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PREFACE

The present study was conducted over a peried of three
monthe in the summer of 1969. In Maryland a share of that time
was spent wvisiting most of the libraries of public four-year
rnd two-year colleges and the University of Maryland plus those
of a number of private collegee and universities in the state.
Considerable time also was taken in examination of their activi-
ties as reported individually by the libraries, and their atatis-
tical and other records as reported in detail to the Maryland
Council for Higher Education.

The study wae a labor flavored with much personal pleasure.

I am indebted to the many librarians and a number of administra-
tors at both public and private institutions who received the
visite of my assistent, Mise Virginia Thomas, and myself tc their
campuses with a very friendly cordiality. Much indebtedness ex-
tende also to staff members of the Maryland Council and to a
numter of officials in the state's educational syetem. The study
could not have proceeded without the full cooperation which they
gave to us.

My thanks and appreciation go aleo, but especially, to Mise
Tnomas, whose knowledge of the state, its institutions, and the
files of the Maryland Council were alwaye helpful and whose lakor
over the specific statistical and other tables within the short
period at our disposal can be described as little short of heroic.

Paul Bixler

September 30, 1969
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HIGHLIGHTS OF THE REPORT

A8 a major supportive unit in the operation of the modern
institution of higher learning, the library and its development
are of major concern to educators everywhere. Iu Maryland, the
nowledge "explosion® particularly in printed and other recorded
forms, the struggle to meet the demand for advanced and sophis-
ticated education on the part of the student generation, and the
growth of new colleges and the further development of institu.
tions already established have required special attention.

In a tripartite system, in which three types of higher edu-
cation have developaed historically as primarily ssparate units,
the present need is for new and improved practices of collabora-
tion. To lay a firm basis for such collaboration as well as
other improvements in library service, general conversion to the
Library of Congrese ie of prime importance (Recommendation 1,
pege 4). Another condition to be met ie the development of auto-
mation for wider library use (Recommendation 2, page 6). The
context of collaboration is the broadening of intercommunication
among state and coummunity libraries (Recommendation 3, page 12).

At the same time that mechanization ie developing, libraries
should not lose sight of the user, the ultimate consumer for whom
collaboration as well as other resources of convenience are de-
signed. A study of user needs and practices in the complex Balti-
more area would have wide applicetion (Recommendation 4, page 16).
For collaboration and further self-study of library problems by
academic institutions, a library specialist would be helpful for
a limited period (Recommendation 5, page 17).

Maryland has recognized the continuing need for new buildings
and =2dditional space for libraries. Specific standardes for faci-
lities should be used (Recommendation 6, page 23). In the planning
of new buildings, the incumbent librarian or a library building
specialist should in all cases prepare & detailed program state-
ment (Recommendation 7, page 273.

Book collections are the life blood of library activity. The
University of Maryland, now assuming the burden of becoming the
chief state resource center in research, should be financially
assisted in building her collections according to the schedule
set by the university's library study in 1965 (Recommendation 8,
page 39). The libraries of state colleges and community colleges
which require increases in their annual accession rate to approach
recommended standards should receive additional funde (Recommenda-
tion 9, page 41, and 11, page 48).

In order to implement the library's role as supporting unit

+0 its institution and to keep its collection abreast of institu-
tional need, the library director should be a member of both the
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curriculum committee and the library development committee (Re-
comme.dation 10, page 43).

Economic and administrative relationships between media de-
partments and libraries are in need of a more rational pattern on
8 number of campuses of Maryland's state supported colleges - as
they are nationally. A study of such relationships would be not
only helpful but imnovative (Recommendation 12, page 55).

People are important to libraries in the roles of staff mem-
bers. There are a number of excellent examples of udministration
and performance in the libraries of Maryland's publicly supported
collegea. But overall in number and adequacy, there is no element
needing more attention than library staffing, nonprofessional as
well a8 professional. State colleges should adopt a definite
guideline for number of profeeeional librarians (Recommendation
13, page 60); and those professional librarians not yet having
faculty status, rank and a salary commensurate with that of the
teaching faculty shouid receive them (Recommendation 14, page 66).

The nonprofessional side of staffing is weak, particularly in
a state situation which secks more lidbrary automation and cclla-
boration - & condition inevitably requiring more nonprofessional
workers in relation to professionals. Ae rapidly as possible,
state supported collegee should establish a ratio of two nonpro-
fessionuls to one professi.onal (Recommendation 13, page 60). The
state should examine library technician training programs with a
view to establishing a system that would feed an adequate supply
of nonprofessional workers into the nonprofessionally hungry aoa-
demic library staffs (Recommendation 15, page 68). The State
Merit system is quite inadequate for the needs of libraries in
the state colleges and should be extended after the pattern es-
tablished at the University of Maryland (Recommendation 16, page
70). New items needed in the library budgets of state colleges
too often fail to reach approvel at the state level. An approach
to lump sum budgets, greater autonomy and responsibvility placed
on individuasl state college administrations is suggestea (Recom-
mendation 17, page 73).

Growth of Maryiand's system of public higher education has
been projected to 1977. There will be new colleges and more stu-
dents in nearly all public academic institutions. Inflation also
continues to be a factor in total costs. Before such factors
stall, inhibit or make normal expenditures next %o impoesible,
minimum levels of expenditures for statie and community colleges
should be established (Recommendation 18, page 76).
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".e.ewe need much more consideiation than
has been given to the lidrary user. Any
applications of techiology to librexy
sctivities will have to be engingered to
bes humanly wcceptable since there will

be resistance to them all-—-to the use of
microforms in place of books, to console-
typed texts insvead of print, to engaging
in ocomplicated interaction with a machine,
to reading in a fixed place without moving
around, The machines will breed their own
resigtance to the extent that they place
restrictions on pecplecess™ === From "The
Impact of Technolugy on the Iibrary Build-
ing," Educational Faocilities Iaboratories.



CHAPTER I

c ) ON IN LIBRARY SERVICES

The academic library is basically ai: institution supportive
of the particular college or university of which it is a part,
and its budget, the number and quality of its personnel, and its
facilities should reflect the purpose and drive of the mother
inastitution. Yet the library cannot develop in campus isolation
noxr can its service to faculty and students depend solely on its
own resources. Tho problems of library coordination in recent
years have arisen everywhere, but nowhere have they seemed rore
insistent than in Haryland where a tripartite aystem of higher
education, pressure to develop resources to meet the explosion
in atudent population, and rising costs have called for study to
coneider answers and solutions.

The area of attention is not new to the Meryland Council
for Higher EBducation. In February, 1967, Nelson Associates
issued for the Council a study, Possibilities of Library Coordi-
nation for Maryland Institutions of Higher Education; a Recon-
naigsance Study.... The present report begins with a review of
library coordination: its persistent problems, recent develop-
ments, =2nd future needs. |

Conversion to Library of Congress Clessification
The Nelson roport recommended a study of the feasibility

and costs of a changeover from Dewsy Decimal Classification to
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IC Classifiocation for state college libraries and suggested that
early conversion would preclude the need for increased costs
later on. The University of idaryland had already begun the task
of converting ite huge collections, and using additional funds,
it is today, with 90,000 volumee yet to change over, in sight of
completing its project. A number’ of other academic libraries
are now in the intermediate but uncomfortadble position of having
begun the changeover with new accessions (which is no budget
problem), but of having & "backlog" of material still in the
Dewey Decimel Classification which will cost additional funde to
convert. (Ses Table I.) Partisl conversion is an obstruction
to library service, confronting the library client with two sepa-
rate catalogs and two separately shelved collections as long as
the classification dichotomy exists.

In the opinion of the éonsultant, conversion to the Library
of Congress Classification nhould be viewed as an investment in
the futurs. In this respect it is in accord with some aspects
of ultimate automation in processing and other services.

Conversion to IC Classification, now almost a national move-
ment, has been predicuted largely on the belief that it will pro-
vide an opportunity for alignment with an eventually automated
system at the Library of Congress. Yet theres are other reasons:
a) though conversion is unlikely to cut gross coete (since modern
library inputs are inoreasing) it will reduce unit costs; b) it
improves the quality of the catalog (thies on the supposition,
usually well founded, that it avoids previous variations in de-
tail); o) it reduces the nesd for professional personnel in the
proceesing department by putting more work within the grasp of



TABLE I

STATE OF CONVERSION TO LIBRARY OF CONGRESS CLASSIFICATION
IN MARYLAND PUBLIC TWO-YEAR AND FOUR-YEAR COLLEGES

Current No. Volp.

Total No. Yet to be

Institution Volumes Converted

COMMUNITY COLLEGES
Allegany Community College 25,583 300
Anne Arundel Community College 21,211 0
Catonsville Community Collegs 34,972 (o}
Charles County Community College 12, 361 o
Chesapeake College T.426 0
Community College of Baltimore 43,567 40,000
Essex Community College 20, 398 5,000
Prederick Community College 9,194 All
Hagerstown Junior College 30,419 All
Harford Junior College 22,622 20,100
Montgomery College-Rockville 23,071 11,500
Montgomery College-Takome Park 28,6524 21,000
Prince George's Commnity College 37,000 7,000
STATE COLLEGES

Bowie State College 44,836 Al
Coppin Stute College 57,886 A1l
Frostburg State College 85,294 55,000
Maryland State College 56,288 All
Morgan State College 110,917 All
Salisbury State College 82,025 All
St. Mary’s College of Maryland 23,126 10,834
Towson State College 131,101 40,000

Total Volumes to be Converted -~ 602,299. Total Volumes in Conver-
sion Plan yet to be Funded - 580,805,

INSTITUTIONAL NOTES

Community College of Baltimore - Fiction changed to FIC and Cutter.
Reference collection in process.

PFrederick Community College - Librarian unfavorable to change.

Hagerstown Junior College - Unable to consider change with present
staff and facilities.

Montgomery College-Rockville -~ Considering contracting for re-
mainder.

Prince George's Commmnity College - Hope to complete conversion by
September 15, 1969.

Bowie State College ~ Will accspt conversion.

Morgan State College - Library staff favorable to change.

Salisbury State College - Favorable to change.

St. Mary's College of Maryland - In process of change (currently
lack a Director of Library).

Maryland State College - Favorable atmosphere for change.




nonprofessional staff. (Relemsed professionals could shift to
much needed professional positions elsewhere in a growing li-
brary system.)

How much doee IC conversic.. of a library backlog cost?

