communication, or recorded communication? Many definitions
use these terms interchangeably, as though a singular concept were being
treated. It is patent, however, that the terms are not merely synonyms,
but rather that they express diverse and distinct notions. Culture, for
example, is broader than recorded culture; knowledge is broader than
recorded knowledge; libraries are not coterminous with books; reading is
a subset of recorded culture, and so forth.

With respect to the designation of subjects, if any, are they to
be taken as scholars, students, readers, the reading ﬁublic, citizens,
inquirers, consumers, users, patrons, the community, or some combination
of these possibilities?

Similarly, are the functions of librarians, among other possiblé
objectives, to make accessible, to provide access, to manage, to keep, to
preserve, to research, to study, to teach, to mediate, to advise, to
advocate, to counsel, to promote, to supply, to retrieve, to interpret, to
facilitate, to transmit, to transfer, to elevate, to connect, to link, to
disseminate, to distribute, to inform, to enlighten, to inculcate, to
guide, to regulate, to control, or to police? And are these functions
focused on the domain's objects, on its subjects, or on both?

In each of these elemental aspects of the domain, there are
overlapping-~though not necessarily identical--~concepts set forth in
the literature. The definitional challenge in library science is to
mark off the unique properties of each of these and other relevant

concepts, and so to devise a more adequate conception of the domain.



2. The Name of the Domain

Although Dury (1650) in England and Cotton des Houssayes (1780) in
France wrote about the functions of librarians, the term 'library science'
is attributed to Schrettinger who in 1808 conceived of a scientific study
for the practical organization of a library (Grasberger, 1954, pp. 392-393
and Rovelstad, 1977, pp. 10-11). Use of the term 'librarianship' by Todd
in 1818 is noted in the Oxford English Dictionary (1933) (OED), signifying
"the office or work of a librarian', a merely circular usage since the
office or work was not elaborated. The earliest appearances of 'library
economy' and 'bibliothecal science' are not mentioned in the literature,
but they were well-known in the 1800s. 'Economy' signified 'the art or
science of managing a household, esp. with regard to household expenses' in
the 1500s, but in the 1600s took on the wider sense of the art or science
of 'the administration of the concerns and resources of any community or
establishment with a view to orderly conduct and productiveness' (OED).
Rullmann (1874) described his work as "the science of library management
with a view to common organization among libraries, and to the special
study of library science in German universities' (see Section 5.6. in this
chapter); Rullmann is noteworthy because he was quoted at some length by
the editors of the influential survey conducted for the United States Bureau
of Education and published as Public Libraries in the United States of America;
Their History, Condition, and Management in 1876; it should be mentioned,
however, that his work was not subsequently cited in the American definitional
literature.

By the late 1800s the terms 'library economy' and 'library science’
were used interchangeably. Some deplored the latter term and promoted terms

such as 'library service'. As recently as 1971, Hulbert argued:
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The term library science would seem to imply a body of specific
knowledge with laws and principles derived through the scientific
method, as in the natural sciences. . . . Library service . . . is
more acceptable nomenclature, and while it excludes pretensions to
being scientific, it suggests and underscores the basic mission of
the profession. (p. 124)

The term 'bibliothecal science' was denoted in 1811 as 'belonging
to a library', deriving from the 0ld English (i.e., pre~1150) term
'bibliotheca'’, the original name of the Bible in English; later, in the
early 1800s, the term signified 'a collection of books or treatises, a
library' or 'a bibliographer's catalogue' (OED). On rare occasions, the
term 'bibliothecal science' appeared in the literature, but it was never
used as a subject heading in Library Literature or in its predecessor for
the period 1867 to 1920, H.G.T. Cannon's (1927) Bibliography of Library
Economy.

The term 'bibliology' has also appeared sporadically in the
definitional literature. The OFD notes its use in 1807 as 'scientific
description of books, book-lore; bibliography'. Molnar (1968) has discussed
the conception of 'bibliology' and its relationship to library science.

The only other term which has been applied to the domain of interest
here is 'applied bibliography', which was employed by Irwin (1949). The
term 'bibliography' signified in the early 1800s either 'the systematic
description and history of books, their authorship, printing, publicationm,
editions, etc.', 'a book containing such details', or 'a list of the books
of a particular author, printer, or country, or of those dealing with any
particular theme; the literature of a subject'; Dibdin considered it to be in
its infancy in England in 1814. An earlier sense in the 1600s of bibliography
as 'the writing of books' had become obsolete by then (OED).

Two other neologisms can be mentioned. The term 'librametry' was

coined in 1948 by Ranganathan (1957, p. 393) to signify the application of
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mathematical tools to library science, along the lines of biometry,
psychometry, and econometry; but he still designated the domain as library
science. Another term, 'catenics', was coined by Taylor (1971, p. 107) to
signify the study of the total communication system underlying academic
librarianship; this, however, would constitute a much narrower conception
than the traditional domain of library science is considered to encompass,

and in addition it -indicates a strong institutional binding.

3. The Nature of the Domain

By whatever name, the nature of the domain of library science has
been variously conceived in the definitional literature. Library science
has been taken as an activity, bibliothecal activity, practical activity,
professional activity, or social activity, as an analysis, as an
application or practical application, as an art, fine art, or the library
art, as an arm of mass communication, as a craft, as a discipline, applied
discipline, humanistic discipline, intellectual discipline, scientific
discipline, or service discipline, as a form of intellectual engineering,
as an enterprise, educational enterprise, or social enterprise, as a field,
interdisciplinary field, or mission-oriented field, as a function, as a
specialization in generalism, as an institution or social institution, as
a body or branch of knowledge, organized knowledge, practical knowledge, or
scientific knowledge, as elemental laws, as a branch of learning, as a
management or an administration, as a method, as an occupation, as an office,
as an organization, as a phenomenon, empirical phenomenon, or metaphysical
phenomenon, as a practice, as principles or normative principles, as a body

of problems, as a process, as a profession, evolving profession, humanistic



profession, learned profession, personal service profession, scientific
profession, semi-profession, or service profession, as a role, as a
department of scholarship, as a science, applied science, communication
science, or social science, as a service or social service, as a skill,
as a study, field of study, professional study, or scientific study, as a
task, as a technique, as a vocation, and as a work.

Many definitions and quasi—definitions in the literature have
also combined two or more of these terms in attempting to describe the
nature of the domain of library science, for example, 'knowledge and

skill' or 'principles, processes, and methods'.

4. The Focus of the Domain

There are three fundamental categories of focus or principal
emphasis in the definitional literature of library science. These are:
an emphasis on objects or artifacts, an emphasis on subjects or people,
and an emphasis on both objects and people. The taxonomy by which extant
definitions are ordered here is based in the first sort on this object-
subject or thing-person distinction. This taxonomy is fundamental because
the functions of librarians are logically related to the category of
principal focus: some functions of librarians inhere in things, for
example, collection management concerns objects collected, while other
functions of librarians inhere in persons, for example the act of informing
treats human recipients. These categories of functioning are sorted out
as distinctive sets in the analysis which follows. These definitional sets

are summarized in the table below.
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TABLE 1

SUMMARY OF LIBRARY SCIENCE DEFINITIONS

Definitional Focus Generic Terms

To make accessible

To retrieve

To transfer

To process

To use or make useful

To keep or manage

To describe books

To regulate book production
To prctect books

5. Objects

mububLuunmuunnu
ossaoaunmbswnNn

6. People 6.1. To teach

6.2. To enlighten or inform

6.3. To create readers and
elevate literary taste

6.4. To inspire

6.5. To amuse or entertain

6.6. To conduct research and
advance knowledge

6.7. To manage knowledge

To make accessible
To retrieve

To transfer

To supply

To counsel

To advocate

To link

To use or maximize utility
To interpret

To manage

. To study

7. Objects and People

NN N N SN N NI NI NI NN
e s e s+ s e s e .
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5. Definitions about Objects
Functions of librarians with respect to objects are set forth in
this section. The table below indicates each definitional set of generic

and synonymous terms.
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TABLE 2

LIBRARY SCIENCE DEFINITIONS ABOUT OBJECTS

Generic Terms Synonymous Terms

5.1. To make accessible To make available
render accessible
provide access

5.2. To retrieve

5.3. To transfer To distribute
disseminate
communicate
provide
spread
purvey

5.4. To process To handle
manipulate
restructure
repackage

5.5. To use or make useful To utilize
exploit
render useful

5.6. To keep or manage To organize
administer
found, organize, and administer
create and administer
organize and manage
form and carry out
have charge of
house
protect
guard
conserve
store
preserve
archive

5.7. To describe books To authenticate
study
list

5.8. To regulate book

production To direct
police
filter

5.9. To protect books To defend
fight in behalf of

It should be noted that in the exposition which follows, three or four
exemplar definitions in each generic set are cited in the text; additional

statements are quoted in Appendix I. The general convention for selecting



exemplar definitions for the text is to cite the earliest and the most
recent statements, together with one or more intermediary statements from

somewhere in the mid-1970s if available.

5.1. Definitions about Objects: To make accessible

This set of definitions focuses on accessibility and availability
of artifacts. The following exemplar statements convey their sense:
Schrettinger, 1808:

[Library science encompasses] all precepts necessary to the
practical organization of a library, provided that they are
based on sound principles and reducible to one supreme
principle . . . [namely, that] a library must be arranged in
such a way as to render speedily accessible whatever books
are required to fill every literary need. (p. 393 in
Grasberger, 1954)

Shera, 1972:

Yet the historical role of the library is very far from
being complex, nor has it been difficult to define. One may
even suggest that this very simplicity explains the absence
of an underlying philosophy; for from its very beginnings, the
central and unifying concept of the library has been its
dedication to assembling, preserving, and making available for
use the records of human experience. . . . (p. 191)

Swanson, 1979:

The central problem for research libraries is how to provide

the kind of access to recorded information that best facilitates
the growth of knowledge. . . .

The problem of bibliographic control and access in principle
transcends the limits of local libraries. . . . (p. 112)

[All] libraries are concerned in one way or another with acquiring,
organizing, and providing effective access to recorded information.
(p. 113

Comments

This set of definitions is incomplete because the focus is on the

36
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artifacts: access facilitation for whom or for what is ignored.

5.2. Definitions about Objects: To retrieve

This small set of definitions is of recent introduction to the
definitional literature of library science.
Meadow, 1973:

[Librarians] are in charge of classifying, storing, and retrieving
information, . . . (p. vii)

Orr, 1977a:

Libraries are communication systems, analogous to the human
memory. They store; retrieve and disseminate information,
knowledge and data. . . .

[It] is probable that the most difficult function of the library
is that of retrieval, and there is much to be said for making
this the focus for all studies in librarianship. (p. 59)

Comments

This generic function is treated more fully in Chapter Three.

5.3. Definitions about Objects: To transfer
This set of definitions encompasses a variety of synonymous and
quasi-synonymous terms. Among them are: to distribute, to disseminate, to
communicate, to spread, and to purvey.
Danton, 1949:
[Librarianship constitutes] the complex and frequently highly
complicated bibliographical and professional tasks connected with

the ordering, cataloging, classification, dissemination, and general
administration of the book collections of a modern library. (p. 5)
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Giuliano, 1969:

I would like to see the field of librarianship defined in terms
of the knowledge transfer function, rather than in terms of the
library institution.

The knowledge tramsfer function encompasses those procedures
necessary and appropriate for the assembling of knowledge, its
systematic organization, its restructuring and representation, its
storage, its retrieval and dissemination. (p. 344)

Shinebourne, 1980:

Success in providing the right book(s) at the right time has
always seemed to me the goal of our operations. (p. 135)

Comments

This set of definitions focuses on actions by the initiators
but ignores recipient actions. The terms here are technically imprecise
because persons other than librarians function to transfer objects,
including information and knowledge, across time and space; among them

are publishers, journalists, and teachers.

5.4. Definitions about Objects: To process

This set of definitions encompasses terms such as the fellowing:
to handle, to manipulate, to restructure, and to repackage.
Temple, 1949:

I define librarianship as '"the art and science of reducing to order
the various forms of the recorded word and idea, and of manipulating
them for a definite purpose". (p. 36)

Clapp, 1965:

This report of research on concepts and problems of "Libraries
of the Future'" records the results of a two-year inquiry into the
applirability of some of the newer techniques for handling information
Lo what goes at present by the name of library work--i.e., the operations
connected with assembling information in recorded form and of organizing
and making it available for use. (p. V)
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Garrison, 1977:
Where we should be talking in terms of the prineiples involved
in acquiring, screening, cataloging, storing, repackaging, and
providing access to information of all kinds we still spend most

of our time talking about institutional techniques of information
handling in libraries. (p. 179)

Comments
Like the function of transfer, this is an ambiguous and imprecise
set of definitions. The terms here do not mark off a unique functioning

of the domain of library science.

5.5. Definitions about Objects: To use or make useful
Synonymous terms for the function of using objects or making them
useful include to utilize, to exploit, and to render useful.
Danton, 1934:
The following [definition}] . . . , though admittedly imperfect, is
sufficiently inclusive and concise for our purpose: Librarianship
or library science is that branch of learning which has to do with
the recognition, collection, organization, preservation, and
utilization of graphic and printed records. (p. 64)
Taylor, 197la:
[Librarianship] or library science (and these terms are interchangeable

for me, as far as their content goes) is concerned with the organization
and exploitation of collections of documents. (p. 466)

Atkinson, 1974:
Among the definitions of a 'library', perhaps the best is the
simplest—-a collection of books and other material made useful. Put

equally simply, librarianship is the practice of collecting such
material and making it useful. (p. 13)

Comments

The function of using objects is beyond the domain of library science.



