[bookmark: _GoBack]Our Midwinter meeting met for three hours and was divided into two parts. The first half featured a panel discussion on the state of cataloging instruction at library schools, and the second half featured a discussion on drafting a Cataloging Competencies document. 

Part 1 (1:00-2:30) Educating Catalogers: the State of the Art. The panelists were Shawne Miksa, Associate Professor, Department of Library and Information Science, University of North Texas; Gretchen Hoffman, Associate Professor, School of Library and Information Studies, Texas Woman's University; Allyson Carlyle, Associate Professor, iSchool, University of Washington. The moderator was Karen Snow, Assistant Professor, Graduate School of Library and Information Science, Dominican University.

The first question focused on what the professors teach in cataloging. In beginning cataloging class, panelists mentioned focusing on how cataloging works to make them better searchers, teaching them classification schemes, practice cataloging in MARC and RDA. Also discussion on helping students understand why cataloging in important through instruction on authority control, access points, FRBR, LCSH, DDC, and LCC. 

With advanced cataloging, instruction focuses heavily on learning cataloging, including how to input non-MARC metadata. Also, the instruction is fully RDA-based, along with advanced application of LCSH. 

Panelists also noted that much of their instruction is primarily online. 

When asked about their course content focusing more on theory or practice, panelists mentioned spending a lot of time on theory in beginning courses. Specifically, in long run the details disappear but hopefully students remember the reasons why it’s important. You don’t have to love it, but need to appreciate it why it works in the library. Moreover, to inspire students to love cataloging, focus must be on theory. Practice does not do that. Additionally, understanding theory helps students be future advocates for the importance of cataloging once they are in the profession. When asked a follow-up question about how discovery layers have impacted what they teach, the response was largely no, but they did say that this made it all the more important to advocate for better discovery systems. 

The moderator then asked them how their teaching has changed over the years. Responses focused on deemphasizing descriptive cataloging and focusing more on authority work and reasons behind cataloging, more online instruction, and emphasizing need for field work to qualify students for jobs later where previous experience is required. 

When asked how panelists stay up to date with profession, responses centered on following listservs, LC-PCC PS changes, interviewing practicing cataloger, conferences, and having students do research for them. They also acknowledged that keeping up is hard, and stressed the need to sometime tell students that certain details they teach may be out of date. However, they follow this up by the overriding importance of focusing on why we do what we do as catalogers. 

The final prepared question concerned how the panelists incorporated new standards, tools, and developments into their classes. Responses centered on expanding non-MARC metadata content. Instructor from TWU mentioned that TWU and UNT have “exchange” program where their students can take courses at the other institution that one of them does not offer and get credit for their degree.

The formal part of the presentation concluded with panelists highlighting the need to continuously fight the negative connotations of cataloging, that we are ahead of and not behind the curve, and that while sometimes things look dismal for cataloging, there are also many exciting possibilities where cataloging skills are needed and important. 

Following the main panel discussion, there was extensive discussion during the questions and answer session. The first question touched on the dilemma of stressing the importance of cataloging to students, especially with many library administrators tuning us out and thinking Google can solve everything. The panelists mentioned that research and coming armed with facts can really help, showing that, for example, faculty require more sophisticated searching strategies than the typical Google searcher. Other responses included bringing catalogers into the classroom to talk with students, actively working with colleagues in other parts of the library, requiring beginning cataloging to instill respect for what we do in all library students, and also showing library administrators how our skills will help solve their problems. One audience member mentioned adding advocacy to cataloging course content. 

The audience and panelists also focused on how students are distracted and pressed for time, and therefore will be tempted to cut corners with learning, such as equating encoding with guidelines. This then led back to building theory as vitally important. Theory enables people to transition to new systems, because the theory behind what they do is still the same. Someone followed this up by noting that they teach new catalogers a lot of theory, because without that you can’t make good decisions with cataloger’s judgment. 

The final major discussion featured a number of folks noting that you cannot wait for others – such as LC – to lead. This includes advocating our needs to system vendors. 

In closing, someone asked if the panelists taught batch-processing, MARC Edit, and other tasks associated with automated processes. The general consensus was that they didn’t have time to do so, but encouraged them to read about it. 

Part 2 (2:30-4:00): Discussion on drafting a Cataloging Competencies Document.  

The goal of this session was to determine whether such a document would be useful to the community, learn of similar drafting endeavors in the past, and identify potential partners in the drafting of a competencies document that may be shared broadly for community comment.
Discussion
Attendees strongly supported the drafting of a document. Throughout the interest session, participants cited numerous use cases for a cataloging core competencies document. Education (including continuing education for practitioners), hiring, on the job training, assessment, faculty promotion and tenure, strategic planning, and advocacy were among the activities that a core competencies document might inform.
The session opened with a review of published competency standards. ALA’s Core Competences of Librarianship was referenced repeatedly—ALA maintains a list of ALA and non-ALA competency statements. Two handouts distributed at the session: slides from a talk by Bobby Bothmann and a 2007 cataloging competenies draft written by an ALCTS body. Suggestions for identifying core competencies included examining positions descriptions and job postings. This would link competencies to the qualities for which employers are hiring (or at least the qualities for which employers say they are hiring).
Interest Group leadership asked attendees to consider the scope and audience of the competency statement. Those who contributed to the discussion asserted that the scope of the statement should focus on foundational principals in order to be of long-term use. For instance, catalogers are expected to possess a set of technological skills. A competency statement that specifies tools for completing cataloging work—a specific application, operating system, metadata, or data serialization standard—would become quickly outdated. Instead, the document might cite comprehension of the ways in which computers store and manipulate information (e.g., file systems, relational databases). A number of participants argued persuasively for an extensible statement of core competency. Continuing resources catalogers, music catalogers, law catalogers, special libraries catalogers, and others should be able to build upon a core competencies document to develop their communities’ own specialized competency statements. Institutions may use a core competency document to derive a customized statement for their local operations.
The group debated the audience for which a competencies document should be written. Given that the CECCIG serves both cataloging educators as well as cataloging practitioners, interest group leaders were attuned to the need for a document that is useful for all. A concern was raised that, with a statement derived from the qualifications that employers seek, a competency document would include skills that span well beyond the scope of introductory and advanced cataloging classes. An idea was put forth that a competency statement could be developed with a view to catalogers’ total education, which may be gained through a matrix of experiences such as ILS classes (in management, research methods, etc.), service, and professional development activities.
Next Steps
CECCIG recognizes that the drafting of a cataloging core competency document will be of broader interest beyond Cataloging & Metadata Management (CaMMS). CECCIG will contact CaMMS first to request that ALCTS proper appoint a task force to complete the drafting of a cataloging core competency document.