Since oonversion is inevitably entangled with an on-going
procase of current cataloging, few librarians have answered that
question. But a documented case history of conversion is at
hand, and copies have already been mailed to those college and
comnmunity libraries considering such conversion. In this well
planned project, 120,000 volumee in Dewey classification were
converted in two and a half years at a cost of approximately $1

& volume.
l. It is recommended that state and community college li-

braries which have not already completed conversion to Library
of Congress classification do 8o as soon as possible, that the

conversion be accomplished with few or no deviations, and that

where & library gollection yet to be reclapsified is substantial
(10,000 volumes or mors) state funds be provided to perform the

operation and reduce the interim period when the library's col-
lectione and catalogs are divided between two systems and two
locations.t

1Viewed as a total project for all state and community col-
leges which have 10,000 or mors volumes to convert to IC (a
grand total of 580.505 volumes ), the ccst of conversion is a
oconeiderable sum. Sinoce a baker'e dozen of institutions are in-
volved, however, it seems unlikely that the job can be consum-
mated short of three or four years, and it could be funded over
such a period. It is possible also that some coste could be cut
if the project were handled cooperatively; for example, a small
team woriking under a cataloger expert in Library of Congress
classification might form a visiting nucleus of major assistance
to each library in process of conversion. I make this sugges—-
tion tentatively as it may not bes feasible. In such a project,
careful planning is viteal.

13



Computer Applications and Automated Services

Nearly all public commnity colleges have their own com-
puters, and a numbexr of these institutions give courses ir data
proceesing. For good and sufficient reasons, however, library
operations are usually well down on the list of suggested appli-
cations in the smaller colleges, and the number of institutions
which have employed automation in ary of its aspecte ais few.

As a matter of fact, any small institution which does not need
a computer for teaching data processing or a similar course, can
more economically contract "time-share® for its automation needs
as they arise.

As the largest academic institution in Maryland and one of
the largest in the nation, the Uziversity of Maryland at College
Park allowed the library to install its own computer in the li-
brary building. Beginning in 1965, automation was first applied
t0 acquisitions and then to circulation control. Without such
mechanization the university library could not have managed the
enormous book traffic which developed in the late 1960's as its
collections became the second fastest growing academic book re-
source in tbes United States. The library should have its list
of serials in book form for distribution in another two years,
and a book oatalog of its collections is contemplated somewhat
further in the future.

No study of the collabdrgfivo uses of automation as sug-
tested by the Nelson report hu been made. The University of
Maryland Baltimore Co. CRampus hu developed its om automated system
and plans the firet printout of ite book collection for this
October. Johns Hopkinge has confined its own automated system to

14




o:i.roula.tibn control.

Telefacsimile has not developed, but teletype is in use
between the COollege Park and Baltimore campuees of the Urdver-
sity of Maryland. Teletype is also used by College Park and
Johns Hopkins in a regional university hookup for interlibrary
dozns in which delivery service is now planned by air. Both
ingtitutions have joined the fast-growing national TWX service.

The establishment of a centralized processing facility ac-
cepted in principle by & number of librarians in the commnity
colleges, can be given attention only after full or nearly com-
plete conversion to IC oclassification.

The computer center at Towson State was developed to serve
as a tool for all state colleges, and if adapted for library
application, it could serve to facilitate library cooperation
withix, the state grovp. Such is the growth o enrollment and
livrary facilities at Towson that automation now ssems mandatory
for library serviocs on ite own campus. If a recent report urg-
ing the merger of Towson, Coppin, Morgan and UMBC intc an urban
university takes formal shape, the "owson experience as well as
that at UMBC would be useful in developing the required automa-
tion of “he new university's greatly augmented library collec-
tions,

2. It is recommended that Towson prepare its library for
3he application of computer services by appointing to its 1li-
brary staff at the sarliest date a library-frained systems sna-
iyes.

15



Interlibrary Cooperation
The largest and most widely operating system of interlibrary

cooperation in Maryland is centered in Enoch Pratt Free Library
through an agresement with the Division of Library Extension Ser-
vice of the State Board of Education. Core of the operation is
a teletype hookup to the state's county public libraries by which
films, book loans or Xerox copies of periodical articles are made
available to Maryland citigzens in their local arees. The library
of Froestburg State College was the first astate-supported institu-
tion of higher learning to be inocluded in the system. More re-
cently both state and community college libraries were given per-
mission to make application by mail, or on urgent demand by tele-
phone, for loans from Pratt lLibrary. Even more significant was
the entrance of the University of Maryland's McKeldin Library
into the network as a "backetop" resource for material which could
not be supplied by the Pratt system. In the fiscal year 1968-69
MoKeldin supplied 2,872 requests referred to it by the network, a
growing and significant service in the University‘s projected role
as the inn;lor publicly supported research center in the state.
Table II gives a measure of the volume of interlibrary loans
among academic institutions within the state. As & group Mary-
land's colleges and universities still borrow more materials than
they receive but they are beginning to approach a balance. The Johns
Hopkins, with its considerable holdings in specialiged areas, is
a tower of resource strength for other institutions both within
and without the state. Two yea:.' ago the University of Maryland's
libvrary, for the first time became a major lender instead of a
major borroweri in the past yos;r its interlibrary loans to other

16




TABLE II (1t Section)

INTERLIBRARY LOAN TRANSACTIONS, 1967-68, MARYLAND
PUBLIC AND PRIVATE INSTITUTIONS

Total Total Nature of Items {otal

Jtons Items Supplied NMumber

Bor- Su; on-re- keturn- ITrans-

TWO-YEAR COLLEGES rowed plied tun:nblo able actionn

A. Public
Allegany Comm. College 16 0 o) 0o 16
Anne Arundel Comm. College 6 (v} 0 0 6
Catonsville Comm. College 69 4 2 2 73
Charles County Comm. Coll. 42 6 4 2 48
Chesapeake College 8 0 0 0 8
Comm. Cull. of Baltimore NA NA
Essex Community College 9 2 NA NA 1l
Prederick Comm. College 0 0 0 v 0
Hagerstown Junior College 10 0 0 0 10
Harford Junior Cocllege 129 12 0 12 141
Montgomery-Rockville 11 0 0 0 11
Montgomery-Takoma Park 17 5 (T RA 22
Prince George's Comm. Coll. 48 0 0 0 48
Totale, Public 2-Year Coll. 365 29 6 16 394
B. Private

Mt. Providence Jr. College 0 0 0 0 0
Trinitarien College 5 0 0 0 5
Villa Julie College 3 NA NA NA 3
Xaverian College 21 0 o] 2l
Totals, Private 2-Year Coll. 29 0 0 0 29

#*Non-returnable items supplied usually consist of photocopies.
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TABLE II (24 Section)

INTERLIBRARY LOAN TRANSACTIONS, 1967-68, MARYLAND
PUBLIC AND PRIVATE INSTITUTIONS

Total Total HNature of Items Total
Itens Items Supplieil Number
FOUR~YEAR COLLEGEUD Bor- Sup- non=re- nevuin- 7Trans-
AND UNIVERSITY rowed plied turenhlo able actione
Ae Public
Bowie State College 0 o) 0 0 0
Coppin State Collage 8 0 (o} (o} 8
Frostbhurg State College 1,018 127 4 123 1,145
Morgan State College 119 60 21 39 179
Salisbury State Ccllege 50 40 NA NA 90
St. Mary's Coll. of Md. 120 4 0 4 124
Towson State College 150 44 20 24 194
University of Maryland 3,291 6,062 2,880 3,182 9,353
U. Md. Balt. County 7,626 3 0 3 7,629
Maryland State Collegs 423 0 0 0 423
Totals, Public 12,805 6,340 2,925 3,375 19,145
B. Private
Baltimore Coll. of Comm,. 0 0 0o 0 0
Columbia Union College 38 12 5 7 50
Eastcrn College KA RA NA NA RA
Goucher College 75 233 18 215 308
Hood College 130 44 22 55 207
Johns Hopkins University 5,813 10,659 2,424 8,235 16,472
Loyola College 160 14 0 14 174
Md. Inst. College of Art 12 2 RA NA 14
Mt. St. Agnes College 12 0 0 0 12
Mt. St. Mary's College 42 55 35 20 97
Ner Israel Rabbinical Coll. 0 (o] (o} 0 0
College of Notre Dame 15 9 4 5 24
Peabody Consv. of Music 7 18 0 18 25
St. Johns College 75 19 1¢ 9 94
St. Joseph College 166 6 3 3 172
St. Mary's Seminary Univ. 25 15 NA NA 40
University of Baltimore NA NA NA NA NA
Washington College 160 1 Q 1 161
Western Maryland College 245 9 0 9 254
Totals, Private 6,975 11,129 2,521 8,591 18,104
GRAND TOTALS, PUBLIC AND
PRIVATE TWO- AND FOUR-
YEAR COLLEGES, AND UNI-
VERSITIES 20,174 17,498 5,452 11,982 37,672

#*Non-returnable items supplied usually consist of photocopies.

18
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institutions wae almost twice the number it received, & result
both of ite important growth in resources and of its new role
as backstop to the Pratt-operited statewide network.

Though relatively few compared to other library ciroculation
and reference services, interlibrary loans are significant be-
yond their number for their assistance in research and their
value to the ultimate “serious® borrower. They are also of spe-
cial help in a time of early academic growth “hen the library
resources of new institutions are too limited to serve all btmt
the mest elementary needs of their readers. Use of the Xerox has
eased restrictions on loans of rare, expensive or frequently used
periodicals, and the reader-printer has made available copies of
material in their original) type eise from miorofilm holdings.

The climate for iibrary coopersntion in Maryland is good; perform-
ance could be improved.

The Association of Maryland Independent Collegrs (College of
Notre Dame, Gouoher, Hood, Loyola, Mt. St. Agnes, Mt. St. Mary's,
St. John's, Washington, and Western Maryland) has forued a Li-
brary Cooperative Program that has led to ccllaborative action.
Hood, Mt. 8t. Mary's, and Western Maryland shars the acquisition
of materials in non-Western oivilisation - &n area of learning
generally neglected in American colleges. Checked copies of the
American University Field Staff's Seleot Biblio serve as &
catalog for interlibraxy loan purposes. Iloyola, the College of
Notre Dame and Mt. St. Agnes in a similar arrangement have aleo
shared triangular acquisition of non-Western materials eamong
thenselves.