The use of objects, including information and knowledge, is the action
of users, inquirers, authors, researchers, and the like. The term 'use'
or 'utilization' was criticized by Egan (1956):

The long-accepted definition of a library is "a collection of
books organized for use," the definition of books having been
expanded to include all types of library materials, such as
periodicals, pamphlets, films, maps, patents, etc. To define a
librarian as one who collects and organizes books for use would
probably arouse little opposition. But these definitions merely
describe what is done by librarians, or within libraries, without
reference to any purpose, other than the very vague 'use," for which
these operations are performed. The only definition which attempts
to specify goals, and which has had any general acceptance, is an

enumeration of purposes for which books may be used, such as research,

education, information, recreation, aesthetic appreciation, and civic
responsibility. . . . These are indeed purposes for which books may
be used, but books can exist and can be used for all of these
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purposes without libraries; no one of them establishes any ineluctable

tie with librarianship. There is no one of these general goals for
which the library has sole responsibility. . . . (pp. 522-523)

An additional difficulty with the function of use is that the
definitions do not indicate who will do this using. If the use is
conceived to be use by the librarian on behalf of inquirers, then such
use is of a different kind than if it is conceived to be use by the

inquirers directly.

5.6, Definitions about Objects: To keep or manage
This set of definitions encompasses a wide variety of synonymous
and quasi-synonymous terms. Among them are the following: to organize,
to administer, to form and carry out, to house, to guard, to conserve, to
store, and to preserve.
Rullmann, 1874:
[A system of uniform bibliographic arrangement of headings and
subheadings, of uniform cataloging principles, and of uniform shelf
arrangement of books] greatly facilitates the use of libraries for

our men of science. . . . Supposing that a uniform library system
according to our ideas should gradually become prevalent, we do not
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thereby have a sufficient guarantee of the greatest possible
perfection of our libraries. For this will essentially depend
on a suitable library administration. . . . (p. xxiv in

Publie Libraries in the United States of America; Their History,
Condition, and Management (1876), hereafter referred to as
Publie Libraries, 1876)

Benge, 1970:

The available definitions of librarianship all include four
main areas of activity. They indicate that librarians are
responsible for:

1 The collection of material appropriate for libraries.

2 The preservation of the material.

3 The organisation of the collections.

4 The dissemination of the material or the information which

it contains. This may include interpretation.

Preservation and organisation (2 and 3) are often treated as one,
so that the function has been expressed simply as acquisition,
management and use of appropriate material. This is convenient, but
the word 'use' is not accurate, and what is required is something to
indicate 'making available'. . . . (p. 222)

North Atlantic Treaty Organization, 1977:
Library Science. The study of the laws and principles that govern
the operations of the institution of the library. This includes the
theoretical and technical formulations governing the management and

logistics of both the internal and external constituents of the
institution, namely, operating and using elements. (p. 8)

Comments

The most frequently recurring theme in the definitional literature
of library science is the managing of a library or of the library collection.
This is manifested in the earliest term 'library-keeper' (also 'librarie-
keeper') which was in use in the 1600s but became supplanted by 'librarian'
in the next century. A 'librarian' signified 'the keeper or custodian of
a library' and a 'library' was either 'a place set apart to contain books
for reading, study, or reference', or 'a large collection of books, public
or private'. (Chaucer had used the term 'lybrarye' around 1374.) Earlier
senses of 'librarian' which have not survived were those of 'a scribe,

copyist', noted in 1670, and of 'a dealer in books', noted in 1734; also
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obsolete are 'librarier', in 1483 signifying 'a bookseller' but by 1667
'a librarian'; and 'librarianess', noted in 1862 as 'a female librarian'
(OED).

The principal emphasis in this set of terms is on the organization
of objects, generally book collections; library management was frequently
taken to be a‘scientific or at the very least a systematic activity. The
objectives of the management activity were to preserve or conserve and to
guard or protect the library and its contents; the early term 'library-
keeper' reflected this custodial emphasis, in much the same way that in
the 1800s "the basic task of the traditional teacher was considered to be
schoolkeeping rather than school teaching", that is, of maintaining order
(Swift, 1971, p. 322). 1In addition to the custodial emphasis, certain book
control processes were implicit in the preserving and protecting functions:
materials had to be acquired or collected; and they had to be organized or
arranged in some kind of order, that is, cataloged and classified. McAnally
(1971) has described this custodial emphasis as 'housekeeping, or the
mechanics of keeping the books--ordering, cataloging, and classifying them."
He noted:

Concerned as they were with housekeeping tasks, most of these

early librarians rarely recognized any differences in level of
duties to be performed. Everything that was done in a library was
librarianship. Consequently, they did not separate clerical from
professional tasks. . . . (p. 20)

Butler (1933) asserted that the librarian "is merely society's
custodian of its cultural archives," responsible for exploiting them "for
communal advantage" (pp. 105-106). Like McAnally much later, there .were
early critics of this emphasis. Among them, Miller (1936) challenged the
institutional focus in the search for fundamentals:

If we start with the library as the foundation for our

philosophy, or if we assume the library as the end desired, our
thinking may easily become so institutionalized as to ignore or
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even distort the fundamentals involved. Our professional existence
is likely to be so identified with the typical institutions in
which we serve that our arguments will plead prestige and increased
support from the public. (p. 298)

This danger has indeed been realized in the terms common to the domain:
'library philosophy', ‘'library school', 'library education', and of course
'library science' itself still predominate in the definitional literature.
The institutional binding is pervasive.

Finally, and in the same vein, there is a confusion in this set
of definitxons between books and libraries. Johmson (1970), for instance,
wrote:

Thus, directly or indirectly, modern European culture is a
product of its preserved heritage in graphic form--in other
words, of its libraries. (p. 495)
Cultural progress comes from accumulated experience and knowledge;
records of that experience have been best kept in graphic form--in
the form of books and libraries. (p. 497)

This conflation of books and libraries into a single phenomenon or concept
has impeded clarity of domain definition, since functions with respect to
books and functions with respect to libraries cannot be taken as identical.
Molnar (1968) criticized this thinking:
Books and libraries, as vehicles and preservers of human
knowledge and the foremost representatives of our culture, are
generally assumed to be phenomena closely connected and correlated.
As, however, the world of our culture in general, ''the part of
reality created by human efforts” (Gorki) is considerably more
extensive than the world of written culture ("civilisation écrite'"),
the ranges of function of books and libraries are by no means
identical, but are logically related as genus and species, i.e.
general and special, and are in their scope and compass at any
rate different. (p. 1)
This conflation of libraries with books is inherent in a number of
definitions of library science which have taken the central function of

librarians to be the description of books as physical entities, as artifacts.

The next set of definitions from the literature focuses on tuis activity.
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5.7. Definitions about Objects: To describe books
The description of books--bibliography--as a definitional focus
of library science is the oldest tradition and was closely associated with
the pre-nineteenth century notion of the librarian as a scholar and
gentleman in the service of other scholars and gentlemen (Rovelstad, 1977,
pp. 9-10). In the Schrettinger (1808) conception .of library science,
bibliography had been clearly excluded, but this was ignored by much of
the subsequent literature. Indeed, many of the definitions treated
bibliography as coequal with management in encompassing the domain of
library science. The 1853 "Call for a Convention of Librarians" at the
University of the City of New York read, in part:
The undersigned, believing that the knowledge of Books,
and the foundation and management of collections of them for
public use, may be promoted by consultation and concert among
librarians and others interested in bibliography, . . . . (p.
2 in Holley, 1976)
Dewey (1887) noted that library science included administration ('library
economy' he called it), cataloging, classification, and bibliography (p. 80
in White, 1976). Hitchler (1909) defined library science as library
economy (practical application of library science) and bibliography. The
American Library Assoc:iation (1943) definition introduced the term 'bibliology'
to signify 'the science of books' and 'bibliography in its widest sense';
curiously, library science was subsumed under this notion, together with
other activities such as bookbinding (see Appendix I).
A few definitions of the domain of library science focused e¢xclusively
on bibliography as its essence: |
Irwin, 1949:
"Librarianship is that branch of learning which has to do with the

recognition, collection, organisation, preservation and utilisation
of graphic and printed records'.

. . e .

What is this in a single word? Surely the answer is bibliography.
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Bibliography indeed is the alpha and omega of all that is comprised
in our definition. And we use the term bibliography in its widest
sense. Bibliography is the study of the book throughout its life,
from its earliest beginnings with the author's manuscript, the
compositor's type and the binder's tools, to its climax and to the
achievement of its fimal goal in the scholar's study, on the library
bookshelf or by the fireside at home. Everything connected with the
making of the book from its birth to its final decease, and with the
rendering of it accessible to the student, is the proper study of
both the bibliographer and of the librarian.

[We] shall do well to regard the subject of librarianship as applied
bibliography, reserving pure bibliography for the field of book
collecting.  (pp. 62-63)

The librarian is concerned with books as vehicles of knowledge rather
than objects of art. . . . (p. 64)

Landau, 1966:
[Bibliography] is the sime qua non of librarianship. . . . (p. 247)
Shaughnessy, 1976:

The specific manner in which he [the human being] deals with the
phenomena in his search for truth is his inquiry methodology.

[The] inquiry methodology which appears to be indigenous to
librarianship is bibliography broadly defined. Bibliography in

this context has a two-fold meaning: subject knowledge of a
discipline or disciplines, and knowledge of the methods or processes
by which that subject knowledge is produced, recorded, acquired,
organized, preserved, communicated, and interpreted for use., (p. 168)

Comments

The emphasis on books or graphic records as the focus of the domain
of library science suggests that the scholarly activity of describing and
listing these intellectual carriers is an end in itself, indeed, is the
basic function of the librarian. This set of definitions ignores the
interaction of the librarian's bibliographic and human service activities.
The describing and listing function is a means to some other objective for
the librarian, not an end in itself. Irwin (1949) acknowledged this in a
very limited way, in modifying his conception to 'applied bibliography':

Though we cannot neglect the outward form of books, our eyes are
turned rather to their matter and content. The primary consideration
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is their value to the student for a particular purpose. The analysis
of their contents and a critical appreciation of their intrinsic
worth and possible uses in the light of current needs governs our
approach to this subject. We are concerned with the use of books,

and

we take into account their physical nature only in so far as it

contributes to their use. And we cannot consider the use of books
without also knowing something of the actual needs and purposes of

the

readers who may wish to use them. In this we have advanced far

beyond the confines of pure bibliography and have reached the very
heart of librarianship. We are still however in the country of
bibliography, because our subject is still the study of the book--the
printed record. (p. 72)

5.8. Definitions about Objects: To regulate book production

This is a "set'" of one definition:

Ortega y Gasset, 1934:

Here, then, is the point at which I see the new mission of the
librarian rise up incomparably higher than all those preceding.
Up until the present, the librarian has been principally occupied
with the book as a thing, as a material object. From now on he

must
must

give his attention to the book as a living function. He
become a policeman, master of the raging book.

Is it too Utopian to imagine in a not too distant future librarians

held

responsible by society for the regulation of the production of

books, in order to avoid the publication of superfluous ones and,
on the other hand, to guard against the lack of those demanded by

the

It s

complex of vital problems in every age? (p. 209)

eems to me that the hour has arrived for the collective

organization of books production.

[This] organization would not be of an authoritarian character, no
more in fact, than the internal organization of works in a good
academy of sciences. (p. 212)

. o

[The] librarian of the future must direct the nmon-specialized reader
through the selva selvaggia of books. He will be the doctor and the
hygienist cf reading.

I imagine the librarian of the future as a filter interposed between

man

Comments

and the torrent of books. (p. 213)

Clearly, the functions of regulating and controlling book production



47
are logically distinct from that of directing the reader, and these
together are distinct from the function of filtering. Ortega y Gasset's
motivation for advocating the regulatory function of book production
was to confront the gravest negative attributes of the book, which he toock
to be three: 1) that there were too many books; 2) that there were too
many stupid and useless books and not enough books for research; and 3) that
people read too much and thought too little (pp. 209-213). In this context,
it is manifest that control, direction, guidance, and restriction of book
production would also function to restrict readers and reader choice. The
rationale for book regulation is totally inadequate as a definition and
so also as a function for librarians.

In addition, the librarian as doctor and hygienist of reading is
merely metaphorical, a slogan, since this medical analogy distorts the

functioning of the physician.

5.9. Definitions about Objects: To protect books

1"

This is another definitional "set'" of one.

MacLeish, 1940:

If it is the intellectual book rather than the physical book of

which the librarian is keeper, then the profession of the librarian
is not and cannot be the neutral, passive, negative profession of

the guardian and fiduciary, but must become instead the affirmative .
and advocating profession of the attorney for a cause. For the
intellectual book is the Word. (p. 17)

Whatever the duty of the librarian may have been in a different world
and a more peaceful generation, his duty now is to define--to say,

to fight, and to defend. No one else--neither those who make the books
nor those who undertake to teach them--is bound as he is bound to
fight in their behalf, for no one else is charged as he is charged
with their protection. No one as much as he must say, and say again,
and still insist that the tradition of the written word is whole and
single and entire and cannot be dismembered. No one is under
ohligation as he is under obligation to meet the mutilators of the
Word, the preachers of obscurantism, the suppressors. (p. 19)
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Comments

MacLeish's advocacy of protecting and defending books has a larger
objective, which is to prevent or challenge intellectual censorship. Since
censorship encompasses other media of communication and other constituencies
in society, political and ethical domains are involved. Book defence as
an element in freedom of expression is a political act, rather than a
principal function of the librarian qua librarian. This would not rule
out book defence as an auxiliary activity in the domain of library science,

however.

6. Definitions about People

The foregoing sets of definitions exhibit the general conceptual
weakness that they do not recognize the social nature of the specified
functions; that is, the definitions do not mention that human beings are
involved as the recipients of the librarian's functioning, nor do they
indicate in what capacity or capacities such recipients are involved. The
focus is on manipulation of objects without specification of why. This
incompleteness characterizes all the sets in this general category of the
taxonomy of library science definitions about objects.

While a number of critics (Wassmerman, 1972, for example) have set
forth the inadequacies of a domain of library science focused on the artifacts
of thought, the focus on cognitive and behavioral changes in human beings is
an equally inadequate conception of the nature of the domain. Definitions of
this type are treated below.