19
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Still more innovative is a joint venture between Loyola and
the College of Notre Dame, which vill share the same library, a
new facility to be built on lanu .djoining both campuses and con-
trolled by an independent non-profit corporation with representa~
tion from each college. The library, scheduled to oren in 1971,
will have a capaocity of 310,000 volumes, more than twice the pre-
sent combined collections of the two institutions,

Further opportunities for collaboration may lie in updating
or revising the laryland Union List of Serials or in taking an
inventory of special collections. The Union List has proved use-
ful as a source of interlibrary loans in the past, but today it
ie behind schedule in its latest edition, and partiocipating in-
stitutions 4o not offer such wide representation of academic
libraries as they once did. The Learning Resourcee Division oY
the Maryland Association of Junior Colleges recently circulated
a questionnaire asking information about special collsctions,

Both revision of the Maryland Union List and an inventory
cf special collections are worth serious consideration for the
further assistance they might render interlibrary cooperation.
Subjeot areas for inventory in liberal arts collectiona could
include the non-Weastern materials (for Bast Asia, South Aeia,
Southeast Asia, Africa, the Slavic wevld, lLatin America) already
mentioned; urban studies, pesace and disarmament, conservation,
space exploration, population control, food production, the his-
tory and technique of film making, the informstion explosion,
Negrs history and oulture, higher vducation. For materials in
technical areas, community college librarier qhonld examine
collections (including periodicals) generated by special

RIC | 20
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technical programs offered by tLeir respective iastitutions.

Further, a census of special resources in audio-visual
materials may be useful -~ for example, the collection of film-
etrips at Coppin State, the 16 mm. films at Maryland State, the
videotapes and 8 mm. £ilms at Catonsville Community College, the
film collection at Frostburg State, the phono-records and other
special materials at Morgan State.

Among state colleges there has been sporadic interest in
cooparation like the limited relationship developing between
Salisbury State and Maryland State. But in general the weakest
link among the evolving chains of library collaboration in Mary-
land is that of the 4-year state colleges.

3. It is recommended that the Board of Trustees of State
Colleges actively encourage intercommunication among the li-
brarians of its conctituent colleges; that the State Board for
Commnity Colleges perforn & similar function for its constituent

members; and that cooperation be explored not only within the
perimeter of their class or immediate region but beyond it.

The Baltimore Complex
Theres is a conzestion of undergraduate use of library

service in Baltimore, specifically » concentration at Johns Rop-
kins University and Enoch Pratt. Urged somstimes by their col-
lege teachers, more often responding to their own or their parents’
previous patteirms of library use, college students scmetimes neg-
lect library use in the institution where they are enrolled for
faoilities elsewhere, Students are mobile in these Jays, and li-
brary books may be where you find them. Yet it is oclear that
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concentration in two resource centers in Baltimors is not logis-
tically or academically the most reasonable or feasible solution.
The process of off-caiapus use tends to downgrade the local aca-
demic library whether or not it is underdeveloped. Even more
eignificantly, Pratt and Johns Hopkins are already doing more
than can reasonably be expected of them in aseistance to “off-
campus® reader-clients.

Pratt Library already makes its resources available in a
statewide network which, although basically a public library sys-
tem, reaches out as well to academic libraries through inter-
library loan. Johns Hopkins, primarily a graduate library, allows
vieiting students to use books on the premimes daily till 4 p.m.;
after that hour visitors must show a guest or visitor's card. A
limited number of such cards are distributed not only to visiting
graduate students and faculty of other universities but to se-
lected students from Goucher, Towson State, Morgan State and
other colleges in the area. With somewhat less than 700 seats in
its main library, prkins has often found its facilities stretched
to the\full. and as a private institution devoted to the demande
of research, has raecently considered but so far rejected the
charging of a fee for use by off-campus students.

In Washington, five universities have attempted to rationa-
ligze a2 similar problem in library use by making student I.D.
cards iesued at one institution viadble for lidbrary use at each
of the other four. It has been suggested that a nunber of Balti-
more academic institutions go and do likewise. The idea has
value in itself but ignores a larger question. Just what is the
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problem? Is it cne of congestion in two large, hospitable li-
braries i Baltimore ostensibly devoted to service to other than
undergraluates? Does it involve academic library use mcre gener-
ally? Or does it raise other queations?

Aspects of the use of the Pratt Lidbrary system have been
studied on a number of occasions. Recently Dr. Mary Lee Bundy of
the School of Library and Information Services of the University
of Maryland published a study of public library use in the states;
notably one of her conclusione disclosed that professional people
and others involved in serious research composed the occupational
group laast satisfied in their use of the pudlic lidbrary.

As for knowledge of college library use, information ie local,
institutional and partial; practically speaking, it does not go
much beyond what academic librarians can observe at their circula-

tion, processing and reference desks.

User Study
Traditionally, reporté on college libraries have been set

down in quantitative rather than qualititative dimensions. Sta-
tistics on library needs in number of volumes to be accessioned,
periodicals to be sent to the bindery, square feet of space for
a new colleotion - these and similar items form the basis of an
annual raport, a request for additional funds, or a survey of
anticipated growth. Such figures are useful; they give an inven~
tory of an on-going, internal operation. They present the li-
brary ae an institution prepared to entertain clients, visitors
or readers. If the report also prevents growth in circulation
figures, this is only part of the iceberg of library use, as the
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librarian usuelly points out. The essential result is a survey
of potential efficiency rather than ong of effectiveness. Usually
lacking is knowledge of the quality of readership, the full con-
text in which the library _perates, the library's relationship to
other resources in the region.

Quantitative evaluationa play a significant role in the es-
tablishment of institutionali librariss or in the on-going acti-
vities of a library already fulfilling a specific job at full or
near full capacity. They are partial or less conclueive in a
changing environment, where the college student population ies ex-
ploding, where new institutions are springing up lesigned to meet
new educational wants, whers the educational miliou ie in flux
and o0ld learning patterns are being altered - as in the Baltimore
area. Moreover, knowledge of user psychology and the user point
of view has never been in good supply anywhere.

Ed;vin E. Olson, faculty member of the University of Mary-
land's School of Library and Information Services, and others
have acknowledged that the user in search of specialiszed inowl-
edge ~ whether student, teachs:r, or researcher - usually has a
choice today in the patterns by whioh he may obiain the answers
or the services he wants., They further point out that a "user's
estimate of the velative cost-effectiveness of alternatives may
not be very good - it may be biased by habit, incomplete knowl-
edge, and attitudes based on inadequate trials - but good or bed,
thie estimate determines the decisions on which means he eumploys
to obtein service. Dr. Olson and his associates have approached
this problem qualitatively, from the point of view of what li-
brarians should know about patterns of use, and in terms of
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research and development.

4. It is recommended that, with special application to the
Beltimore ares, & thorough-going study of user needs and prac-
tices of the college population - researcher and student alike «~
be undertaken, and that conduct of the study preferably be placed
in the hands of the School of Library and Information Services of
the University of Maryland.

Such a study should aseist not only in the rationalization
of library use in Baltirore but in the furtherance of library co-
operation throughout the state, These would be its implications,
for the research target can hardly by the solution of ciroculation
or seating probvlems at Johns Hopkins or Pratt but a better kmowl-
edge of the libvrary patterns and neede of Maryland's colleg® popu-
lation. Implications of the study might, in fact, have their
greatest impact on college administrators and those involved in
library self-study as well &8s on librarians themselves.

Perhaps the most all-embracing recoumendation in the Nelson
Associates report was that each 4-~year and 2-year college under-
take "a gself-study to determine what steps should be taken to
build libraries supportive of the instructional program." The
fact is that in the past three years some institutions took steps

and othera didn't, and that soms of the steps that were taken were
uncertain. Some institutions were new-born, operating largely in
unknown territory. They lacked both direction and advice. As
will be seen further on in this report a number of lidraries, ee-
pecially those in the state colleges, are in the midet of major
problems of staffing, the construoction or planning of new builad-
ings or additions, and the acquisition of book collections
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adequate for their college population. The varied climate in
Maryland's tripartite system of higher education, the rapid
growth in some institutions, the traditionaliem in others, and
the likelihood of further change in educational programming give
& pressing quality to the many disparate library provlems at this
time.

5. It is recommended that & full-time library specialist be
appointed by the Maryland Counoi) for Higher Bducation for a de-
fined period (not less than six months nor more than two years)
%o sesist Maryland's publicly supported golleges with problems of
development in their indjividual libraries and in the further im-
provement of collaboration among libraries in the state's academic
ingtitutions.
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CHAPTER II

EHYSICAL FACILITIES

Sufficient and well proportioned space in library quarters
is a major requirement for good library service. For colleges
with an extended academic history, it is a common experience for
library use to double in the firat year that a new building is
open for service. For new institutions or those moving to a new
campus, it is now recognized that a library building should
usually be the first to be constructed.

Inherently a sound building is no more important than an
efficient staff or an adequate book collection. But in time se-
quence it comes firet. And more significantly perhaps, the mis-
takes of a building poorly constructed or badly laid out are
difficult ir nét impossible to rectify. ILibrary buildings require
special attention in planning.

Library space needs are of three types: accommodations for
readers, storage for books and other learning resources, and work
space and offices for ﬁtai’f and services. Over many years stand-
ards have been developed for each of thess areas, yet such is the
recent evolution of library use and resources that to apply all
of them inflexibly acrose the board is to lose sight of the fact
that an academic library (in its building as well as ite other
aspescts) should be designed to support a particular academic pro-
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~ Standards, then, are guidelines, not laws for the Medes and
Persians. For duilding space they may be lese variant than for
pome other library elements. We are dealing here in nunerical
measurements and in “permanent" materials like steel and stone.
Yet even here the ultimate objective is use by people and the re-
sult should be tempered to their changing needs.

The extensive Fuller Report1 on space utilization gives only

a few pages to libraries, but since it is specific in its figures
and has been frequently cited in Maryland for library building
purposes, let me refer to it in the following discussion. As will
be seen, with some of the Fuller Report's ata;dards for libraries,
there is agreement, but concerning others, strong disagreement.

Book Storage

The Fuller standard for book shelving is .l square foot per
volume, a measurement of long acceptance by librarians, architects
and library planners and one requiring little diecussion. An ex-
pert planning a library for a state college in California in 1962,
noting the library‘'s need for %“special materials," suggested that
for these resources additional space of 25 per cent of the total
for books be added to the original requirement. This is unusual
chiefly in that the space figure for special materiale is pre-
cise. The nature of these materials is not spelled out; it may
refer to books or périodioals but more likely includes audio-
visual materials.

lghpce Utilizetion Study and Future Capital Outlay Needs for
Public itutions g_ er Rducation _1%_%@_: a Report _d'fo
the !gixiand State Plann Department. Y am S. er an
a on, Iﬁ!!ana- 1964.

Teroy E. Hull. Bloo
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There are no accepted standards for storage of sudio-visual
materiales. Such resources, inoreasingly reocognized as of value
in higher education, are often under library control in the 1li-
brary building, but they may not be. The shape of the materials
(and their equipment), their purpose, and their use are still
evolving. The thrust of an A~V program on any given campus varies,
Storage of A~V materials in new college library buildings usually
has to be taken into account, but to include it in the provision
for book storage is to confuse the issue and the estimate.

The acceptable stendard for book storage includes space for
alales and s emall allowance for growth of the current collections.
Plans for shelving, of couvrse, should take additional account of
the expected growth of the book collection, which may reach as far
in the future as twenty years, which is often considered the ¢s8-
timable "life” of a new academioc library building.

Readers

The Fuller Report notes that the “normal acorediting require-
ment is that the library provide a seat for one-~fourth of the stu-
dent body in the reading roon."2 We may accept the 25 per cent
figure but only as a minimum standard while recognizing that many
new academic library suildings now offer seating to a third of the
enrollment or more. The difference in projected reader accommoda--
tions turns on the amount and character of library use, which
turne again upon such factors ag the amount of other study space
available, whether or not the college is residential, and the

21’&5. T0.
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nature of the college's educational program.

One of the academic areas which the Fuller Report pinpointe
a® a foous of "major epace needs™ is the 11brs:ry.3 st tutions
of higher education, it notes, ought to "publiocize the ‘new’
methods of utilisation which they are developing and to begin to
educate the general public as 1o the need for space to reinforce
the educational program.”

If we apply this well founded opinion to the Report's atand-
ard for student seating, the standard's inadequacy for a moderm
library readily bvecomes apparent. The average seat, saye the
Report, "raquires approximately l4 assignable square foet."4
(Somewhat more liberal space ie accorded the graduate student -
with whom at this point we are not primarily concermed.)

The year 1941 was a kind of watershed in both the structure
and intellectual climate of academic lidraries. Afterward there
were introduced modular construction, free standing stacks, and
a number of other teohnical innova‘ions. More significantly,
college teaching mathsde began to change, from primary reliance
on a textbook to liberal use of library books in both reserve
and "free" reading from opsn shelves, and presently to current
periodicals and in many instances other types of material.

A standard of 14 assignable square feet per seat (actually
3.5 square feet per student FTE) is based on seating at tables.

A table for four, for example, has an assignable area of 56 square
Teet, but if the area necessary for access is subtracted, the

3Pa.go 47.

4P‘s° 70.
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table itself cowld bs no larger than 5! x 6', inadequate for
modern students involved in atudy.5 A round table, sometimes
used to lend variety to thioc type of seating, gives for the same
erea of 56 square feet sven less surface to work tm.6
Modern students make notes and write reports in the library,
they assemble materials other than textbooks, and thay often need
to spread out their work. Students may occasionally study to-
gether, but when they do, group study roome are the better acocom-
modation, for the chief medium is talk. Otherwise, as question-
naires and experisence have shown, they generally prefer single
acconmodations, in a comfortable chair for reading, or for con-
centrated work, at : small carrel or desk, where sometimes like &
mini-graduate student they can have a little shelf forxr books and
other collected materials in front of them. Furthermore, wherever
audio-visual materials are used, a major instrument for making
them slectronically available is the so-called "wat" carrel. The
space required for a carrel, small desk or individusl chair more
than doubles the Fuller space standard for a seat at a tadle. It

It has been suggested that the dimensional standards as used
in construction of the libtrary of Bemidji State College in Minne-
sota be considered applicable to academic libraries in Maryland.
BLIm e S PO R D 4,
A«lLieAs’'s Libraries: for the Futurs, . e to -

ares 18 listed as » 914 square Teev, its book capacity as
175,000 volumes. The seating capacity is 1,100, of which the at
majority ie tables, which within the total seating area available
seems based on the 14 square feet per student standard. "Students
and books are thrown together," according to the library's state-
ment, in an attempted integration of shelving and seating. The
whole is 80 crowded that anyone who assumes that the library’s
seats will at any time be filled to as much as & third of capacity
is likely to be disappointed.

srour people at a round table with & diameter of less than

four feet may have room to play cards, but what other activity is
possible?

41




23

ie important to note also that the space required per carrel will
climb higher if graduate students or faculty members are to be

accommodated.

Staff and Service

The ares under consideration here includes space for circula-
tion, catalog and bibliography, shipping and receiving, current
periodicals, processing of books and other materials, a staff
lounge, offices for professional staff, and offices or space for
nonprofessional staff.

The Fuller Report establishes its standard for library service
space as 32 per ocent of the reading area. If undergraduate seating
were to be established on a basis of 14 square feet per student
seated at tables, the service area would also be inadequats. The
percentage is acceptablie, however, if the standard per reading
etation is at least double the Fuller standard.

Within the area for service it is important to establish space
dimensione for staff, The total erea for staff members is often
underestimated in new buildings, not s0 much in fol.owing the
standard as it existed at the time of construotion, but in under-
estimation of or »lanning for the normwr.l growth of the staff along
with the growth in collections and services.

6. It is recommended that the following guidelines or for-
mulas be generally used for college library construction in Mary-
lands .1 square foot per volwse for book ptorage; provision for
Beating a fourth of the student body with an ares of 30 square
feet per station; the total servi:ts area {0 be calculated at 32
por gent of the total srea for seating; that within tne service
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area, gpace for professional staff be calculated at 150 square

feet per person end for nonprofessional staff at 125 square feet
ReX person.

No overall dietinction ie made here between construction
guidelines for state college libraries and those for community
college libraries. This does not mean that there will not or
ghould not be differences between particular livraries supporting
different typee of institutions. The chief divergencies will
grow out of differences in enrollment, in educational programs,
in typsus and amounts of materials housed, in whether the ineti-
tution has a history of somc years or is in the taroes of estab-
lishment.,

In planning or discussing the functional details of public
buildings, it is customary to use the term "assignable space."
This ususlly refers to areas special to the activities of the
building type under consideration. It will exoclude stairways,
coatrooms, rest rooms, elevators, lobbies, mechanical equipment,
inside and outside walls, corridors -~ areas common to most sub-
stantial buildings deeigned TYor some public use. In a library,
assignable epace concerns the elements or funoctions for whioch
guidelines are establisled in Recommendation 6 above. It is the
epace for which the librarian-planner should expeoct to take a
major responsibility.

A conmon formula for library assignable space is 65 per cent
of the gross area. However one may evaluate the formula, the
ratio of ussignable to nonassignable space is significant, though
the relationship in a given library building may fall as uuch
within tke province of the architect. the engineer and the
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financial officer as within the responsibility of the librarian.

There may aleso be & kind of twilight sone between epaca
etrioctly construed as library-assignable and that considered
unassignable. In new facilities, the library, built to contain
futurs book and seating expansion, may give over some of its
available space to immediately needed functions not within li-
brary control and only peripherally related to library functions.
These could cover almost any activities associated with the col-
lege -~ administrative or faculty offices, classrooms or seminars
scheduled for classes, an exhibition area supervised by the art
department, a faculty lounge, a bookstore, or a student-related
activity. The arrangement is possible as a temporary or emer-
gency measure if the space is planned in terms of library use and
i the schedule for reversion to such use is kept as the library
needs the space. Pragmatic as such an arrangement is in a new or
rapidly expanding academic institution, it should be recogniged
that it complicates and widens the responsibility for good li-
brary planning in advance of performance.

Planning enc Expansion

Visits to the campuses of Maryland's public academic insti-
tutions had to be brief and examination of individual library
buildings was necessarily somewhat cursory. Hence the following
remarks are limited to impressions and general observations
rather than an analytical oritique.

One cannot cbeerve the recent condition of library facilities
in Maryland without concluding that an enormous collective effort
has been made to stay on top of a very trying problem. Pressed by
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the nedds of a rapidly expanding college student population, po~
tential ae well as actual, most educational officials have re-
sponded to the need for financing and building new facilities.
Maryland is to be commended for ite dbroadly accepted recognition
that thoe library building is the heart of academic activity in
institutions of higher education. ILibraries have been centrally
located; on the new campuses of the rapidly developing community
colleges, buildings for library service have usually been the
firat to be erected. Half of all the state colleges have built
new library structuree within the past five years, arnd for the
commnity colleges new buildings are almest & unanimous experience.
In spite of exploding enrollments, the general capacity and condi-
tion of library facilities of public academic institutions is im-
proved over what it was three years ago at the time of the Nelson
Report.

This is not to say that all of the new buildings are prime
specimens of library architecture. Plans have had to be hurried.
Estimates have had to be made without adequate background infor-
mnation. Accommodation, no matter how simplified, was a first
requisite. Some buildings have besn put up as a kind of wuy-
station on the road of early expectation that something bigger
and better would be possible or forthcoming later on. ILacking
with some frequency wan a local librarian or a library building
expert to write an adequate program of the interior needs and re-
lationships of the propossd building.

In spite of the continuing trend in modular construction,
which in its early manifestations was considered a "“warehouse®

fashion, interior layout for libraries can be peculiarly intricate.
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An sdequate program statemsnt requires more than figures for eseat-
ing or shelving for volumes, more than a list of certain minor li-
brary activities or of rooms with square feet. In one sense, an
aciive library is a serisve of movements, some of then traced with
only moderate frequency, others repeated over and over again eo
that the shortest of distances hecomes the most significant factor.
Movement involves the flow of materials from receiving room to
processing to shelf to ciroulation. It also involves people in a
series of relationshipe of staff member to staff member, reader to
staff member and reader to shelf or study desk, relationships that
nonlibrarians cannot anticipate. A sound program statement for
planning a library building requires both imowledge of the academic
institution to be served and experience in the inner activities of
a viable acedemic library.

7. It is recommendsd that when a new library building or a
substantial addition to an existing siructurs is to be planned,
the incumbent librarian or & specialist in academic library build-
ing be asked 1o write a detailed program statement outlining the
internal needs and related functions of the proposed building for
presentation to the architeci and such other persons as may be in-
volved in the planning.