The sets of definitions which emphasize people are particularly

notable for conceiving of functions of librarians that seek to influence, to
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change, to transform, or to manipulate human thought and human behavior.

In these definitions, functions with respect to artifacts are ignored,

considered incidental, or treated as merely instrumental means to bringing

about the desired effects on human beings. That is to say, the librarian

is taken to be the actor and the recipient is taken to be a purely passive

receptacle.

Functions of librarians in the definitional literature of library

science with respect to human referents are sorted and grouped into seven

generic sets.

6.1.

They are presented below.

TABLE 3

LIBRARY SCIENCE DEFINITIONS ABOUT PEOPLE

Generic Terms

To teach

To

Synonymous Terms

educate

educate informally

direct self-education

regulate individual instruction

provide self-education

provide self-~teaching

provide means for self-education

provide library use instruction

serve independent study

serve informal education

serve education

serve self-education

serve the cause of education

meet educational needs

implement the educational process

distribute tools of education

strengthen and clarify social values

promote ideological and cultural
education

promote knowledge

organize information

bring the past to the present

diffuse knowledge

disseminate knowledge

supply good reading

instruct

influence

direct

advise and direct
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TABLE 3--Continued

Generic Terms

To enlighten or inform

To

To

Synonymous Terms

advise and counsel

guide

communicate

encourage book production in foreign
languages

advise and help

stimulate interest

be a mental irritant

promote sympathy

allure to knowledge

awaken interest

stimulate inquiry

advise scholars

lead intellectually

propagate truth

shape thinking

guide thinking

help create thinkers

maintain freedom of thought

develop an international mind

sponsor ideas of Christian democracy

combat prejudice

promote advancement of scientific truth

contribute to international
understanding

provide full and impartial information

serve enlightenment

aid in spread of truth

aid knowledge, thinking, and reason

promulgate reliable information

promote intellectual life

provide intellectual tools

encourage participation in critical
discussion

supply literature for understanding,
judgment, and prudence

guide into wisdom

promote socialist culture and science

elaborate Marxist-Leninist principiles

utilize literature for communist
education

serve as instruments of social and
political change

serve freedom cf thought

push back ignorance

promote knowledge

spread intelligence

help to create a better world

arbitrate and ameliorate differences

bring people together
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TABLE 3--Continued

Generic Terms Synonymous Terms

To teach understanding
make intelligent
improve conversation
6.3. To create readers and

elevate literary taste To redirect reading patterns
get good books read
create impulse to read
promote intellectual culture
persuade people to read best books
exclude the pernicious
furnish culture
develop book taste
create a desire to read best books
lead to best books
value reading as a good
enlarge horizons
work for moral and social development
purvey literary supplies
make people glide into instructive

reading

control reading
assist and direct reading
control and guide reading
induce reading
induce good reading
develop taste for better books
cultivate appreciation of books
preserve and promote artistic values
lure readers to read for knowledge
support and encourage creative work
raise literary level
introduce individual to great

literature
motivate use
6.4. To inspire To contribute to awakening, inspiration,
. and development
6.5. To amuse or entertain To furnish entertainment

purvey entertainment

6.6. To conduct research and

advance knowledge To provide connections between fields

integrate knowledge
extend knowledge
help advance knowledge
enhance knowledge

6.7. To manage knowledge To organize, relate, and structure

knowledge and concepts

order, relate, and structure knowledge
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6.1. Definitions about People: To teach
This set of definitions conflates a number of notions: teaching,
education, enlightenment, and learning. Some conceptions of the librarian
equate their function with the function of the teacher, while others equivocate
by claiming some unspecified educational role for the librarian.
Dewey, 1876:

Then, having the best books, he must create among his people, his
pupils, a desire to read these books. He must put every facility

in the way of readers, so that they shall be led on from good to
better. He must teach them how, after studying their own wants, they
may themselves select their reading wisely. Such a librarian will
find enough who are ready to put themselves under his influence and
direction, . . . (p. 22)

The school teaches them [lower class children] to read; the library
must supply them with reading which shall serve to educate, and so

it is that we are forced to divide popular education into two parts
of almost equal importance and deserving equal attention: the free
school and the free library.

The time was when a library was very like a museum, and a librarian
was a mouser in musty books, and visitors looked with curious eyes at
ancient tomes and manuscripts. The time Zs when a library is a school,
and the librarian is in the highest sense a teacher, and the visitor
is a reader among the books as a workman among his tools. (p. 23)

Shera, 1973:

The library should be the "crowning glory'" of our educational system,
. « . [and] the library should also be a place to which the good
citizen can turn to make himself a better, more enlightened

citizen. (p. 106)

Mikhailov and Gilyarevsky, 1978:
[Thel principal task of the libraries--more particularly public ones,
though special ones largely as well--has become that of ideological
and cultural education. It is in this direction that the specialisation
of librarians has proceeded; librarians turning more and more into

ideological workers, educationists and knowledge promoters among broad
sections of the population. (p. 131)

Comments
Danton (1934) observed that '"the whole relation of the library to

education is one of appalling medievalism" and the definitional literature
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linking the two has also reflected this. More recently, in a landmark
work, Wilson (1979) described the idea that librarians are teachers as
an "organization fiction" (p. 146)

A number of factors may be identified that shed light on past
and present theoretical relations between library science and education.
In the first place, the function of teaching has been conflated with
several related but distinct concepts: education, enlightenment,
learning, rationality, reading, literacy, citizenship, and even political
democracy. Education and learning taken as reading is a persistent theme
in the definitional literature of the late 1800s and early 1900s. Wheeler
(1946), for instance, asserted that '"most real study and constructive
thinking as well as intelligent doing . . . depend on books'"; but he went
on to point out that it did not therefore follow that libraries were
justified "in attempting everything educative'" (p. 15). More recently,
Christ (1972) argued that "the process of using recorded knowledge is an
educational activity'" (p. 80).
Another related confusion was the assumed dependence between
reading and citizenship. Garceau (1949) summed up the beliefs this way:
Out of this past has come what we may call the library faith.
It is a fundamental belief, so generally accepted as to be often
left unsaid, in the virtue of the printed word, the reading of which
is good in itself, and upon the preservation of which many basic
values in our civilization rest. When culture is in question, the
knowledge of books, the amount of reading, and the possession of a
library--all become measures of value, not only of the individual
but also of the community. (p. 51)
The American library, he said, was created, among other purposes, as ''a source
of knowledge for an informed citizenry, upon whose collective judgment the
success or failure of responsible democracy rests" (p. 51). However, as

Hesse (1964) pointed out:

The librarian must know that his work is in any case social work,
and it is a fact that since there exists no society without politics,
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this work has also its political conditions. . . . The ethics of
the librarian require him to be fully aware of what kind of
politics he serves with his work and whether it agrees with the
humanitarian essence of his work. (p. 5 in Molnar, 1968)

Objectives in the domain of political organization and state-citizen
relations are the principal concern of political philosophers, politicians,
statesmen, and lawyers. The political dimension, however, is not the
central concept of the domain of library science. Broadfield (1949) has
noted that librarians have tended to regard readers as citizens but that
"the best books are not written for citizens" (p. 35). He argued that:

The aim of education and of librarianship, whose purpose is

educational although its methods and assumptions are different
from those of education as commonly understood, ought not to be to

produce the 'exemplary citizen', since this by definition makes
men copyists.

If books produce scholars, who cares whether they are Americans?
(p. 36)

Another factor in the fuzzy relations between library science and
education has been education taken as lifelong learning, as human
enlightenment or human cultivation. One of the most extreme proponents
of such a conflation is Shores (1969, 1971) who suggested that libraries
are involved with "the record of civilization" taken as "“the sum total of
man's communication possibilities"; this he equated with "evidence of
life" (1971, pp. 215, 216). In this view, all life became library science,
and, indeed, Shores presented a "format classification of library media"
in which were included radio and television; natural resources such as
mines and forests; social resources such as museums, airports, and hospitals;
and human resources such as inventors, travellers, and poets (p. 218).

It is clear, however, that education taken as lifelong learning is a broader
concept than education taken as teacher-student relations. Also, education
as self-education or independent study is conceptually distinct from educative

processes in which the teacher not only guides the student but evalutes his
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or her achievements as well. Learning by reading is not conceptually
interchangeable with learning by library use and neither of these is
conceptually equivalent to the function of teaching or to the function of
the librarian.

Another difficulty with respect to the relations between library
science and education has focused on library use instruction. The relevant
definitional literature here has consistently confused this activity with
the teaching activity. Wheeler (1946) observed that:

While all adult library service is a form of adult education,
the contact between library materials and seekers for self-education
has in the main taken the specific form of reader's advisers with
specialists trained in book knowledge and in the techniques of
guiding individuals to the best books for self-development. This
emphasis, often touching on several fields, is cultural and general
rather than vocational or of a research nature. (p. 13)
Wilson (1979) has argued that library use instruction "would be better
thought of as informing rather than as teaching' (p. 157). She contended
that although librarians are part of the system of education, not all
educational roles in the social institution of education are teachiag roles,
for instance, the counsellor, computer analyst, and principal, in addition
to the librarian. Moreover, she noted that the teacher is concerned with
the content of graphic records, while the librarian is concerned with
the graphic record as an entity:
The librarian's dissemination of the graphic record differs from
that of the teacher. The librarian does not disseminate content
and does not disseminate by teaching but by means of library
processes, by means of a librarian's behavior--by creating, operating,
and maintaining a library and providing library services through the
myriad behaviors that these require. (p. 155)

A further factor in sorting out the respective domains of library

science and of education has been a persistent vein of school and college

criticism throughout the past century, from Dewey in the late 1800s to

Shores (1969). When the teacher's function was restricted to "schoolkeeping"
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rather than "school teaching', when universal compulsory education was
still an altruistic dream (not until 1919 did all the United States states
have such legislation according to Swift, 1971, p. 328), and when reading
books was still considered the essence of education and enlightenment,
it was relatively simple for librarians to advocate a much expanded social
function for themselves with respect to educational activities taken as
synonymous with human cultivation.

Moreover, Goldhor (1942) noted the distinction between education
and reinforcement, the latter being antithetical to the former. He
wrote:

Successful education may be said to involve a relationship between
the teacher and the student of such a kind that the mind of the
latter is led in a certain direction; in this sense, education can
be thought of as a series of planned experiences such that the
reaction patterns of the student are altered in a way that the
instructor wishes, by his exposure to certain experiences and not
to others. It is this characteristic of education that requires of
every curriculum a clear statement of the goals to be sought.

It may be objected that to require this element in every
educational situation makes for too narrow a definition. If the
term is to mean anything, however, it must be defined rigorously
to distinguish it from such allied terms as learning and knowledge
and training and to differentiate it from the concept of education
that would identify it with all of life. This factor of change on
the part of the pupil, directed and purposive change and other than
that due solely to growth, is possibly the sine qua non of true
education. This makes education a painful process, for it involves
the acquisition of strange new patterns of thought, if not also the
destruction of existing and therefore pleasantly familiar patterns.
(p. 116)

He concluded that:

The probability is that the bulk of our public library patrons
seek clarification and reinforcement in their thinking rather than
the unsettling experience of education [in the sense of purposively
guided change]. While the school has an obligation laid on it by
society to direct the education of youth so as to mold their thinking
in line with the mores of the race and to develop in them the mental
equipment they will need to carry on civilization, the library is under
no such obligation. Analysis of the conditions under which it operates
shows that the public library is unsuited to accomplish any great
amount of real education; analysis of the actual functioning of the
public library reveals that an important use to which people are putting
its resources is that of reading for reinforcement.
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Where education results in breaking down existing patterns of
thought and to that extent unsettling the individual, reading for
reinforcement involves a cementing of those patterns and the
reassurance to the individual of the worthwhileness of his place
in society. (p. 118)

Goldhor's analysis has been largely ignored in the definitional literature

of library science alleging an educational function for librarians.

6.2, Definitions about People: To enlighten or inform

This set of definitions is closely related to the previous set
treating of education.
American Social Science Association, 1871:

[Quoting from a report on a proposed library for Miltom, Massachusetts,]
"Libraries, accessible to the people, have always been encouraged in
the most intelligent and advanced communities. The father of social
libraries in this country is Benjamin Franklin. They took for their
model the proprietary library of Philadelphia, which was founded in
1731, mainly by his exertions. To use his own words, they 'improved
the general conversation of Americans, made the common tradesmen and
farmers as intelligent as most gentlemen in other countries,' . . .
By the concurrence of all testimonies, they have already achieved a
great work in spreading intelligence among the masses, particularly
among artisans and families of limited means. . . ." (pp. 6-7)

Johnson, 1970:

[The] library and its related institutions have a tremendous task to
perform in human relations, whether on the local, national, or
international level.

Mutual understanding is one way . . . that these [cultural] conflicts
can be resolved, and the library is one of the best means of reaching
this understanding. Instantaneous communication, via electronic means,
has reached the point where it is conceivable that one man's voice
could be heard at one time by all the people on earth. This is good,
but it also presents dangers. By accident or intention, these
electronic means of communication could plunge the world into chaos

in seconds. But graphic communication, on the other hand, is a
somewhat slower process. It can and must be a more considered process.
Through the books, magazines, newspapers, recordings, pictures--the
tools of the library~-graphic communication must be employed to bring
the element of thoughtful contemplation into the consideration of world,
national, and local problems. They must be used to bring people together,
to teach them to understand each other, to arbitrate and mediate
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differences, . . .

Books and libraries can play a most important role in this effort toward
world peace and toward arousing the people of the world to fight
ignorance, intolerance, disease, and poverty instead of each other.
Books and libraries have helped to create what we call western
civilization; they can and will help to create a better world. (pp.
499-500)

Boorstin, 1981:

With the worldwide rise and multiplication of chauvinism, the library
and books remain our escape from the prison of the present, our
deprovincializing machines-~helping us fulfill the hopes of our
founders for an enlightened citizenry in a freer world. (p. 596 in
American Libraries, 1981)

Comments

The function of enlightening or informing without further precision
is an inadequate conception of the domain of library science. This function
is a general description of the activities of a diverse range of agents,
including journalists, authors, researchers, publishers, teachers, and
counsellors.