Librarians and architects may be assisted in their planning
by an advisory faculty committes, especially when faculty interest
in the library hae been well established. An excellent example is
the substantial report of a faculty committee at the University of
Maryland in 1965 ranging over the whole spectrum of library needs.
At that time a schedulse of new and additional library facilities
was set up inoluding an undergraduate lidbrary with ssating for
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4.00'0 and a capacity of 200,000 volumes; & soience center library
t0 serve engineering, the phyeical sciences, and the biological
soiences; and a major addition to McKeldin Library, which was
built as the main facility in 1958 for a student body scarcely a
third as large as it ie today. A number of adjustments and addi-
tions have been made to the facilities in the University's library
system, but the above major projects have fallen behind schedule.
If the eppropriation of necessary funds is a chief factor, it is
suggested that the funds be made available as soon as possible.
The need for library seating space at College Park, already con-
siderable in 1968 when the building's construction was first
scheduled, is even mors pressing today.

In an immediate survey the communit; college libraries ap-
pear to te well ocutfitted in facilities. {See Table III.) Four
buildings were opened for occupancy in 1968, and one, Allegany,
will be dedicated this fall. All but two colleges have buildings
constructed within the past five years, and ons of thess two,
Prederick Community College, now housed in two small rooms in an
0ld convertsd school building, can already see the footers of a
new structure on a new campus scheduled for occupancy in another
two or three years.

Four libraries7 are housed in buildinge occupied by admini-
strative or other officers, and three of them may with some con-
fidence await expansion as the non-library residents move out to
other quarters. The fourth, Prince George's Community College,

7Anothor. Allegany, its build as yet unoosupied, is also
to include the college president’s office.
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A TABLE III
. COMMUNITY COLLEGES: PLANNING OF FANTLITIES
Date of
Present Volumes*® Volums Expansion
msetitution Builaing 1968-69 Capacity Plans
Allegany Coum. College 1969 25,600 50,000 —

Anne Arundel Comm. Coll. 197 21,200 30,000 Will expand into
14 floors of pre-
sent bldg. housing
other depts. Capa-
city 100,000 vols.

Comm. Coll. of Baltimore 1966 43,660 57,000 An extra floor
requested.

Catonsville Comm. College 1968 25,000 100,000 —

Charles County Comm. Coll. 1968 12,400 18,000 New bldg. planned
19712 (3 floors,
100,000 volume
capacity).

Ohesapeake College 1968 7,400 20,000 Will expand to 24
, floor present bldg.
now housing ad-
ministration.

Essex Community College 1968 20,400 30,000 Will expand to 24
floor present bldg.
now housing faculty
offices.

Prederick Commnity Coll. 1957#% 9,200 10,000 New campus, new
vldg. é197§): capa-
city 28,500 vols.

Hagerstown Junior College 1966 30,400 30,000 Planning new wings.

Harford Junior College 1964 22,600 25,000 New bldg. 1971-72,
' capacity 75,000
volumes.

Montgomery Jr.-~Takoma Park 1958 28,900 25,000 No definite plans.

Montgomery Jr.~Rockville 1965 23,100 25,000 large addition to
present building

glannod; capacity

0,000 volumes.

Prince George's Comm, Coll. 1967 37,000 60,000 Plan for new bldg.,
but faced with

budget probvlems.

"All figures to nearest 100,
#8College~renovated school building.
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is 'flaco to face with a student body of over 3,000 and growing, a
fast-developing collection of books and audio-visual materials,
plus the faoct that the library may need a new builling before ‘the
"old® one (built in 1967 as an administration structure as much
as a library) can be given up wholly to other residenis. Prince
George's may simply be a product of supply being unable to maset
educational demand.

In spite of what must seem a kind of nonstop pace in build-
ing, a number of other libraries are already at, Jjust under, or
just over capacity with plans for expansion not yet being f;l.rmod.

The lidbrary of the Community College of Baltimore is near
capacity. The librarian has requested the addition of another
floor. In her province also is the solution of a joint probvlem. The
Community College is to open & branch, the Inner Harbor Campus,
in 1973. The branch library, plenned for the same year, is to
have & capacity of 70,000 volumes.

Iibraries on both campuses, Takoma Park and Rockville, of
Montgomery Junior College, are at capacity, but there similari-
ties end and differences in philosophy and approach begin. The
library at Takome Park is traditional and there are no immediate
plans for expansion. Rockville has produced a program statement
for a "livrary-learning Resources Complex" in which space of
75,000 square feet is allocated for 30 areas including an *“inno-
vation oenter,™ faculty offices annex, alumni office, enack area,
laboratory-listening rcoms (10,500 square feet) and catalog (100
equare feet)., Posed here are questions of facilities complicated
by the problems vhich will affect them as two libraries (the
mother institution Takoma Park, the offspring Rockville) attempting
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t0 go their opposite ways while atill bound together,

State Colleges
Half of the libraries of the state collegss are housed in

structures built within the past five years (see Table IV), and
there may also be included here the Baltimore branch of the Uni-
versity of Maryland, whose library has developed to date, though
very rapidly, not far differently from the facility for a state
college. Nevertheless, a number of institutions face problems.

Bowie State has an excellent program statement fox a new
building written by Stephen McCarthy, one of the top library er-
perts in the nation. The problem here will be to fit a new faci-
1ity to a campus beset by other problems, principally of a certain
suspended animation in growth, campus logistics, and finance. It
will be no solution simply to water down the program or to aban-
don it. |

Morgan State alsc has & good program statement for a new
facility, a statement drawn up under the guidance of an sxperienced
Maryland librarian as consultant and later checked over by a na-
tionally known expert. Morgan can proceed confideantly with its
library plans if and when the necessary funds are forthooming.

Coppin State plans expansion of its present building, but her
greater problems are elsewhere than in facilities.

If Morgan, Coppin, Towson and U.M.B.0. join in forming a new
urban university as was suggested in a recent report of the Mary-
land Council for Higher EBducation, libraries of these institutions
will have to adjust to the new pmttern, yet it is not clear at this

ERIC 40




% 32

TABLE IV
STATE COLIBGES:* PLANNING OF PACILITIES

Date of
Present Volumes Volume Expangion
Institution . Building 1968-69 Capacity Plans
Bowie State College 1959 44,800 60,000 New building ex-
pected 1973,
capacity 240,000
volunes,
Coppin State College 1961 60,500 NA Plan extension,

money budgetaed.

Frostburg State College 1965 85,300 125,000 Campus mester
plan projects new
building in center
of campus.

Morgan State College 1939™" 111,000 160,000 Phase I new Lldg.,
to open 1971,
ocapacity 250,000
volumes.

Salisbury State College 1956 82,000 50,000 Plans addition for
expansion to 1977.

St. Mary's College of Md. 13968 23,100 50,000 —
Towson State College 1969 131,100 600,000 ——
U.M.B.C. 1967 76,700 100,000 Three additicasal

floors 1971; Phase
III of bldg. plan,
capacity 1 million
volumea.

Maryland State College 1968 56,300 105,000 To complete base-
ment (now with
dirt floor) for
periodiocal collec-
tion.

#Included here also is the relatively young U.M.B.C. (University of
Maryland, Baltimore County Campus).

% wo additions followed.
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- point that the changes in relationchip should force major changes
in plans for new library facilities beyond firming up the aschedules
for axpénnion. '

Maryland State's new building (1968) would be quite adequate
if only ite basement, left unfinished for lack of funds, were com-
pleted. Thie action should be taken promptly.

Frostburg's building pians, beset in the past by uncertainty
and lack of campus direction, now ssem on ths right track; a new
building is proposed for the center of a changing campus under
prossure of rapii-growth.

Salisbury!s book collections are well beyond the planned'capa-
city of its present building, but before final planning of a new
addition, ite holdings should be sifted for material that can be
discarded.

Problems of library facilities exist on many campuses of Maryland's
purlicly supported institutions, most noticeably perhapa at the
University of Maryland where the growth of students and collections
in the recent past has been unprecedented. For the present, how-
aver, these prcblems seem generally less preesing (except at

College Park) than others of a library nature.
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CHAPTER III

COLLEOTIONS

There is an old library saw that a library can be no bdetter
than its collieoctions. In this day of growing interlidrary com-
munication, such a truth may not carry quite the weight that it
once did. Yet it contimues to be true that the bulk of library
use in a college must still take place on its campus, and that
if 1ibrary use is minimal there, no amount of interlibrary loans,
useful as they are to a minority, or travel in search of other
sources can make up the differencse. A network of liberal inter-
institutional loans is & "fringe benerit" to young scholars, but
the “ringe bsnefit which in the long run will hold the distin-
guished faculty member which Maryland plans to attract to ite
institutions is a sound collection of booke in the campus library -
some of which bocks he, of course, has had a2 hand in selecting!
Nor will he be able to teach his students effectively without
then.

Building & good collection is a problem in quantity and
quality and the problem is how to get both at the same time. They
cannot be measured in the same way. Budget authorities, academic
planners and librarians have tangled with this problem, usually to
thair own bafflement. Vermer W. Clapp, former president of the
Council for Library Resources, and Robert T. Jordan, former starf
member of CLR, point out in their "Quantitative Criteria for Ade-~
quacy of Academic Library Collections® (referred to below in Table
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V) that with one exception rogional accrsditing agencies reject
outright the number of hooks as a measure of adequacy and that
the exoeption, the Southern Association, hardly gives the idea oo‘
much &8 & passing grade} in using the reference Library Statistioo

of Colleges and Universities: Annual Analytic Report, says the
Assooiation, "institutional authorities should consider it a

serious danger signal if the library regularly falls in the lowest
quarter of any of the categories analyges."

Clapp and Jordan recognize, however, that budgeting and ap-
propriating authorities have to use quantitative vases for their
decisions. So also, spparently, does the Association of College
and Research Libraries of the American Zibrary Association, for
after devoting much more space in its statement of standards on
the quality of the library books that neei to be acquired by
0lleges emphasizing four-year programs for undergreduates, it
presents a numerical formila. Specifically, i%s denotes & minimum
collection of 50,000 “carefully chosen" voliumes for a student body
of 600 students, increasing for every additional 200 students by
10,000 additional)l volumes, and suggests that the rate for neces-
sary growth may slow down when a collection reaches approximately
300,000 volumes.

The figures have somstimes been ¢ritioized as arbitrary.