Moreover, there is a persistent conflation of education, enlighten-
ment, cultural advancement, and democratization. Danton (1934) raised a
number of issues in this regard:

[The library is] a vital, creative, educative force for the advancement
of civilization. (p. 74)

[The] library is, along with the school system and the press . . . oOne
of the chief and most powerful educative influences today. (p. 75)

The library is one of the principal democratic institutions created,
developed, and supported by our civilization. But can we assume from
that fact that libraries are essential in a democracy? (p. 82)

Granted that the library holds a pre-eminent place among democratic
institutions, one might ask, further, whether the library is one of
democracy's principal agencies for insuring an enlightened citizenry
through the promotion of intelligent understanding of economic,
governmental, and other social problems.

It is maintained, and undoubtedly with justice, that libraries are
educational institutions., This is far from saying, however, that libraries
are essential to our educational system. (p. 83)
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6.3. Definitions about People: To create readers and elevate
literary taste

Closely allied to the definitional literature which takes the domain
of library science as teaching, enlightening, and informing is a set of
definitions emphasizing the creation of a certain class of readers and
elevation of literary taste by means of "good books".

Dewey, 1876:

[The ideal librarian] must see that his library contains, as far as
possible, the best books on the best subjects, regarding carefully

the wants of his special community. Then, having the best hooks, he
must create among his people, his pupils, a desire to read these books.
He must put every facility in the way of readers, so that they shall
be led on from good to better.

. e o 0

Such a librarian will find enough who are ready to put themselves
under his influence and direction, and, if competent and enthusiastic,
he may soon largely shape the reading, and through it the thought, of
his whole community. (p. 22)

Knapp, 1955:

[The librarian] values reading as a good in itself. He values skill
in the use of the library as a tool for self-education. (p. 58)

Rothstein, 1968:

We are convinced that librarians, by discriminating selection of
materials and guidance in their use, can and should enlarge horizons
and elevate taste within the community. (p. 157)

Mathews, 1976:

Librarians left far behind the age-old stance of being ready to serve
those who found their way to libraries; passed quickly through the
stage of wanting to take library materials and programs out to

people who would not come in. but wanted them. By the time they
reached the end of the '60s, most librarians were ready to assume the
more sophisticated and difficult responsibility of motivating use--of
stimulating thke desire, and the sense of need for information in those
who had not developed it. (p. 85)

Comments

This set of definitions resembles the immediately preceding sets in

that there is a strong emphasis on ''good books" and their instrumental
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efficacy. The cultural view implicit, and sometimes explicit, in them
is that only one literary universe exists and that any residue is outside
this universe of good taste. Butler (1933) cautioned against this conception
of the librarian's functioning:
The library is no mission station for the promulgation of an
established literary gospel that is eternally true. The librarian's
duty is not to entice men, against their wills if it need be, to
convert themselves to his way of thinking. He is merely society's
custodian of its cultural archives. The responsibility which he
assumes with his office is to exploit those archives for communal
advantage. (pp. 105-106)
Landau (1958) observed of books in general that "literary value and
entertainment value are inextricably confused" (p. 173). The secular
missionary role espoused by some librarians was described by Ennis (1964)
as "a peculiar cultural imperialism' in which everyone should read good
books, be educated, be freer, and above all be more refined (p. 176).
Benge (1970) has noted that the moral uplift motivation is now less common
among readers and that libraries must concern themselves with not only
"high culture” but "low culture" as well, for each is a form of recreational
reading. He argued that:
In many quarters there has been a tendency to regard what is called
'light' reading as recreational, and to elevate other types of
reading into a separate category called 'serious', and therefore
non-recreational. This is an untenable distinction, . . . (p. 240)
The criticisms of cultural hegemony as the proper function of the librarian
have led to a reorientation away from the "moral uplift" syndrome to the

more neutral activity of providing artifacts for recreational or

leisure reading, listening, and viewing.

6.4. Definitions about People: To inspire

This set of definitions is closely related to those which have
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preceded.
Dewey, 1899:

So the province of the library is to amuse, to inform and inspire.
(p. 77)

Roberts, 1941:

The librarian has of recent years been considered--by others
beside himself!--as something more than a mere functionary or
custodian, as, indeed, a leader of thought and social life; . . .
This function, however, seems on the face of it to be purely
intellectual, since he is the custodian mainly of fact-containing

books; . . . [The] moral factor . . . cannot in practice be left
out, for the very desire to read or learn which it is the librarian's
job to satisfy raises questions of motive and purpose, . . . So

that the librarian, in a sense the custodian of the public mind, with
infinite possibilities of lasting good or harm, is bound to
acknowledge a something-more-than-intellectual-or-moral, in a word a
spiritual element in his work and life. (pp. 103-104)

Asheim, 1954:
Functions of the library in society.

F. To contribute to the awakening, inspiration and development of the
individual, (p. 16)

Comments

Like the preceding criticisms of literary elevation, inspiration is
an instrumental effect of the relevant artifacts which might be furnished
by the librarian and others, but it is not an immediate function performed

qua librarian.

6.5. Definitions about People: To amuse or entertain
Perkins, 1876:

But the small circulating public library, like a retail shop, depends
upon prompt gratification of the demands of the day.

It cannot wait for the resort of scholars and students; it must
attract readers for pleasure, rest, and amusement. It is not old
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learning, it must have popularity; as well as instruction, it must,
primarily furnish entertainment; while waiting for the scholarly few,
it must attract the many, and even the ignorant, frivolous, and
thoughtless. (p. 420 in Public Libraries, 1876)

Line, 1965:

[The directly functional ends of books and libraries are] as
purveyors of information and entertainment. . . . (p. 270)

Thompson, 1974:
The involvement of libraries in these cultural activities of

society also involves them in the community'’s recreational and
leisure activities. (p. 9)

Comments

Although the provision of amusing or entertaining books and other
graphic materials might be an appropriate function for the librarian,
some of the definitions in this grouping propose this as a direct objective.
However, the librarian's function is purely instrumental in that relevant
artifacts are furnished to individuals; the librarian does not do the
amusing or entertaining directly, nor is it the librarian who directly
produces the amusing or entertaining effects. Such a function would be

the logical prerogative of an entertainer.

6.6. Definitions about People: To conduct research and advance knowledge
This set of definitions claims a direct contribution to the

production of knowledge.

Dury, 1650:

[If] the proper emploiments of Librarie-keepers were taken into
consideration as they are, or may bee made useful to the advancement
of Learning . . . they would bee of exceeding great use to all sorts
of Scholars, and have an universal influence upon all the parts of
Learning, to produce and propagate the same unto perfection.

[Librarie-keepers] ought to becom Agents for the advancement of
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universal Learning. (pp. 41-42)

The proper charge then of the Honorarie Librarie-Keeper in an
Universitie should bee thought upon, and the end of that Imploiment,
in my conception, is to keep the publick stock of Learning, which is
in Books and Manuscripts, to increase it, and to propose it to
others in the waie which may bee most useful unto all; his work then
is to bee a Factor and Trader for helps to Learning, and a Treasurer
to keep them, and a dispenser to applie them to use, or to see them
well used, or at least not abused; . . . (pp. 44-45)

Benge, 1970:

It is clear that any library which possesses any kind of research
material has a research purpose: to provide material for the research
worker. . . . [The] librarian is concerned mainly or solely with
bibliographical research--to assist the users of the library. Since
bibliographical work, such as abstracting or indexing or, particularly,
literature searching, involves an investigation of subject content,
it happens that librarians may disagree about the extent to which
they should 'do the work of the researcher for him'. Where should the
process end? What we need note is that many libraries do in fact take
an active part in the research activity, which is in any case usually
partly bibliographical. Librarians provide research material and they
assist with its use. (p. 234)

[Because] the growth points in modern knowledge develop between
traditional disciplines, the librarian will become increasingly
important as an integrating agent.

[The] librarian's role is not simply to supply information in response
to particular requests, or to make available material for those who
require it, or to fill in gaps, but to provide the connections.

If those who prefer a more precise statement would ask 'what
connections?', the answer can only be that if we knew what connections
are required there would be no need to make them. 'Insights' in the
humanities cannot be planned or plotted, and the research scientist
does not usually know what he is looking for. It is this which makes
the library activity at its highest level worthwhile. (pp. 255-256)

Shukla, 1974:

Library is a social educational institution for the self development of
man, through an ormnised collection, systematic communication and
planned extension of knowledge. (p. 8)

Smith, 1980:

The librarian chooses ‘the codes in which to categorize information
and arranges the key words through which information can be extracted.
He now becomes a kind of author, and the author, in many ways, turns
librarian. The librarian becomes, in a sense, the sentinel at the
gateway of information and knowledge, and society may come to find itself
demanding to see his credentials. (p. 314)
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Comments
The function of doing research and advancing knowledge is not

logical to the librarian, for this is the function of a researcher qua
researcher, whether quantitative, qualitative, performative, or
developmental inquiry is being undertaken. This set of definitions
conflates at least two notions: research and knowledge with literature
searching; and research with research instruments such as books. Compiling
a bibliography is sometimes referred to loosely as bibliographical or
bibliographic research, but neither this nor literature searching are
activities which extend the frontiers of knowledge. Rather, as Kaplan
(1964) has noted, these activities represent "'making available to
particular people some things that were already known but not specifically
known to them at that time" (p. 10). Solved problems cannot be claimed
logically to be solved again, and so an increment to knowledge cannot be
claimed if the knowledge is already extant. An adequate literature review
is thus an instrument in preparation for research but does not itself
constitute the act of research; its function is to rule out lines of
fruitless inquiry. Kaplan argued that:

There is no doubt that a great many people look increasingly upon

the librarian as the magic helper, and they believe everything that

is needed could be provided if only there were properly designed and

operated systems in libraries. But they overlook the fact that

discovery is still a creative effort in which the researcher himself

has certain significant responsibilities. (pp. 10-11)
Helmstadter (1970) noted along these same lines that "once a problem has
been soived and recorded, the transmission of the information to others
is a matter of communication and education, not research" (p. 4). Thus,
although the librarian might be seen to have an instrumental role in

the conduct of research, the function of advancing knowledge does not

logically inhere to the librarian.
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Danton (1934) raised the philosophical question of the relationship
between library science and the growth of knowledge. He suggested that it
was premature to write of a metaphysical philosophy of the library, but that:

The library as a social institution is, after all, but one phase

of its philosophical implications. Does the library have a Wesen of
its own and does it have metaphysical implications? That is, is the
library an institution merely or does it contain within itself the
germs of a philosophical relation to epistemological progress? The
radio and the movie are, for example, like the library, agencies for
the dissemination of ideas. But there are at least two great
differences between them and the library in that they have in
themselves a unity of sense and emotional appeal which the library
lacks, and the library has certain intellectual fundamentals which,
in general, do not apply to them, since they are now at least primarily
aesthetic. (p. 85)

6.7. Definitions about People: To manage knowledge
This set of definitions treats of knowledge management.
Shera, 1%6la:

[Librarianship] is the management of knowledge. . . . The librarian
is the supreme 'time-binder', and his is the most interdisciplinary
of all the disciplines, for it is the ordering, relating, and
structuring of knowledge and concepts. (p. 16)

Whitenack, 1963:

Our task [as librarians] is simply to organize a system of
recording and managing knowledge in relation to current flow. (p. 17)

Wright, 1976:

Librarians are going to have to decide whether they are supposed to

be the managers of knowledge (idea complexes) or of knowledge records
(books, etc.). (p. 29)

[Librarianship is] an insubstantial structure of formal order
relationships, . . . [The] direct object of their [librarians'] concern
constitutes the ultimate forms of the human mind itself. (p. 32)

Comments

The management of knowledge and the management of knowing are conflated
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in some of these definitions. Where the intention is the management

of human thought, the function is not logical to the librarian, and,
indeed, is inappropriate for any individual or group to assume. Some
uses of the notion of knowledge management refer to artifactual ordering
and manipulation; these uses are logically within the domain of library
science but do not adequately characterize the librarian's functioning
with respect to recipients or users of the artifactual carriers of

knowledge.

7. Definitions about Objects and People

The sets of definitions of library science in this section have
as their principal emphasis the conjunction of things and persons. In these,
functions of librarians are related to both content and recipients. In
particular, persons are treated as ends in themselves and not as entities
being acted upon and manipulated by librarians to produce cognitive or
behavioral changes deemed to be ''good" for them.

The following table presents the various definitional sets of generic

terms and their corresponding synonyms.

TABLE 4

LIBRARY SCIENCE DEFINITIONS ABOUT OBJECTS AND PEOPLE

Generic Terms Synonymous Terms

7.1. To make accessible To make available
have available
render available
arrange availability
provide access
gain access



7.2
7.3.

7.4.

7.5.

Generic Terms

To retrieve
To transfer

To supply

To counsel

TABLE 4--Continued

To

To

To

To

Synonymous Terms

obtain access
allow access
ensure access
bring access

give access
enlarge access
support access
develop access
maximize accessibility
maximize exposure
offer to

distribute

disseminate

transmit

transmit and inculcate
facilitate transmission
communicate

facilitate communication
communicate and digest
convey

diffuse

funnel

link or relay

display

promote

aid flow

maintain flow
organize flow

order flow

facilitate flow

pass along

deliver

furnish

provide

minister

send

purvey

satisfy

help to find

assist to find

find

help to locate
diagnese

diagnose and prescribe
advise

interpret

help ameliorate

help meet

link
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7.7.

7.8.