But 50,000 volumes is & minimum base, figures are needed in the
midst of any budget approximation, and no one else has cowe up
with another acceptable numerical standard. The fact that quan-
tity cannot be equated with quality in ook collections grows out
of aifferences in funotion, point ¢f view, and purpose. Budgst
authorities work with figures and cannot know intimately the
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TABLE V
QUANTITATIVE FORMULA FOR ACADEMIC LIBRARY COLLECTICNS
BY VERNER W. CLAPP AND ROBERT T. JORDAN#

Docu-
Books Periodicalcs ments Total
Titles Volunes Titles Volumes Volumes Volumes

To a basic collection, viz.t .
1. Undergraduate Litiary 35,000 L2,000 250 3,750 5,000 50,750
Add for each of the following
as indicated:
. 2, Faculty member (full-time
equivalent) 50 © 60 1 15 25 100
3+ Student (graduste or
‘undergraduate in full-
time equivalents) 40 1 1 12
Le Unéergraduate in honcrs
or independent study
programs . ' 10 12 12
S. Field of undergraduate
concentration—~"major"
subject field 200 240 3 L5 50 335
6. Field of graduate con=- : :
centration—Master's
work or equivalent 2,000 2,L00 10 , 150 500 3,050
7. Field of graduate con-

centration--Doctoral ’
work or equivalent 15,000 18,000 100 1,500 5,000 24,500

-

#see Verner W, Clapp and Robert T, Jordan, “Quantitative Criteria. for Adequacyvof
Academic -Library Collections,® College and Research Librarios, September, 1965,
pp. 371-80. The article is the most sophisticated ‘treatment of its subject in

. print, yet the formula suggested is incomplete and does not answer the problem of -
. quantity in a definitive, acrogswthe-board manner. What it does do is to suggest
in quantitative terms, as in the above tabls, some of the important qualitative
factors in building a sound academic collection over a period ~f time; for example,
in addition to the basic collection of 50,750 volumes it postulates 50 additional
titles {60 volumes) for every faculty member FTE but suggests that these be added
at the rate of 3 a year over a l6-year period, which is postuvlated as the predice
table “"1life" of an academic library collection. More impertantly, the article
points out the many qualitiative factors which can affect an acadenic library col=-
lection, Such factors are significant for library planners on a particular campus
seeking to fit the adequacy of a library collection to the institution's educa- .
tional needs. Every academic library administrator should be thoroughly familiax .
with its suggestionse _ .
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materials or the objectives at stake. Quality can be applied only
by those closely involved with the seleotion of books on and for
a partioular campus. Theoretically, those responsible for build-
ing a specific library collection could become so convinced of

the significance of their mission and their perforuance in carry-
ing it out that they could impose their conviotion on the appro-
priating authorities -~ or the appropriation authorities could be
s0 sympathetic to the purpose and performance of a particular
college or library administration that it would quickly accept its
proposals at face value. Such attitudes, however, are not usually
within the roles played by either group of participants. Thus a
quantitative standard is acceptable 88 a first guideline. The
guideline is especially useful in budgeting for publicly supported
academic institutions where appropriating bodies are concerned not
with one or two institutions but with many of varying sise and
tradition, and where, as in Maryland, the institutions are attempt-
ing to cope with numerous and varied problems in their efforts to
respond to student and teachexr demand.

It is useful here to distinguish betwesn library coliections
at four-year state colleges and those at two-year community col-
leges. Not only are there major differences between lengths and
shapes of program in the two types of academic institutions to
which the librariec must fit their resources, but there are Aaif-

ferences in rate and manner of collection growth.

The State Colleges
Like other four-year institutions, the state colleges have

developed in a more traditional manner. Their library collec-

tions must continue to grow with accessiors from the modern world
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burgeoning with new knowledge, but they cannot ignore the pattemn
of thoir past "established" history. The pattern was noted by

the late Premont Rider when he discovered some years ago that most
academnic library collections double every sixteen years. In this
period a librery completss & oycle. Depreciation of earlier acces-~
sions sets in. Subjects which are still standard in teaching and
learning have to be renewed with new editions and modern replace-~
ments. Some older materiel - obsolete editions, extra copies of

‘works now seldom used, broken sets of unindexed periodicals, dam-

aged volumes - has to be weeded. Many, of course, having longer
life than others and still circulating occasionally, should remain
on the shelves.

It is no arbitrary judguent to estimate that the basic col-
lection for a liberal arts college should be somewhere between
50,000 and 75,000 volumes. Harvard University's Lamont list,
firet to be related to an undergraduate library and having a num-
ber of weakaiesses, numbored' 39,000 titles. The University of
Michigan's undergraduate collections, published in 1964, improved
over Lamont and totalled 56,550 titles. A bibliography for under-
graduate library use, sponsored by University of California li-
brarians and ochecked by many nonlibrary experts outside as well as
within the state, numbered 53,400 tiuu.l‘ Our first attention

dpubiished as Books for C Solege Livraries: s Selected List
28 auo on uuQ

of A roximate “Selection ¥ade
Yor %ngo !%vorsiu _9_; gﬁ!?ornia a's New O Fro & and Selected
With the Aspistance of College Teachers arians and Other Ad-—

VIBors. A«L.Ae; CRLOAZO, 19GT. 8 pr gram suggests that 19,
volumes of periodiocal ﬁies be added to the basioc book colloot:lon.
but no list of periodicals has besn inocluded.
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here is on numbers, yet the most interesting factor in the Cali-
fornia list, & major one, is its solid quality; thers is not an
acadenio library in Maryland that could not profit from extensive
use of it in thair seleotion; it is assumed that a number (there
is no source for knowing how many) have already profited.

Table VI, showing the axtent of library collections, includes
that of the University of laryland though the University's growth
formuia, necessarily differing from that for four-year under-
graduate institutions, is its own. Although the library's anmual
accession rate has averaged better than 100,000 volumes over the
past three years, the total collections have been falling behind
the sochedule set by the University's library study in 1965. Meet-
ing its annual objective in collections is important 4f the Uni-
versity is to maintain its growth as Maryland's chief state-sup-
ported research center.

8. It is recommended that the University of Maryland bs given
full financial support in meeting its growth objective in library
collections.

0f the state collegea only Salisbury and Maryland State meet
the numerical level of collections in the standard's formula. Of
the others whose collections' growth may be compared with that of
three ysars ago as recorded in the Nelson Report, Coppin, Frost-
burg, and U.M.B.C. have improved their holdings relative to the
standard. In these three years Bowie has slipped back slightly
in the ratio of holdings to standard. In the same period the
ratioe for Morgan and Towson, with inoreasing enrollments press-
ing heavily against the resources of each institution, have markedly
fallsn. Both Towson, with a large new building ¢f 600,000-volume
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TABLE VI

HOLDINGS OF PUBLIC FOUR-YEAR COLLEGES AND UNIVERSITY OF MARYLAND
COMPARED WITH STANDARD FORMULA®

Fall, 1968 Actual
Enrollment Recommended Holdings
Institution FTE Holdings 19€8-63 Difference

Bowie State College 1,008 70,000 44,836 -25,164
Coppin State College 869 63,450 60,543 ~2,907
Frostburg State College 2,237 131,850 85,294 -45,933
Morgan State College 3,890 214,500 110,917 -103,583
Salisbury State College 855 62,750 82,125 +19, 375
St. Mary's Coll. of Md. 443 50,000 23,126 -26,874
Towson State College 6,151 - L 131,101 -
University of Maryland 29,234 *x 1,092,054 -
U.M.B.C. 1,707 1C., 350 76,737 -28,613
Marylend State College 671 53,550 56,288 +2,738

* 50,000 Vol. 1st 600 students
10,000 Vol. every 200 students thereafter

**Above 300,000 Volumes, formula becomes less appropriate or applicable.

Applying formula in full, Towson's recommended holdings would be
327,500 volumes.
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' capacity, and Morgan, with a new building planned for 1971, could

accommodate collections larger than the number of volumes pro-
jeoted for them under the standard.

A master's ocandidate requires several times the number of
volumes to Jraw upon ag does an undergraduate. In the face of the
nunber of master's programs and enrollments in state colleges (see
Pable VII), it should be & matter or priority to eliminate defi-
ciencies in library collections as rapidly as possidble. Such pro-
grams and enrollments will markedly increase if the need for them
a8 outlined in the MCHE's Master Plan is met in the coning years.
Mthomoro. if an urban univeruity wers to be established by the
merging of four state colleges in the Baltimore area, as has heen
proposed, ons of its developments would be & Ph.D. program, which
would require boo. resources in urban studies ten times stronger
than for the largest master's program.

9. It is recommended that funds be b‘ appropriated to bring the
holdings of state o M iibraries requiring increases :I.n M
annual accessions rate much nearer to, if not in every ___o_ en-
$irely up $o, the recommended holdings formuls.

The quality of library book collections, fully as important
as their quantity, is within the looal respousibility of each in-
dividual college and lihrary edministration. The book collection
shovld be related both directly and indirsotly to the ocurrioculum,
it should ﬁwludc a variety of books for purposes of recreational
reading as well a8 for s’‘mulating and satisfying intellectual
ocuriosity, and its refexence collection should range outside the
curriculum to0 bibliographies and other standard works in all major
fields of knowledge. XFor basic selections the library should make
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TABLE VII

MASTER'S PROGRAMS AND ENROLLMENTS
IN SPATE COLLEGES, FALL, 1968

Number of Graduate
Master's Enrollment®
Institution Programs M T
Bowie State CGollege 7 4 383
Coppin State College 2 13 193
Frostburg State Collegs 6 — 558
Korgan State College 5 25 420
Salisbury State College HA - 115
8%, Nary's College of Ma. - — ——
Towson State College T 44 1,350
U.I.B 000 NA A 5
Maryland State College —— o -
PUBLIC 4-YEAR STATE TOTAL 27 86 3,034 _

*Part-time enroliment cannot be evaluateu. in FIE.

Enrollment figures reported to Maryland Council fox Higher Education.
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liberal use of Books for College Libraries, and for maintaining
an annual inoreament of authoritative and timely publioations, it

should regularly check listings and reviews in the monthly maa-
sine ghoing. Where additional or advunced material is needed

for honors work, independent study, or master's programs, there
are available for utilization standard bibiiographies prepared by
specialiots in nearly every field of interest for advanced college
work. BSels.tion is the responsibility of the library director
working in conjunction with the faculsy.

10. It is recommended that the library director be & member
of the gollege gurriculum or educational plenning committes i%
is further recommended that the director be g meuber of the col-
Aege's Jibrary Development Commitbes, commonly oonsidered useful
in sn sdvisory role, snd that pne of She committee's mejor dutier
be %o assist in planning the genera) growth of ihe library's gol-
leckions,

Commnity Colleges

A decade &go minimum standard sise of a book colleotion for
& Jjunior college of a thousand students was postulated at 20,000
volumes - considerably less than for a four-year college. Today
thie can hardly be the norm. Both the role and rates of growth
of the commnity college have changed from thone of the earlier
two-year institution.

The community college, first fostered in Maryland as a local
ingtitution, hes become in a brief apan the fastest growing seg-
ment in the state's system of higher education. It brings higher
education within the economic range of an inoreasing number of

=
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state residents. It offers not only introductory work for trans-
for to junior and senior years in a four-year college, but programs
for adult (or oontinuing) education and terminal-occupational pro-
graus for young people interested in preparing themselves for jobs
in the new technology. Table VIII gives both present situation
and future perspective on the growth of terminal-~occupational pro-
grams, all of them requiring educational resources in addition to
those required in the first two years of a liberal arts curricu-
lum. The commnity college library refleots these new factors in
such degree that it can no longer he coneidered either a pale imi-
tation of the library oif the liberal arts college or an institu-
tion necessarily smaller in sigze. One team of authorities has
suggested that because a greater amount or materials is necessary
to maintain the diversified progxt s offered by a comprehensive
community college its "library should provably be larger than thut
of a comparable-sized four-year liberal arts college.'2
Youth of organigation, new programs, and rapidly continuing
growth of student population are the principal reasons for quanti-
tative development of collaotions. The traditional sixteen-year
cycle of growth does not apply. Though the community colleges
vary in the first stages of their advancemant and one cannot
accuratsly predict their approach to maturity, a decade appears
to approximate more closely their first cycle of growth. The
recent explosion of published knowledge and the immediate demund

2

F. P. Morlo and W. D. Walling, Guide for Pl Communit
College Facilitice (New Brunswink, NeJe? pm.rm—grmfon e Jrarammae
Studies and Research. Oraduate School of Bducation. Rutgers—-
the State University, 1964), p. 34.
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TABLR VIIX
TERMINAL~OCCUPATIONAL PROGRAKS IN MARYLAND COMMUNITY COLLEGES

OPERATIONAL, 1968-69; AND PROPOSED
(Proposed programs in parenthesis.)

| £ 38§

| §§§§§

Services
tional

Institution

(" Allegany Commnity Coll. (2) 3(2) (3) 22} (2) 5 (10)
; Anne Arundel Comm. Ooll. (2) 2(2) 3(6) 2(4) 4(7) 2(3) 13 (24)
| Conwa. COoll. of Baltimore 2(2) 5(3) 9(9) 7(6) 9(3) 32 (23)
| Catonsville Comm. Coll, (2) 4(3) 5(8) 7(3) (5) 16 (21)
; Charles Cty. Comm. Coll. 6 (3) 3 (2) 9 (5)
“ Chosapeake College 2(1) (1) (3) 1 3 (5)
i Essex Commnity College 5(2) 3(7) 8(1) 16 (10)
Frederick Comm., College 1(3) 2 2(3) @) 5 (M
l | Hagerstown Junior College 3 ) 7 (1) 20 (2)
Harford Junior College (1) (6) 3(4) i(5) (20) (4) 4 (30)
]~ Mentgomery Jr.-Takoma Pk 1 4(20) 4(9) 3(2) 1{6) 13 (26)
I Montgouery Jr.-Rockville 2 4(12) 1(4) 2(26j 2(7) 11 (39)
N Prince George's Coma. Coll. () 3Q) 2(2) (9) () 4 (1)
[ GCecil Commmnity College® 1) (2) 1 2 (3)

TOTALSs Opnerationsl T 47 28 37 24 143
Proposed (5) (13) (48) (58) (59) (36) (219)

#0pened fali, 1968.

¥igures from revieed copy, "An Inventory ¢f Programs in Maryland's Pub-
; lic and Private Universities and Colleges,"” MCHE, January, 1969.

l[ 54
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for technicians to apply that knowledge has much to 4o with the
unprecedented need for substantial colleoctions of materials for
community colleges. The bulk of these materials cennot te sup-
plied by interlibrary loan or in colleotions elsewhera but should
be available in the library on the home campus.

It is consequently suggested that the basic quantitative ob-
Jective of the community college library be to acquire a collec-
tion of 40 volumes for every student in the first thousand stu-
dents FI'E, 30 volumes for each of the second thousand, and 20
volumes for each additional student thereafter.3 This formula
meets the criterion for a substantial collection in the early
stage of growth and the factor of later slowdown in acquisitions
rate. Only one of the cormunity libraries presently meets the
standard set by the formula (Table IX), but it is suggested that
the formula be applied as an objective to be met in the next five
years. For purposes of practical discussion and planning, these
colleges appear to be in the midet of their first decade of de-
velopment. The three colleges with the largest gape %0 fill to
meet the objective -~ Community College of Ya'’.more, Montgomery
Junior at Rockville, and Prince George's - have the largest stu-
dent populations; their provlem in all educational phases is to
keep abreast >f student demand, and it is vital that they not
fall behind in this educationsl resource.

3No distinction has been made here detwesn titles and volumes.
In practice, however, it is recogniszed that emall enrollments call
for a heavy emphasis on purchase of single copies of titles where-
as larger enrollments call for a proportionately larger number of
oopies (inocluded in the volume count).

ERIC a9




TABLE IX
HOLDINGS OF COMMUNITY COLLEGE LIBRARIES COMPARED WITH FORMULA®

47

¥all, 1968 Recom- Aotual
Institution nnrgéﬁmont g:?:::gn g;égiggn Difference
Allegany Commmnity Coll, 428 17,120 25,583 + 8,463
Anne Arundel Comm. Coll. 1,220 46,600 21,211 -25, 389
Comm. Coll. of Baltimore 3,404 98,080 43,567 -54,513
Catonsville Comm. Coll. 2,099 71,980 34,972 -37,008
Charles Cty. Comm. Coll. 423 16,920 12, 361 - 4,559
Chesapeaks College 316 12,640 7,426 - 5,204
Besex Community College 1,475 54,250 20, 398 -33,852
Frederick Comm. College 584 23,360 9,194 =14,166
Hagerstown Junior College 892 33,680 30,419 - 5,261
Harford Junior College 1,072 42,160 22,622 -19,538
Montgomery Jr.-Takoma Park 1,509 55,270 28,924 «26, 346
Montgomery Jr.-Rockville 2,954 89,080 23,071 -56,009
Prince George‘’s Comm. Coll. 3,193 93,860 37,000 -56,860

#40 vol. per student, lst 1,000.
30 vol. per student, 2nd 1,000.
20 vol. per stulent, balance of enrollment.
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11. It is recommended that funds be appropriated to bring
ihe boldings of gomminity gollege libraries requiring inoresses
in their sunual @cosssion rutes over the next five yeary mich
oloser to, if not in every case entirely up to, the recommended

holdings standard.
Quality is as much at stake in the commnity college library

as in that of the four-year liberal arts institution. Responsi-
bility for quality, again, lies with the college and library ad-
ministration. Where there is a college organizeation by division,
the library administrator should be a division head, and he should
be a member of the currioculum committes and of a library develop-
ment committee (if not also its chairman) as noted in Recoxmenda-
tion 10. |

For books in the generzl and liberal arts progrem, biblio-
graphies for junior colleges are outdated, except for Frank J.
Bertalan's The Junior College Library Colleotion (1968) which can
be used judiociously. Library selection can draw more confidently
upon Books for Coliege Libraries and currently on the lists and
reviewa as they appear in Choice. PFor terminal-occupational pro-
grams, selection may be more difficult. Current indexes and re-
views 0f technical books will be helpful, but heavy reliance will
fall on aspistance in selection from teaching faculty.

Other Materials
Frostbhurg State and Salisbury State are regional depositories

for Pederal government documents. Other libraries may purchase
such documsnts as they need and process them in their general col-
lections. One common weakness in academic libraries is documents

07



49

on the state level; this may be one area (we have no information)

in which Xaxylandts college libraries should make a greater effort
at acquisition. State documenis are sometimes difficult to learn

about and obtain in any oconsistent fashion.

Periodicals are secondary only to books as academic library
materials. Clapp and Jordan recommend 125 psriodical subscrip-
tions a8 the basic minimum for two-year colleges, and 250 for
four-year colleges. However, such is the importance of current
periocdicasls for terminal-technical programs that 250 appears the
best minimun figure for community colleges as well as four-year
institutions. 7Table X shows that all but three comminity colleges
have reached this level, and each of the three has an enrollment
of less than 600.

The problem again, however, is not eo much quantity as quality
and pertinence to the individual institution's ourriculum and pro-
gram. A periodical indexed and acoompanied by a bound back file
is a valuable resource simply on the basis that readers, using the
indexss, will ask for it. (An exception to be taken account of
here is the useful new technical journal which has not yet "made”
one of the major indexee.) Librarians may choose their subsorip-
tion 1list from among the major periodical tools: Readers' Guide
o Periodical Literature (130 selected general and nontechnical
periodicals), International Index (170 journals in the social
sciences and humanities), and Applied Science and Technology Index
(200 journals). For academic libraries, however, a larger list
selected specifically for academic use is Evan Parber's Classified

List of Periodicels for the College Library. Ite last edition,
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TABLE X

CURRENT PERIODICALS AND OTHER SERIALS RECEIVED BY MARYLAND'S
PUBLICLY SUPPORZED ACADEMIC IWSTITUTIONS
Reported August, 1969

Pericdical Other
Institution Titles Serial Titles
WR-YEAR COLLEGES, ANI
RO ATY QF WARYIAND

Bowie State College 501 103
Coppin State College 526 2,300
Frostburg State College 937 Bst. 600
Morgan State College ™ 130
Salisbury State College 405 200
St. Mary's College of Nd. £30 18
Towson State College 1,060 924
University of Maryland 14,206% T,874%n
UsMeBoCo 1,951 328
NMaryland State College 675 120
TWO-YEAR COLLEGES
Allegany Conmunity College 220 14
Anne Arundel Community College 250 100
Community College of Baltimore 534 (o]
Catonsville Community College ' 356 12
Charles County Commnity College 185 20
Chesapeake College 279 41
Essex Community College 416 262
Prederick Community College 184 1
Hagerstown Junior College ' 399 NA
Harford Junior College 375 50
Montgomery Junior College-Tetoma Park 275 8
Nontgomery Junior College-Rookville 299 50
Prince George's Community College 414 179

#Includes duplicates
#sIncomplete count
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issued in 1957, is now outdated, but a new and revised list, to
be published in 1970, will include csome 900 titles, 60 per cent
more than previously. There is also to be available this fall
Bill Katg's Magarines for Libraries, & new annotated list of
more vhan 2,000 journals which will focue partly on the needs of
academic libraries. Periodicuel titles need to be weeded more
frequently than books, and all of Maryland's academic libraries
should find the new liets helpful in evaluation of their own
collections.