Generic Terms

To advocate

To link

To use or maximize
utility
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TABLE 4~-Continued

To

To

To

To

Synonymous Terms

connect

seek, record, and provide

accept, understand, communicate, and
collaborate

negotiate

resolve

exploit

advance

connect

switch

interface

mediate

intermediate

interrelate

relate

bring into contact

bring together

interact

negotiate

match

facilitate interaction

promote interaction

bring to

negotiate for

bridge

relay

link, store, stretch, and control

minister

stand between to

introduce

effect contact

seek to unite

join

change

guide

adapt and connect

funnel

hold together

gatekeep

select and supply

operate a switchboard

exploit

facilitate use
maximize use

promote use

render useful

utilize

digest

encourage utilization
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TABLE 4--Continued

Generic Terms Synonymous Terms

To promote utilization
maximize utilization
develop utilization
assist exploitation

7.9. To interpret

7.10. To manage To operate
create, operate, and maintain
maintain
organize
administer
adjust
archive
manage flow

7.11. To study To analyze
examine

7.1, Definitions about Objects and People: To make accessible

This set of definitions of the domain treats of access provision
of various kinds of objects to people.
Jewett, 1853:

[The purpose of librarianship is] the diffusion of a knowledge of good
books, and enlarging the means of public access to them. (p. 582 in
Thompson, 1931)

Rawski, 1973:

Librarians engage in an activity, which has as its goal effective access
to recorded knowledge as a service to those seeking, or expected to need,
such access. This constitutes an organic system of activities involving
knowledge records and services to people; and the intellectual and
material equipment and know-how necessary in order to create conditions
which promise to support, if not to optimize, effective access to
recorded knowledge for those with a purpose of gaining such access.
Charged with furnish to users knowledge records and knowledge based
on knowledge records appropriate to the users' "notions," the librarian
undertakes the aequisition (which in most instances includes selection);
preservation; organization and housing as a collection; and making
available of documents, i.e., objects made to record, store, display, and
transmit knowledge. . . . [These are] bibliothecal activities. . . .

(p. 127)
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Williams, 1980:

Society is increasingly dependent on widespread access to publications
of the past and present. Libraries have proven to be the most practical
means for collecting and preserving publications to provide this wide
and continuing access. . . . If society is to have adequate access to
information, now and in the future, librarians must change to recognize
that the library's real purpose is to provide access to information
and that the collection of an ever-larger number of publications by
each library was but a2 means to accomplish that purpose--a means which
is no longer possible. Librarians must now find effective means to
assure the collection and preservation of publications they cannot
acquire to keep in their own individual collections and to provide
every library with fast and reliable access to these publications
in conveniently readable form. (p. 58)

The long history of libraries . . . clearly indicates that society
has found libraries essential to the dissemination and preservation
of information. This is what I take to be the fundamental purpose of
libraries. (p. 69)

Comments
Accessibility or availability of objects to people would appear to be
a potentially promising description of the librarian's functioning. See

Chapters Three, Four, and Five for further treatment of this notion.

7.2. Definitions about Objects and People: To retrieve

This set of definitions is found much less frequently in the literature
of library science than in the literature of information science.
Fairthorne, 1956:

First of all, retrieval systems demand marks of some kind; entries on
reference cards or lists or on the documents themselves. Someone has

to make these marks--a hard fact which is sometimes overlooked. liarking
can be done only by clerical operations on marked objects; . . .

Or it can be changed relative to its environment by putting it upside
down, on one side, in an inscribed pigeon-hold, and so forth. This I
call 'ordering' the item. Better terms, for less formal contexts, are
'"Marking' and 'Parking'. (p. 66)

In the parts of Library Classification that can be delegated, these
marks induce physical operations according to rules. If one is lucky,
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according to rules that are complete, consistent, and appropriate.
(p. 65)

This much of document retrieval and, indeed, of library work in
general has nothing to do with semantic content; only with observation,
identification, and manipulation of marked objects according to fixed
rules, or to fixed rules for constructing fixed rules.

In short, they are concerned with computing, but much more
difficult and versatile computing than the ordinary kind. Hence the
relative failure of self-acting hardware in library work.

Activities of the kind described I call 'Clerical' activities. They
demand neither resource, discovery, initiative nor invention; only
skill and reliability. Librarians need not be ashamed of them. You
cannot delegate activities that demand anything more, and libraries
exist mainly to delegate, without undue risk, certain kinds of
intellectual work--whatever that may be. (p. 66)

Corrigan, 1968:

This writer has defined library science as information concerned '"with
creation, recording, transmission, storage, retrieval and use of
information" [1967]. . . . Historically, we can view library science
as an expanding subject. For many centuries we regarded ourselves as
conservationists; later, we began to structure this act of conservation
by the use of catalogues or other guides to what had been conserved.
More recently we have ‘become concerned with two aspects of use; the
problem of retrieval of specific information from a large store, and
the information gathering habits of specific classes of user. (p. 1)
If one wanted a two word definition, perhaps storage and retrieval

best covers the core of library science. Forget, for the moment, means,
and concentrate on the basic similarity underlying every happy joining
of an individual and necessary information, wherever this takes place.
(p. 3)

Ingwersen, Johansen, and Timmermann, 1977:

We can relate cognitive processes to different persons playing four
different roles in the storage and retrieval process.

1. The author-controlled organization of information in documents which
is related to the broader organization of knowledge in general or
within a discipline. (pp. 160-161)

2. The librarian-controlled bibliographic classification or indexing of
material according to classification scheme or indexing system (also
librarian-controlled).

3. The user who in some way interacts with the world around him and

who decides to satisfy an information need by also interacting with

the library system, either directly or indirectly, by approaching the
reference librarian.

4. The reference librarian who aids in the transformation process from
user concepts or structures into the organization of library material.
(p. 161)



(Ingwersen, Johansen, and Timmermann, 1977--continued)
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IYigure 1. Human interaction with library stock and retrieval tools. (p. 161)

Comments

This set of definitions is evaluated extensively in Chapter Three,

Sections 5.2. and 7.2.

7.3. Definitions about Objects and People: To transfer
Among the synonymous terms which form this uzeneric set of definitions
are the following expressions: to distribute, to disseminate, to transmit,
to communicate, to convey, to diffuse, and to facilitate any of these actions
including to facilitate flow.
Jewett, 1853:
[The purpose of librarianship is] the diffusion of a knowledge of good

books, and enlarging the means of public access to them. (p. 582 in
Thompson, 1931)
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Learned, 1924:

The chief business of a community library is to produce a general
diffusion of knowledge among small, ill-defined, and constantly shifting
groups, where each need is peculiar to the individual himself, and
must be dealt with separately. (p. 27)

[The] free library, as a civic unit, is fitted, beyond any other
institution that we possess, to undertake that task . . . as a positive
educational instrument. . . . (p. 75)

Reynolds and Daniel, 1974:

The ultimate objective of the communication process for
librarianship is to facilitate the transmission of messages from
sender to receiver. Within the library, the role of sender, or creator
of the message, alternates between librarian and user, as does the
role of receiver. Users generally adopt the sending role first in
their origination of a request. The dialog that ensues between the
user and the librarian involves a continual process of encoding and
decoding messages that vary widely in complexity. The purpose of the
dialog is to enable the librarian to interpret a request correctly and
to provide an appropriate response from the multitude of information
available in store. (p. 239)

Shields, 1981:

The shift away from the vocational training toward the study of how
society creates, maintains and uses facilities which provide information
has been a long time coming. The realities of the future of higher
education institutions, the library as an institution, and the societal
shift to the use of information as a resource all point the way. And
for those of us who cherish the idea of the library as a social agency
wherein the individual can rise to find answers for self understanding,
this is also the way to go. We made the decision in the 1930's that we
were going to go the route of developing a discipline that would educate
individuals capable of facilitating the flow of information. (p. 8)

Comments

This set of definitions does not serve to mark off a unique notion of
the librarian's function. There are a wide variety of transferring,
disseminating, and transmitting activities that occur outside the domain of
library science. Moreover, there is confusion in the literature of library
science with respect to the meaning of the term 'dissemination'. Benge (1970),

for example, has equated it with 'use' or 'making available' of materials (see
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Section 5.6. earlier in this chapter). This conflation of the concepts
is inappropriate, although it and similar conceptual weaknesses appear to
be widespread in the definitional literature.

In addition, with respect to transmission of knowledge, higher
education has traditionally claimed this function as a primary one of its
domain, and so cannot be claimed to be unique to library science.

The function of the librarian taken as transfer encompasses too much,
because the action of the user or recipient is suppressed into that of being

a passive receptacle.

7.4. Definitions about Objects and People: To supply

This set of definitions focuses on activities in which the librarian
delivers, furnishes, or provides objects to people.
Wallace, 1876:

[The] librarian, who had always stood between the author and his
readers as a minister to letters, should now promote the scientific
aspects of his craft. (paraphrased by Holley, 1976, p. &)

Dana, 1906:

Having found by telephone that the book, pamphlet, journal, catalog,
quotation or what not is in the library, the inquirer should be able
to have it quickly brought to him. Private enterprise delivers its
goods; a public institution can well imitate this example as far as
means permit. (p. 14)

In time the organized special information work of a public library
will be very great. . . . Private enterprises can clip you the notes
you wish from a thousand journals as they appear. Surely a public
institution . . . can furnish notes of books and articles on special
subjects. (p. 15)

Wasserman, 1972:

[A new conceptual scheme for librarianship] considers the library as

the medium between the information store and its user. It accepts
responsibility for identifying and delivering information needed by
clients, instead of simply preparing the collection and offering help to
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clients as they search for themselves. (p. 228)
If there is to be a new breed of librarianship, it will build on a
perspective which sees in librarianship the capacity to satisfy the
information requirements of human beings. (p. 267)

Harrod, 1977:
Librarian. One who has the care of a library and its contents,
selecting, the books, documents and non-book materials which comprise

its stock, and providing information and loan services to meet the
needs of its users. (p. 486)

Comments

This set of definitions suggests an immediacy of action in providing
satisfaction, so that, for instance, someone other than a librarian might
undertake this aspect of the process. The librarian's function is broader
than that which is implied by the action of meeting a demand. Moreoever,
there are supply functions with respect to artifacts, information, or
knowledge which are performed by persons other than librarians, among whom
are booksellers, publishers and distributors, newscasters and journalists,
and public relations and press officers. These definitions frequently equate
the notion of provision or supply of artifacts with the notion of provision
of access to them; the first function signifies, however. a direct
interaction, while the second signifies either a direct interaction or an
intermediary condition of readying for eventual and anticipated access.

Thus, the notion of supplying or handing over is part of the function
of the librarian but it does not focus on a broad enough domain of activity

to encompass the whole of the function performed.
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7.5. Definitions about Objects and People: To counsel
This set of definitions encompasses such terms as to diagnose
and prescribe, to advise, and to ameliorate.
Henry, 1917:

In this new insitution [of librarianship taken as self-directed
education] the service is social, the problems vary as the individual
tastes and experiences vary and the service must be sufficiently
intelligent to diagnose the symptoms and prescribe a treatment. The
problems of the present need the aid of all the past for light and
guidance . . . and unto this end were books sent. (p. 79)

Knowing what book to charge out and why, knowing the life and taste
and needs of the patron and the community, and what book will serve is
as much the profession as the most intelligent prescription or the
finest surgery. (p. 87)

Hershfield, 1972:

To help ameliorate these information problems [information
deprivation, overload, and unmet needs], I wish to propose that we
consider creating an information specialist called an "Information
Counselor," and that librarians and would-be librarians prepare
themselves to fill this role. (p. 30)

Our practitioners must understand and concentrate on human
information needs, human information seeking behavior, and the design
and operation of information systems structured to serve different
client groups. They will continue to be concerned with recorded
materials, but their acquisition, organization, storage and retrieval
of information resources will be dictated by their knowledge of and
concern for human beings, rather than the acquisition and organization
of materials as ends in themselves. Where information needs exist
which cannot be satisfied with previously recorded material, our
counselor will seek out the information, record it and provide it to
the client in an appropriate form. The information counselor would
see the community in which he practices as an information resource
base. Such a community may or may not include a library as we know it.
[Information counselors] would be professional information specialists,
capable of linking clients with information in whatever form they might
require. (p. 31)

Mathews, 1974:

Librarians connect ideas and information drawn from all recorded
knowledge with the needs of a single person.
The librarian serves as both the doctor and the pharmacist to the mind
and the senses, diagnosing and prescribing for the need, and filling the
prescription as well. (p. x)



Comments

These definitions are largely metaphorical, deriving from medical
or psychological analogies. The function of the librarian, however, is
not precise characterization of mental states and in particular it is not
determination of diseased mental states. The inquirer is more likely to
be quite healthy rather than sick and to believe it to be so; thus, a
medical functioning is ruled out since the healthy rarely consult doctors
or psychologists. Similarly, the interest in reading motives and reading
psychology is a matter for psychological inquiry, not a function of the

librarian. Moreover, the conflation of counseling with linking, as
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exemplified in the Hershfield (1972) characterization, is logically incomplete.

7.6. Definitions about Objects and People: To advocate
This is a relatively minor set of definitioms.
Wasserman, 1972:

As the nature of information needs is distilled, the [new] reference
librarian is better able to support user requirements and to exploit
on their behalf a switching system which correlates information need
with on-campus and off-campus information services. What is unique
about such a design is the way it adapts the role of the reference
librarian from detached bureaucratic functionary to a close and
supportive relationship with clients. Seen thus, the client becomes
a real human being needing prompt information access, and the
reference librarian is recast in the ro. ¢ of sympathetic and client-
comnitted staff member, knowledgeable apout problem terms, not by
virtue of single question negotiation, but through direct involvement
and association with scholars and students. (p. 231)

Traditional limits of library service have stopped at the point
of attempting to match the user and the information sought. Advocacy
carries the professional role beyond, and enlists its expertise in the

cause of advancing the needs of the client group first by pragmatically

resolving their information problems and then extending beyond into other

spheres. . . . [Community library services] are committed not to the
classic library values of books and reading, but more nearly to serve

as a mediating agent for the constituency by bringing intelligence, drawn

from whatever source and in whatever form, to bear upon cultural

requirements. If client need runs to specialized programs of the counsel
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of experts, or to the provision of informational or advisory
assistance in resolving occupational, social, or economic problems,
such problems are conceived to be within the framework of the
advocacy responsibility of the librarian. Thus the information role
transcends that of simply locating published sources and becomes one
of negotiating the information structure in order to permit clientele,
individually and collectively, to make their way and improve their
condition in consequence of active intervention on their behalf of
library personnel. In a complex time when information access forms
a powerful and basic element of the urban problem-solving process,
those not adequately sensitized or acculturated to the devices for
finding the facts tend to be further disadvantaged and left without
the means to negotiate the system. (pp. 231-232)

Shields, 1977:
The librarian should be acting as an information transfer agent.
The librarian must be allowed to fulfill an advocacy role in the
utilization of information technology. If information is our infinite
resource, then the ability to utilize the finite physical resources

most assuredly depends upon information technology and the librarian.
(pp. 75-76)

e o o

[We] must recognize that it is becoming ever more important to be
able to locate what it is you need to know than it is to gather data
into the mind for possible future use. (p. 76)

Comments

Like the notion of counseling, an advocacy function is inappropriate
for characterizing fully the domain of library science. Advocacy does not
inhere to a particular functional agent, but is a term signifying general

behavior in any sphere of human activity.

7.7. Definitions about Objects and People: To link

This set of definitions focuses on the function of bringing together.
Synonymous terms are: to connect, to switch, to interface, to mediate, to
match, to bridge, to relay, to join, to funnel, to gatekeep, to guide, and

to unite.
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Cotton des Houssayes, 1780:

Neither cold nor heat, nor his multiplied occupations, will
ever be to him a pretext for evading the obligation he has contracted
to be a friendly and intelligent guide to all the scholars who may
visit him. Forgetting himself, on the contrary, and laying aside
all occupations, he will lead them forward with a cheerful interest,
taking pleasure in introducing them to his library; he will examine
with them all its parts and divisions; . . . Should a particular
book appear to be even of passing interest to one of his guests, he
will quickly seize the occasion, and obligingly place it at his
service; he will even, moreover, have the delicate attention to lay
open before him all the books relating to the same subject, in order
to make his researches easier and more complete. (pp. 39-40)

Putnam, 1915:

In our reading public the hope of improvement lies, I believe,
in the two influences I have mentioned: the freer direct contact
with the books themselves . . . and increasing mediation between then
and the reader by the librarian who, knowing them, relates them to
the needs of the reader as a present-day human being. (p. 48)
But the main guide must be the librarian himself, herself. The first
contact should be with him, and so far as practicable, this should
continue, until the final contact with the author has been assured.
(pp. 48-49)

McGarry, 1975:

Different men use different symbolic systems to investigate their

own particular aspects of reality and consequently find difficulties
in communicating with each other. Here at least would seem to be

a chance for a new kind of librarian with a new social role as
'linkman'; the man with the overview, whose particular expertise is

a kind of 'knowledge about knowledge'; who realises the degree to
which the major disciplines of knowledge fragment and overlap each
other. (p. 48)

What is interesting is to attempt to analyse the role of libraries in
the general sense of a social agency and librarianship in the sense of
an active profession giving a service and mediating between the client
and the library as information store. (p. 59)

That which we call the social process--our daily activities of knowing,
acting, believing and interacting with each other--depends upon the
accumulation, transmission and diffusion of knowledge. But knowledge
in turn depends upon communication, and in this way the library acts
as a medium in the transmission process. (p. 61)

The library as an information store is not an institution as such, but
but rather an agency or channel. We can see the library in terms

of Lasswell's communication model:
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(McGarry, 1975--continued)

CONTENT/ RECORDED
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INDIVIDUAL—-AND

SOCIETY (p. 64)

e o o

[The] function of the library changes, but in each case it is a
channel or agency acting as a storage unit and means of diffusion.
It can also act as a source with the librarian as mediator . . .
between man and the graphic records. . . . (pp. 64-65)

LIBRARY LIBRARIAN ENQUIRER
as as as
INFORMATION STORE MEDIATOR CLIENT

(p. 65)

Smith, 1980:

The librarian chooses the codes in which to categorize information
and arranges the key words through which information can be extracted.
He now becomes a kind of author, and the author, in many ways, turns
librarian. The librarian becomes, in a sense, the sentinel at the
gateway of information and knowledge, and society may come to find itself
demanding to see his credentials. (p. 314)

Comments

The function of librarian as a go-between or relay which is proposed

in this set of definitions is accurate but does not achieve sufficient
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precision. Mediator, intermediary, madium, means, channel, and the like
are terms signifying instrumentality, but they encompass a universe that
is too broadly drawn; the librarian is only one among many in this class
of instrumental, intermediate agents. Moreover, the term 'to guide'
signifies either leading or showing the way, or directing or determining
the course of an action, event, or person. Since leading and directing
are quite different concepts with respect to human beings, definitions
using this term are ambiguous in intent.

Thus, this set of definitions does not serve to mark off the
domain of library science from functions performed by other related but

quite distinct linking agents.

7.8, Definitions about Objects and People: To use or maximize utility

In this set of definitions, the function of using or of maximizing
usefulness is posited.
Bay, 1928:

Library science must be accepted as the knowledge and skill by which
printed or written records are recognized, collected, organized and
utilized; the purpose of library science must be to associate its
results with existing needs and demands; and the idea of library science
should be human enlightenment in a historical continuity. (p. 449)

Kochen, 1973:

Shera and Egan challenged the traditional concept of a library when

they proposed that its function should be "to maximize the effective
social utilization of the graphic records of civilization.'" (p. 188)
Perhaps the Shera-Egan definition should be revised to: ''to maximize
the greatest potentially attainable effective and efficient social
utilization of documented knowledge." Note that we also substituted

the more abstract term '"documented knowledge' for the ''graphic records
of civilization," to include non-graphic embodiments of documented--i.e.,
validated--truths, such as magnetic tape recordings. (p. 189)
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Shera, 1980:

The librarians talk glibly of library science, and indeed strive to

endow it with scientific principles, but neglect the fact that

librarianship has emerged from a humanistic tradition.

[A] library in the sense one is concerned with here is an organization,

a system designed to preserve and facilitate the use of graphic

records. It is a social instrument created to form a link in the

communication system that is essential to any society or culture.
(p. 315)

Comments

In this set of definitions, 'utility' appears to be equated with
'utilization' and 'maximizing' is equated with 'promoting'. ‘'Utility"',
however, signifies 'usefulness', the quality or state of being useful,
while 'utilization' signifies 'use', the action of utilizing or being
utilized; usefulness and use are not identical concepts. The function of
maximizing utility, therefore, goes beyond effective arrangement of objects
and encompasses transformation into effective, practical forms. Such
transformation constitutes the application of knowledge, in some instances,
so that development inquiry is involved; this characterizes the function of
applied researchers and developers. In other instances, maximal object
usefulness would require unsolicited dissemination, for example, through
publishers and distributors, or usage by other cultural agents, for example,
teachers.

Another difficulty with this set of definitions is that the social
is emphasized at the expense of the individual. The focus is on society
and social benefit; how these relate to the person and personal benefit is
an issue that remains unaddressed.

Finally, if the principal emphasis in these definitions were to be

taken as maximizing utilization of objects, there is the remaining problem
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of the unspecified nature of maximized utilization: what constitutes use
and what would the librarian be engaged in while effecting maximized use?
Rawski (1973, p. 127) has noted Shera's assertion elsewhere that the
librarian's business is "effective access to recorded knowledge' (1963, p.
161). Clearly, use and usefulness are concepts quite distinguishable from
the notion of access. Slamecka and Taube (1964) gave more precision by
employing the phrase "implied anticipation of use':

The essence of library service has been described in terms of its
"custodial" and "interpretive" functions involving . . . the collection

of certain records of human knowledge and work and their organization

for storage and . . . implied anticipation of use of these materials, .
(p. 64)

Moreover, some of the definitions conflate utilization with
exploitation; they imply that exploiting by the librarian is the same
as assisting by the librarian. This synonymity is inaccurate. The
function of exploiting also signifies personal or, more frequently,
selfish utilization of things or people. Finally the nature of the
action with respect to an inquirer or recipient is not speciiied.

Thus, the function of the domain of library science as set forth

in these definitions is conceptually ambiguous and vague.

7.9. Definitions about Objects and People: To interpret
This is a relatively infrequent focus in the definitional literature.
Asheim, 1968:

[The librarians unique task is] the ordering of knowledge and its
dissemination and interpretation to users. (p. 1100)

Comments
This function is treated in depth in Section 7.10. of Chapter

Three and in Sections 7.10. and 7.11. of Chapter Four.



7.10. Definitions about Objects and People: To manage

This set of definitions encompasses synonymous terms such as the
following: to operate, to maintain, to organize, to administer, and to
manage flow.
American Library Association, Board of Education for Librarianship, 1927:

Library science. The body of organized knowledge which concerns the
administration and management of libraries and their social relations.
Preferred as a general term to "library economy" which as ordinarily
used is confined to matters of technique. (p. 9)

Cassata, 1976:

The functions of the librarian are not unlike those of the
professional communicator, . . .

Like other communicators, the librarian serves as a gatekeeper and
a manager of information. (p. 215)

Summarizing, the role of libraries and librarians in the
communication process is something more than merely channels and
keepers of hoarded information and knowledge. As selectors of
books, librarians play the same role of gatekeeper as do newspaper
editors or television producers who select their material from a vast
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store of material, . . . [Among] the library's most important functions

are to complement the picture the mass media present of the world and

to supply opinion leaders with information on all sides of the question.

(p. 216)
Wilson, 1981:

Shall we take the library out of library education?

Is a librarian a cataloger, a bibliographer, an indexer, an online
searcher, a person who answers questions, a storyteller, a program
planner, an administrator? 1Is a librarian a congeries of technical
skills or is a librarian something more? We will assume the latter
position: A librarian is a specialist--a library expert, one who
knows how to create, operate, and maintain libraries. A librarian
understands that institution called a library, knows its place in

society, and knows how to make it perform to meet society's expectations.

(p. 322)

Comments

The management function is examined in detail in Chapters Three and

Four.
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7.11. Definitions about Objects and People: To study
This set of definitions focuses on the investigative function.
Lancour, 1951:
What is the discipline of librarianship? In the broadest terms, it
is the study of the library as a social institution in the performance
of its educational function. (p. 361)
Klempner, 1976:
[The new library school curriculum would] seek to study and analyze
objectively the fundamental components and links within the total
information transfer chain, i.e., from the producer of information to
the consumer of information. (p. 413)
Wilkinson, 1980:
Librarianship is that discipline which examines the relationships

between information and user in the broadest sense of these terms; . . .
(p. 151)

Comments

In these definitions, the function of the librarian is taken to be
studying rather than doing. It is patent that a doing, a social practice,
is not necessarily coterminous with the study required in order to become
proficient in such a practice. This definitional set is examined in greater

detail in Chapters Three and Four.

8. Summary Evaluation

This chapter has examined some 376 definitions purporting to describe
the domain of library science. Twenty-two generic functions are identified
for the librarian in this domain. These 22 functions are expressed by 270
synonymous, quasi-synonymous, and pseudo-synonymous terms.

Four general observations issue from the definitional literature

reviewed here. These relate to: object of principal emphasis in the
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definitions; the proper scope of the domain; the meanings of the basic
concepts; and the citing tradition.

With respect to object of emphasis in the definitions, this ranges
from the library and library collection, to books, publications, cﬁlture,
information, knowledge, recorded knowledge, knowledge records, graphic
records, and recorded discourse. There is no consensus in the literature
on the proper object of study and practice. Ignoring metaphorical descriptions
such as "the records of the human spirit" and so forth, it is imperative that
theoreticians sort out the proper object of the domain of library science.

It is patent that not all knowledge is recorded, that not all books are
knowledge records, that not all culture is knowledge, that not all information
is knowledge, that not all recorded culture is linguistic discourse, that not
all recorded discourse is knowledge, that not all information is true (there
is misinformation and false information), that not all culture serves to
cultivate or enhance or ennoble the human being, that not all artifacts of

a culture are linguistic, and that linguistic artifacts are of a different
order of phenomena than information or knowledge. Moreover, the definitional
literature has focused on a wide variety of other objects too: printed and
written records; printed matter of all types; documents of every type and
form; material in all fields of human knowledge; scientific and literary
materials; recorded materials; recorded communications; reading matter;
printed productions of the group; group culture and knowledge as recorded in
printed materials; records of human knowledge; the literature on a subject;
records of other men's thought, work, and experience; the whole of scholarship;
information resources; what has been learned ("including what has been badly
learned or mislearned''--Kaplan, 1964); the printed page including books,

maps, and pictures; print; records (anything containing information); printed



87
works (products conveying men's'knowladge, ideas, and experiences
without direct individual contact consisting of printed or otherwise
recorded verbal, mathematical and musical symbols); and, the social
transcript.

Moreover, regardless of the designated object of study and
practice for the domain of library science, the concept of a universe of
instances of that object, the concept of a universe of discourse, is not
extant in the definitional literature. As well, although selection by
the librarian is almost always acknowledged, the selection is not described
in terms of selection from a universe of discourse.

The second summary observation about the definitional literature
relates to the proper scope of the domain of iibrary science. Some
definitions emphasize that it is the study of an object or of a process,
while others emphasize that it is a practice, a doing. Some definitions
limit the functioning of the librarian to the ordering of artifacts, such
as their selection, preservation, cataloging, and classification. Others
expand this functioning to encompass also interaction with inquirers. Still
others have proposed a much broader scope, encompassing not only the care
and use of artifacts by the librarian but also the production of the
artifacts (Meyer, 1925, for example). Waples (1933) outlined the range of
problems of library science as reading and readers, publications, and agencies
for the distribution of reading matter. Winger (1961) included in the core
of librarianship a study of the nature of knowledge and of the uses made
of knowledge records. Kaplan (1964) held that the proper intellectual
foundation of library science was a focus on information transmitting and
processing behaviors and forms. Similarly, Hershfield (1973), among others,
has proposed that library science study human information needs, human

information seeking and processing behavior in different environments, and
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appropriate information systems. Klempner (1976) called for the study of
fundamental coumponents and links within the total information transfer
chain, from producer to consumer. Garrison (1977) included characteristics
of all information handling activities.

The third summary observation about the definitional literature
relates to the meanings of basic concepts. There is no comnsensus in the
definitions about the meanings of a library, a book, the nature of
knowledge, of communication, of information, of verbs describing the
librarian's functioning, or of characteristics of persons served by the
librarian.,

The lack of definitional consensus is illustrated by the proliferation
of terms to describe the librarian's functioning. A statement by Sharr (1970)
illustrates the magnitude of this casual substitution of nomenclature:

Librarianship is concerned with the interaction of people and

ideas. It is, therefore, an aspect of education. The specific
characteristic of librarianship within the larger field of education
is the organization, or ordering, of information or the records of
information: whether this is called cataloguing, information
retrieval, search analysis, reference work, advising readers, or
whatever. (p. 2)

Moreover, even the generic terms are used in the definitional
literature as conceptual substitutes for each other, or as conjunctions, or
as double noun terms. ¥For example, in his theoretical model for the 1975
Intrex goal, Raymond (1965) used as synonyms or conflated the terms 'transfer',
'"link', 'interaction', 'handling', 'retrieval', and 'dissemination' (see
Appendix I, Section 7.3.).

Many of the descriptions in the definitional literature are lyrical
and metaphorical rather than logically rigorous. Thus a library has been

described as a pharmacy of medicine for the soul, as an intellectual treasury,

as the sum total of all men's recorded ideas, as the memory of the race, as
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the memory of civilization, as a cultural archives, as a cultural deposit,
as the soul of the wise, as a community intelligence service, as a
center of intelligence, as the people's college, as a school, as an
educational institution, as an educational storehouse of knowledge,
guidance and inspiration, as a laboratory for the mind, as a bureau of
information, as a clearinghouse of live ideas and problems, as an organism,
as the intellectual treasure of the community, and as the vault of knowledge.
Similarly, a book has been described as a vehicle of knowledge, as an agent
of the past, as an intellectual pharmacopoeia, as the medicine of the soul,
as a record of the human spirit, as a structure in the imagination, as a
quantity of knowledge done up in a parcel, as a social mechanism for
preserving the racial memory, as the printed record of the race, as a
storage battery of intellectual energy, as the image of some man's idea or
idea complex, as a graphic record, as recorded knowledge, and as a social
or cultural transcript.

The term ‘'knowledge' is rarely defined in this literature. Richardson

(1927) described it as 'the energy of personal life', as personality
itself, as the image of the cosmos, of the universe of reality,

of the universe in man (pp. 55-56). Nitecki (1968) defined knowledge as
'relations known' (p. 27). Shera (1961) recorded knowledge as synonymous
with books. Ennis (1964a) proposed that:

The word "knowledge" in the title of this paper will gradually
transmute to the word "information," because . . . the word "information'
is associatively more at home in this context [of professional and
scientific uses of knowledge]l. It is important, however, to note that
man's printed record carries other associations; moral instruction and
sustenance, imaginative release and recreation, individual and social
solace and satire. The use and users of these aspects of recorded

knowledge have not as yet been studied as intensively as have
"information users". . . . (p. 17)

In a somewhat similar vein, Bryson (1970) observed:
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Note that the original term "communication' which was transposed
to "information" has now become '"materials.'" The logic of this
is that materials contain the information which provides the
communication. These materials are the carriers which Shera
introduced. Perhaps the term ''media" would be more appropriate.
(p. 50)
Goode (1961) made the same semantic equations in writing of the flow of
knowledge, the flow of information, and the flow of publications; these
slippery conflations were not explicitly asserted, however, but only
casually introduced.

The description of people served by the librarian also lacks
consensus in the definitional literature. Human beings have been taken
as a manifestation of energy, as knowing beings, as learning beings, as
information processing entities, even as identical with information.

People have been described as patrons, readers, users, the reading public,
citizens, the public, the community, inquirers, borrowers, thinkers,
scholars, the learned world, men of science, scientists, students, people,
consumers, constituents, the masses, and information seekers.

It is because of the lack of consensus on basic concepts that many
authors of definitional literature have conflated and confused elemental
ideas from adjoining domains of critical inquiry and of practice, namely, from
education, management studies, communication engineering, epistemology,
sociology of knowledge, and political ethics. The unique functioning of
the librarian is neither to teach, nor to manage, nor to undertake research,
nor to politicize and socialize, nor to transmit physical signals. Shera
(1972) argued that the generally accepted definition of the librarian's role
is "actually no more than an enumeration of purposes for which books are
used: education, information, recreation, aesthetic appreciation, and

research" (pp. 358-359). As Egan (1956) pointed out, uses of books cannot

be taken as identical with the functioning of the librarian, for their uses



91
inhere to them whether librarians are involved or not. This criticism
applies equally to definitions which focus on effecting cognitive or
behavioral changes in human beings, such as would result from the
functioning of a teacher, a manager, a philosopher, a sociologist of
knowledge, a scientist, a scholar, a physician, a politician (statesman,
if you will), an entertainer, or a technologist.

It is because of these conceptual weaknesses, too, that the
definitional literature treats the domain of library science as if it were
a closed system in which librarians exercise direct influence on people,
but people have neither choice in permitting influence nor in themselves
influencing. The concept of the open system is missing. This weakness is
addressed in Chapter Five.

In addition, this chapter has demonstrated that there are a vast
number of synonymous terms used in the definitional literature to describe
the librarian's functioning, the meanings of which are so closely related
that there appears to be no rationale for the variations. Certainly, the
authors themselves have rarely offered an analysis and justification for
their choice of terms, nor have they compared extant terms and their diverse
significations. These are definitions by assertion, rather than by logical
and conceptual analysis. In many instances, they are ideological slogans
and inappropriate analogies, such as likening the library to an organism;
this is a biological analogy that equates the inert physical with the
living entity, with the phenomenon of experience encompassing birth, growth,
cessation of growth, maturation, and death.

This leads to the fourth summary observation about the definitional
literature of library science, its citing tradition. The citing tradition

is seen to be a frequently idiosyncratic fashion, with minimal acknowledgment
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of the past literature. In addition, the original source of a definition
is rarely acknowledged, and instead a later reference by a later, derivative
author will be cited; for example, Landau (1958) and Irwin (1949) cited
Danton's (1934) definition of library science, but they did not note, as
he had been careful to do, that the original source of the quotation in
question came from Bay (1928). Similarly, the great lexicographer Samuel
Johnson's (1755) definitions of a librarian as 'one who has the care of a
library' and of a library as 'a large collection of books, public or private'
were widely used in the literature but almost never attributed to his
monumental landmark A Dictionary of the English Language. This weak citing
tradition is seen to be a major factor in the absence of a cumulative sense
of domain conceptualization in the definitional literature of library
science; stronger continuity with previous scholarship is a necessary,
though of course not a sufficient, condition for such conceptual evolution.
This chapter has identified the principal conceptual emphases in
the definitional literature. Two final observations are germane. The first
concerns the role of metaphor in the formulation and definition of theoretical
ideas. Nagel (1979) has outlined the conceptual complexities of metaphorical
expression:
The widespread use of metaphors, whether they are dead or alive,
testifies to a pervasive human talent for finding resemblances
between new experiences and familiar facts, so that what is novel
is in consequence mastered by subsuming it under established
distinctions. . . . [When] familiar notions are extended to novel
subject matters on the basis of unanalyzed similarities, serious
error can easily be committed. . . . Nonetheless, apprehensions
of even vague similarities between the old and the new are often
starting points for important advances in knowledge. When
reflection becomes critically self-conscious, such apprehensions
may come to be developed into carefully formulated analogies and
hypotheses that can serve as fruitful instruments of systematic

research. (p. 108)

The second observation of relevance here concerns the possible



conflation of quantity of definitions in the literature with their
quality. The trends pointed to in this chapter are strictly enumerative,
and any inference of qualitative adequacy which might be drawn from
larger numbers of one instance over another would be entirely fallacious.
The logic of definition does not issue from repetition alone.

It is possible that a logically adequate definition of the domain
of library science exists in the literature, but if it does, it has never

been cited, and so has not been uncovered in the present study.
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CHAPTER THREE

DEFINITIONS OF INFORMATION SCIENCE

1. The Published Literature
1.1 Overview

Like the theoretical literature of library science, the
theoretical literature of information science suffers from inadequate
bibliographic control. Wellisch (1972) noted that the index to
American Documentation did not begin to show the term 'information
science' until five or six years after its first appearance in the
professional literature; indeed, there was no subject index at all
prior to the 1961-1964 cumulative index. He wrote:

Thus the very same people who for more than ten years had tried
to devise all manner of sophisticated gadgets for 'information
retrieval', and who looked down on lowly old-fashioned librarians
and indexers, did not find it necessary to provide even the
simplest retrieval tool to their own ideas, and when they finally
got around to do so, they botched up the job miserably.
(footnote, p. 163).

Although there is a good deal of lip-service in the literature
of information science to the importance of theory, no review article
in the Annual Review of Information Science and Technology, from the
first volume in 1966 to the most recent one in 1981, has contained
the term 'theory' in its title; nor have the terms 'terminology',

'definition', 'discipline', 'domain', or 'model' been used in the

titles. Poole (1979) observed that:
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The importance of theory to information scientists and the
lack of it in the literature of the discipline is easily dis-
cernible from the most superficial review. A search through
the pages of all the volumes of the Proceedings of the American
Documentation Institute, the Proceedings of its successor, the
American Society for Information Science, the Aslib Proceedings
as well as of the indexes of Library Literature and Library and
Information Science Abstracts througl. more than the past twenty
years, as well as Documentation Abstracts/Information Science
Abstracts since its inception in 1966, reveals few articles on
the topic, and most that do exist are exhortatory in nature at
best. The monographic literature of information science is
replete with statements such as. 'Thus we have portrayed what
may be the current state of theory in information science,' but
search through such volumes as one will, one must conclude that
(a) either there is no theory, or, (b) if it exists, it has
still to be identified. (p. 15)

He noted that "information science lacks a body of published theoretical
research" (p. 1l). Further, there has been little theoretical work at
the doctoral level. Important beginnings are the dissertations pro-
duced by Booth and Wadsworth (1960), Saracevic (1970a), Rathswohl
(1973), Belkin (1977), Poole (1979), and An (1980).

A number of "key paper'" collections have been published over
the past twenty years. Of these, Saracevic (1970) and Griffith (1980)
are the most comprehensive contributions, but even these provide only
cursory treatment of the definition of the domain of information
science. A useful reference work is the collection by Basova, Chernyi,
and Sviridov (1974) of abstracts of some 311 of the most well-known
papers in more than fifteen languages, on the theoretical foundations
of information science.

Critical reviews of early definitions of information science
are Mikhailov, Chernyi, and Gilyarevski (1967), Goffman (1970),
Wellisch (1972), Cook (1976), and Belkin (1978). The most comprehensive

international review is by Dembowska (1968), who surveys not only
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English and Russian literature but the German and Polish as well.
Belkin (1975) has provided a short review of selected Soviet concepts
and a brief bibliography. The most advanced theoretical contributions
have been produced by the Committee on Terminology of Information and
Documentation and by the Committee on Research on the Theoretical
Basis of Information, sponsored by the International Federation for
Documentation and published by the All-Union Institute of Scientific
and Technical Information in Moscow.

There have been a few published attempts at grouping the
extant definitional literature. Hayes (1969) categorized the various
views of information science education according to their focus on:
the use of computers in libraries; science information; computer
science; engineering communication theory; specialized information
system design and application; an autonomous discipline. Samuelson
(1972) categorized the theories of information science according to the
number of components of information science which were included; the
components were asserted to be: environment, sensing, informative,
diagnostic, purpose, action, result, goal, and ultimate objective.
Vagianos (1972) grouped the views of information science as emphasizing
its nature as: a social or natural science, a theoretical science, a
metascience, a technological profession, or non-existent. Wersig and
Neveling (1975) classified the literature into the following categories:
those treating information as a phenomenon; those treating information
as a means; those emphasizing the field as a technology; and those
focusing on purpose.

Although these previous taxonomies may be considered fruitful
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advances over de novo theorizing and ex cathedra defining, the various
categories which have been suggested suffer from excessive overlapping,
so that it is not possible to make logical distinctions between them;
for example, in the Wersig and Neveling taxonomy, technology is a
means and it is also a phenomenon.

There are at least three types of information science
literature which have served to hamper the theoretical development of

the field. The first of these is the published list of titles.

Pope (1975) for instance, noted that A Bibliography of Information

Science and Technology, considered the most comprehensive bibliography

yet available, did not specify the criteria for including particular
works. "That criteria existed and were applied in a consistent
fashion by the compilers of the bibliography is an assumption,' he
observed (p. 208). Although he considered such an assumption to be a
reasonable one, it must be pointed out that logical analysis c¢an not
proceed on the basis of unstated assumptions; the onus is on the
author to lay out his or her reasoning so that the logic of such
reasoning can be evaluated and verified by others, for silent logic
is private and not public.

The second type of inhibiting literature in information
science has been the plethora of surveys of curricula, none of which
has been based firmly on an adequate definition of the intended
domain. To illustrate the slippery conceptualization which inevitably
ensues from weak or absent definition, Isabella (1964) reported a
survey of present and proposed information science content of library

school curricula in order to determine their adequacy "for the
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preparation of science information personnel for work in the field"
(p. 67); in this survey, the terms science information and information
science were used interchangeably, strongly implying reference to a
single concept.

The third type of inhibiting literature is the recent appear-
ance of bibliometric anaylses, notably those by Marshakova (1981),
Small (1981), and White and Griffith (1981). None of these began
with a stated definition of the domain, and yet each purported to
identify the field of information science by quantitative analysis of
its literature. Small marked off a set of information science journals
by listing his own selection of fifty titles. Without a theoretical
framework, however, such an activity is merely idiosyncratic. To
demonstrate this idiosyncrasy, it might be pointed out that the list
of the alleged fifty contains such "information science'" journals as

College and Research Libraries, IEEE Transactions on Engineering

Management, Journal of Librarianship, Library Trends, Library Quarter-

ly, Pattern Recognition, Social Studies of Science, Special Libraries,

Unesco Bulletin for Libraries, and Wilson Library Bulletin (pp. 41—

42). It is ironic that Small criticized as "somewhat idiosyncratic"
the choice of journals in the earlier effort by Donohue (1972) to
conduct a bibliometric analysis of the information science literature,

singling out as an example the inclusion of the Journal of the

Acoustical Society of America.

These types of literature have constituted inadequate scholar-
ship in information science, for the withholding of definitions has

served to withhold the reasoning from which research and conclusions
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issued and to prevent the judging of scholarly merit of that reasoning

and those claims by peers.

1.2 Definitions

Almost 700 definitions of information science and its ante-
cedents are examined in this chapter from the English-language press
between 1900 and 1981. Like the definitional literature of library
science, the definition of the domain and essence of information
science remains elusive; there is no sense of conceptual evolution.
Unlike the conceptual inertia that characterize the identity of
library science, however, the literature of information science is
characterized by conceptual chaos.

This conceptual chaos issues from a variety of problems in
the definitional literature of information science: wuncritical citing
of previous definitions; conflation of study and practice; obsessive
claims to scientific status; a narrow view of technology; disregard
for literature without the science or technology label; inappropriate
analogies; circular definition; and. the multiplicity of vague, con-
tradictory, and sometimes bizarre notions of the nature of the term
'"information'.

Although the definitional literature of information science
is characterized by greater citing activity than that of library
science, most of the citing is repetitious and uncritical; there is
little analysis of the adequacy of the cited statements. The previous

work is simply taken at face value, and thus a chain of weakly-founded
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concepts in the literature is found to emerge. A partial explanation
for this superficial acknowledgment ‘of previous theorizing is sug-
gested by the disproportionate number of definitional papers presented
by annual meetings of definitional papers presented to or produced by
annual meetings of professional associations and by conferences; at
such gatherings, personality, group conformity, and time are more
crucial factors than demonstration of the logical adequacy of claims,
assertions, and assumptions. Furthermore, the weight of numbers has
no weight at all in the determination of logical merit.

A second problem contributing to conceptual chaos in the
definitional literature of information science is the conflation of
study and practice. For example, many descriptions of the domain
state that it is both the study and the practice of information
generation; but the actual generating of information is what a re-
searcher or an author does, so that such a domain would include at
least all of science, the humanities, the arts, and journalism. The
study of phenomena, ideas, and practices must be distinguished from
acting and doing. A similar logical weakness characterizes defini-
tions which claim that the domain includes both the study and the
practice of information utilization. Using information is the function
of the user or consumer. The conflating of study and practice are
complicated further by syntactical vagueries such as "information
science is concerned with. . . ." Such a phrase has no significant
meaning.

Another problem in this literature is the obsessive claims
to scientific status. As the library science literature has been

obsessed with professionalism, so the information science literature
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has been obsessed with science. Indeed, most of the definitional
literature is de&oted to defending and arguing the claim to scientific
status, rather than to elaborating the nature of the domain. Much of
the problem issues from a confusion of science and quantification:
that if éomething is to be studied scientifically, it must be measur-
able, and if it can not be measured, it can not be the object of a
science, This is a naive form of logical positivism. These thrusts
are misguided and unproductive. The focus should be on the specifica-
tion of a body of social problems, and on the delineation of the
logically separate dimensions of the problems into their scientific,
praxiological, and philosophical aspects. Social problems can be
about what is, about effective means, and about what is good.

The definitional literature has merged these logically distinct dimen-
sions of the social into the scientific, but the scientific dimension
is the study of what is, not of what is instrumentally good or of what
ought to be. Axiological study, which results in description of value,
must not be conflated and confused with scientific study, which re-
sults in descriptions of empirical phenomena. Along similar lines,
there has also been a tendency in the definitional literature to take
the physical sciences as the scientific model rather than the human
sciences, and so the phenomena of the domain are frequently limited

to physical manifestations.

Related to the obsession with scientific status is the narrow
view of technology or applied science represented in the definitional
literature. Technology or applied science is taken to be related to
empirical phenomena, the application of science to human problems.

This conceptualization is entirely inadequate, for the human being has
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reasons for doing certain things rather than others, and for doing
them in certain ways rather than in others. The questions of worth-
while objectives and worthwhile means must be considered on grounds
other than mere technological feasibility. The narrow view that
applied science denotes only the study of how to apply science, is
similarly flawed; means and ends are equated. However, a more
adequate view of means and ends is that they must be rationally de-
fensible, and therefore the concept of applied science can not encom-
pass both the study of what is and the study of what ought to be.
Also, technology is typically taken as hardware, which is merely the
physical manifestation of actual human activity. Similarly, technique
is inappropriate because it is taken too narrowly as routine or algo-
rithm. Applications of science go beyond science, beyond the descrip-
tion of what is real in the world. To conflate science and its
application is to hold that everything real is worthy of emulation
and imitation; but the appeal to what is gives no guidance whatever
to the problems of what ought to be or how to achieve it effectively.
These latter problems are questions of value, axiological issues of
the most profound complexity.

Another problem in the definitional literature of information
science is the disregard for literature that does not have the science
or technology label. Various writers have noted this exclusive focus
of the literature and indeed many of the definitions have specified
the domain as limited to scientific and technical information; lately
this has been enlarged to encompass business or management information.
A furthervcomplication in such definitions is the confusion about

whether the information is the input to some activity or its output;
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for example, the term 'scientific information' does not specify
whether the information is that which is needed in order to do
science, or that which is the product of doing science. These kinds
of information are quite different, yet typically the two are con-
flated. This is made clearer by reference to the term 'management
information' which is always taken to mean input information required
by management in order to make decisions or solve problems.

In addition to the contribution of the above factors to the
conceptual chaos in the definitional literature of information
science, there is the problem of the use of inappropriate analcgies.
One such analogy has already been mentioned, the unexamined assumption
that the concept of information can be treated like physical concepts
in the physical science. There are two more serious abuses, however.
One of these is anthropomorphism and the other is its opposite,
mechanistic reductionism, which in this literature typically takes
the form of computerism. An instance of the former logical weakness
is the following statement by Kochen (1965):

In concrete terms, an institution, like Harvard, is here
viewed as a living organism., The three functions of its
information system may be embodied in 1) the total understand-
ing within the entire Harvard intellectual community, 2) the
Harvard library system, 3) the actual community of scholars
affiliated with the university. (p. 42)

Although the treatment of social institutions as living organisms is
a logical fallacy more frequently associated with the literature of
library science, there is ona pervasive usage in the definitional
literature of information science, namely the promiscuous usage of
the notion of information to describe not only verbal transactions

between persons but also neural transactions within the human brain,

sensory transactions between animals, chemical transactions between
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and within cells, and even occasionally physical transactions between
inanimate objects. Hayes (1969) has put forth this essentially re-
ductionist view:

That a social system or biological system can be regarded
as an "information system'" may seem somewhat unnatural, at
least in the sense we will use here. But it is clear that each
performs processes upon what we can regard as data (symbolic
representations). For example, an elected official can be
treated as a symbol of his constituency. There are clearly
defined mechanisms for selection of such symbols and these
constitute "information-generating processes." Similarly, the
"genetic code" is simply arrays of amino acids, but these can
be regarded as data (symbolic representation). Economics is
concerned with processes upon symbols or capital; psychology,
with processes upon symbols of response, etc.

Each of these is therefore a proper domain for information
science to study. (p. 365)

Brookes (1974) held that:

[Even] primitive unicellular organisms were able to process
information. Their 'thoughts' were restricted to the
recurrent question: Is this particle which has just touched
me edible or not?--the basic Shannon information system limited
to two possible discrete signals. (p. 120)

Fairthorne (1969) criticized this conflation of concepts:

To call the collision of one stone with another stone a
'transfer of information' is gross anthropomorphism that
grossly misleads. In no useful sense is the one stone inform-
ing the other about anything. Whether the collision informs
an observer depends upon what the observer wishes to be in-
formed about, what he can observe, and whether there is an
observer. (p. 26)

After the third advanced study institute in information science
sponsored by NATO in 1978, Machlup (1979) registered a similar
criticism:

Some of our speakers commit the fallacy of misplaced
metaphorization in applying the notion of information to
processas that activate organic matter, such as cells, organs,
and organisms. (My reference is to Miller's Living Systems.)
In the case of animals we may be justified, and perhaps even
right, in attributing to them what we call intelligence in
our discussions of human action. Animals may well possess the
capability of receiving and transmitting information in the
same or similar ways as human beings do. But since we are
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not sure about this, or not yet quite sure, it is more
cautious for us to concentrate chiefly on studies of human
intelligence and interpersonal transfers of knowledge. To
treat nonhuman matter or organisms as if they were thinking
men is to commit the often decried fallacy of anthromorphism
(also called the anthropopathetic or, after Ruskin, pathetic
fallacy). To treat or explain human action as if it were
determined exclusively by physical or physiological forces
is the opposite and equally infelicitous fallacy or dehuman-
ized, unwilled determinism of voluntaristic decisions. (Sir
Karl Popper spoke of '"the nightmare of the physical deter-
minist" and of the belief in "masterswitch theories" of
human decision making.) The point at issue is the inter-
cession of consciousness in the explanation of human thought
processes, an intercession that would serve no good purpose
in the explanation of physical, chemical, and physiological
processes. (pp. 112-113)

The logical fallacy of computerism is more sinister. Griffith

(1980) has emphasized, for example, that "nearly everything people do,

can be done with a machine" (p. 345, italics in original). Another

extreme example of mechanistic reductionism is the argument by Gorn
(1967) that any organism can be studied as a communication and control
system, including men and machines, and 'that they therefore subsume
such entities as families, ethnic groups, armies, corporations, and
even systems such és technologies, cultures, files of information,
disciplines of knowledge, languages, and educational systems in both
a narrow and a brozd sense. . . ." (p. 439). Hays (1971) suggested

that:

[If] a computer can take part in a conversation, it must have
a supply of little tiny theories, and a method for applying
some of them. Tell it some facts, and it can riffle its pack
of explanatory principles, suggesting some that might explain
—-—that is, give a unified account of--the facts. A machine
that could do that much would become a colleague, possibly
interesting to discuss problems with.

If the machine can weld together a community by keeping their
factual information up to date; if it can test for consistency
among theories; if it can suggest new theoretical explanations
-—and a metalinguistic machine should ultimately be capable of
all those acts——then it is a philosophical machine. (p. 7)
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In a similar vein, Slamecka (1967) argued that:

Now if you accept a hypothesis of mine--that most of
"new'" knowledge is generated by the application of existing
or modified methods to new sets of problems it is theoretically
possible--once the structuring relations of information are
understood--to generate new knowledge by information process-
ing automata. My hypothesis identifies the method as the
moving force of science and of knowledge growth, and it is
not difficult to imagine information processing systems and
mechanisms having an algorithmic capability of fostering an
interation [sic] of methods and problems. With a repertoire
of logical and mathematical aids programmed into it, such
systems would automatically seek out methods likely useful to
the solution of given problems, and proceed to solve them
using these aids. (p. 6)

It is difficult to determine whether such views argue for
personified machines or mechanized persons. A similar confusion
issues from the notion of "man-machine communication'". Veehnuis (1971)
has perceptively observed that: "In practically no situation is a

human being communicating with a computer. Sometimes he is trying to

get an answer on a specific question, . . ." (p. 333).

Fairthorne (1969) has noted:

At the other extreme from purely physical phenomena, it is
equally misleading to use informational terms for private
processes in an individual brain or mind. A private language
is not a language. It is just a correspondence of stimuli and
responses of which the individual can never be wholly con-
scious. . . . Llanguage is not a private matter, but essentially
public.

Neglect of this distinction leads to false analogies between
libraries, computer stores, and organic brains. No one has yet
established any meaningful analogy between the social use of
libraries and computer systems to obtain access to records, and
what is known as 'memory and perception' within a self-subsistent
entity. Certainly no 'brain model' of document retrieval can be
at the same time a valid model of a brain and a valid model of
document retrieval. (p. 27)

Whatever the form of the logical fallacy, gross anthropomor-
phism or mechanistic reductionism, the result is the same: a major
obstacle to theory building. This obstacle is what Thayer (1963)

described as ''conceptual slippage', that is, the use of one level or
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order of analysis to explain or predict at another level or order, or
to refer to phenomena at different levels of complexity by the same
term. He argued that a theory of biological information processing,
for example, must be based on biological laws, that a theory of
human information processing must be based on psychological laws, and
a theory of social information processing on sociological laws. We
"cannot approach conceptually different phenomena with the same set
of metatheoretical assumptions. We need to ask what sorts of assump-
tions at each level will facilitate our theorizing at that level"

(p. 224).

A further illustration of the logical error inherent in this
sort of conceptual slippage is the following assertion by Levitan
(1981):

Libraries, publishing companies, and laboratories--all

traditional information agents--will continue to create,

collect, store, convert, retrieve, disseminate, and re-

generate and use information. Each information agent is

an information system with information for its input and

output. (p. 13)
To equate the functioning of librarians, publishers, and laboratory
researchers as identical is to conflate logically distinct practices,
and to equate further not only all outputs as identical and not only
all inputs as identical, but all outputs and all inputs also as
identical is to misconceptualize on a grand scale. In such a
characterization, the term 'information' denotes so many different
notions that its meaning is diluted beyond recognition. The same
logical weakness is evident in Orr (1970):

[The] scientist is depicted as an information processor with

only two basic sources of input--his own observations of

nature . . . and information generated by others, living and
dead, . . . (p. 145)






































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