Fifteen thousand volumes of bound periodicals is the recom-
mended basic collection for four-ysar colleges, and the same num-
ber but with many different titles, would de a useful objective
for community colleges. A growins number of these back files (as
well as publications like newsparers, out-of-print iteme and doou-
mentary series) can now be more easily purchased in mioroform -
microfilm, microcard, microprint, and microfiche - rather than in
their original form. Maryland's academic libraries, both public
and private, have recently been increasingly adding microforms to
their collections as shown in Table XI A and B. Microforms ere
considerably less simple and convenient to use than original print
since reading machines are required to "blow up* the microtext to
readable size. Recent introduction of the reader-printer, however,
has pade feasible the readable reprcduction of brief materials
from microfilm and microfiche, and despite a cost higher than
Xerox oopying.v 1librarians should ﬁnticipato greater use of this
device in reproduction of periodiocal articles for both local stu-
dents and faculty and as an excellent substitute for interlibrary
loan of back files.
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TABLE XI A

GROWTH OF MIOROFORM HOLDINGS BY YEAR-END TOTALS IN
MARYLAND PUBLIC INSTITUTIONS OF HIGHER BIXUCATION

1966 = 1967 1967 - 1968 1968 -~ 1969

Resls Units

of Other

Micro Micro

Ingtitution Filnm Form Reels Units Reels Units
Bowie State College 387 0 499 +] 502 351
Coppin State College 1,904 0 2,127 0 2,72 0
Frostturg State College 1,457 7,319 2,126 7,872 3,390 8,4
Morgen State Collage 2,863 1,438 3,523 1,460 3,728 1,642
Salisbury State College 1,172 324 1,292 1,326 2,517 1,907
8t. Mary's Coll. of Md. 2 0 558 o 1,052 3,039
Towson State College 3,806 20,275 5,725 22,285 6,164 23,904
University of Maryland 11,689 23,288 14,572 92,594 17,960 210,147
.~ UsMeBeCo 0 0 887 0 3,437 (o)
|. Maryland State College 1,568 133 1,811 324 2,727 3,216
, ZWO-YEAR COLLEGES

_ Allegany Comm. College 170 76 228 76 287 76
I Anne Arundel Comm. College 0 0 1,275 o 1,418 o
" Comm. Coll. of Baltimore 1,436 0 2,12 0 2,954 0
" Catonsville Comm. College 782 0 787 0 1,486 491
" Charles Cty. Comm. College V] 0 -0 0 13 o
- Chesapesake College 0 0 1,148 0 1,35 0
Essex Community College 0 O ™M o 97 0
Prederick Community Coli. 0 o 0 0 14 0
" Hegerstown Junior Collegs 0 0 483 2,225 1,125 2,225
~ Rarford Junior College 360 0 462 0 462 0
; Montgomery Jr.-Takoma Park 463 0 581 0 78 0
- Montgomery Jr.~Rockville 246 0 405 0 759 25
0 682 0 880 0

. Prince George's Comm. Coll. 433

=,
ok
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TABLE XI B

GROWTH OF MICROFORM HOLDINGS BY YEAR-END TOTALS IN
MARYLAND PRIVATE INSTITUTIONS® OF HIGHER EDUCATION

1966 -« 1967 1967 « 1968 1968 -~ 1969
Reeols Unite

of Other
Micre Micro
Institution Film Form Reels Units Reele Units
FOUR~YEAR COLLEGES,
Baltimore Coll. of Comm. o 0 o 0 164 0
Columbia Union College .0 2,054 0 2,095 0 2,136
Goucher College : 3,850 Est1,000 4,036 1,019 4,205 1,019
Hood College 1,905 958 2,054 958 2,828 958
Johne Hopkins Univ. 12,000 384,000 10,856 454,500 NA NA
Loyola College 2,478 560 2,478 620 29,100
Md. Inst. College of Art ¢ 354 0 600 854
Mt. St. Agnes College 338 190 333 190 NA KA
Mt. St. Mary's College 1,481 1,672 1,961 NMA 2,467 500
Coll. of Notre Dame of Md. 933 450 961 450 961 450
Yeabody Consv. of Music 2 0 NA NA
St. Johns College 25 0 25 0 25 0
. 8t. Joseph College 5 -0 202 0 350 241
- St. Nary's Sem. Univ. E 0 1,253 0 RA NA
Univ. of Baltimore 328 T 2,104 400 2,403 956
Washington College 1,273 5,120 1,34% = 5,120 NA KA
Western Maryland College 965 - 133 1,306 138 1,568 136
0-YEAR COLLEGES
St. Charles College 0 0 98 2 (See St. Mary's
| | Sem. University)
Kirkland Hall 239
Trinitarian College 90 0 98 2 NA NA
- Xaverien College 257 0 NA NA

- #Institutions without microform or not reporting in these three years not
included.
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The latest invention in mini-form, ultra-microfiche, reduces
the original type-size atill further and requires still another
type of reading machine; it has so faxr been limited in promotion
and production to the packaging in cartridge form of a series of
large library book colleotions considersd beyond the resources of
the small or medium-size college library. The expense and use of
ultra-miocrofiche should probably be shared in gonsortia or by
groups of libraries. |

No other material is more uncertain or troublesome for-an
academic library to relate to than the audio~visual. There ars
no recogniged standards of quantity or quality.4 The A~V depart-
mant's quarters may be in the library or elsswhere, and in either
case the department may be administered under the library director
or under its own independent leadership. Nor are ite materials
or its mission consistently defined. In one inatitution ite chierf
role may be t0 borrow and show films, In another, the depariment,
an expansion of activities under the title of “media center® or
"learning resources center,” may inolude some former library acti-
vities ae well ae having responsibilities for operating a language
laboratory, a computer ceanter, or closed circuit television. %The
uncertainty of its role in colleges may stem from the rapid growth
of electronic technology and production, from 'a certain competition
with the intellectual and longer esstablished method of learning by
reading, or from the faot that media directors are distracted frou
Socoming connoisseurs of A~V materials (paralleling "bookmen® in

4gne National Education Association's Department of Audio-
visusl Imstruction has drawn up quantitative standards for person-
nel, equipment and materials in the sckools, dut thers are none
foxr higher education. -
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the library) by the need for constant attention to machines.,
Whatever the reasons, the media department and the library are
frequently in an uneasy state of tmmion.s
The presence of audio-visual media is well established in
Maxryland's publicly supported colleges, particularly in ite com-

mnity collezes. Yet in a brief informal survey, the extent of

~gudio=visual amctivities and responsibilities appear to vary con-

siderably. On campuses where the library is established and the
A=V department is dynamio or growing, the relationship between
‘he two tends to be restless and shifting, and this can be ‘true
whether or not the department is in the library, and whether or
not it is under library administration. The ccnsultant also has
the strong impression that whether A-V is considered e part of
the library or whether it is adminietered meparately, there is
ra.rely any planned, consistent ratio in budget expenditures be-
tween the two as there should be.

12, It is recommended thet & study Le made of Yhe economic
and gdninigirative relationships between medis departments and
libraries on the campusges of Maryland's publicly supported col-
leges in order to establish a more rational pattern of their use
in the total educational programs of these institutions.

snettye U. Johnson and Dengil Swiger report a brief survey

of current audio-visusl organigntional practices in many American

colleges in "New Research: How Colleges Organise Media Services,”
College and Univereity Business 45 (November, 1968): 78-80. .

64
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CHAPTER IV
PERSONNEL

A mejor measure of the strength of a library is the quality
and sige of its staff. Without competent people, employed in
sufficient numbers to handle library services as they develop,
no emount of educetional materials, machines, or bricks and mor-
tar will accomplish the desired result. Wages and salaries are
the largest single item in the budgeis of nearly all academic
libraries in the Unitea States. i

The best availgble'ehorthand measure of staff adequacy is
the proportion of full-time studente to professioneal staff members.
No standard has been set up by American college and university li-
brarians, but the ratic adopted by Canadian librarians is one pro-
fessional worker to every 1300 studente.

Table XII gives the ratio of professional staff PPE to stu-
dent FTE enrollments for Maryland's publicly supported institutions
of higher learning. Of the institutione which, according to the
suggested ratio, are understarffed, five are community colleges, all
of which have been surfering growing pains. Of the larger insti-
tutions, the University of Maryland is better aupporte& then the
state colleges by a substantial nonprofeseional staff, but in con-
trast, its enrollment inclnudes several thoueand graduate students,
whos; library needs are greater than those of undergraduates; Tow-
son State, more seriously affected, has recentily been asking without
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TABLE XII

RATIO OF PROFESSIONAL LIBRARY STAFF TO FULL-TINE EQUIVALENT
ENROLLMENT IN MARYLAND PUBLICLY SUPPORTED INSTITUTIONS OF
HIGHER EDUCATION, FALL 1968

FTE Number of FTE Ratio of
Enrollment*® Professional Professionals
Institution Fall 1968 Library Staff to Students

FOUR-YEAR COLLEGES, AND
UNIVEESITY OF MARYLAND
Bowie Siate Coliege 1,008 3 1{}}5 -
Coppin State College ! 869 4 ///////13217
Frostourg State College 2,237 8 - - 1:280
Morgan State College * 3,890 g 1:278
Salisbury State College 855 6 1:143
St. Mary's College of Md. 443 4 1:111
Towson State College | 5,151 13 1:473
University of Maryland 29,234 90 1:326

" U.M.B.C. 1,707 6 1:285
Maryland State College 671 4 1=l§§
TWO-YEAR COLLEGES
Allegany Community College 428 2 13214
Anne Arundel Comm. College 1,220 2.5 1:488
Community College of Baltimore 3,404 8.2 1:415

~ Catonsville Comm. College 2,099 6 1:350
Charles Co. Comm. College 423 2 l:211
Chesapeake College 316 1 1:316
Essex Community College 1,475 3 1:492

 Frederick Community College 584 2 1:292
Hagerstown Junior College 892 3 1:297
Harford Junior College 1,072 4.5 1:238
Montgomery Jr. — Takoma Park 1,509 5 1:302
Montgomery Jr. - Rockville 2,954 5 1:591
Prince George's Comm. Coll. 3,193 5.25 1:608

*The demands made on libraries, especially where graduate students are in-
volved, may be more accurately reflected by a head count of students than
by FTE enrollment.

| Enrollment figures from MCHE. Staff figures reported by institutions on
U.S. Office of Education HEGIS forms.

Q
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success for more staff assistance.. _

A veriable in the difference in ratics among some of the in-
stitutions listed in the table is institutional lini. The minimum
standard for staff in four-year colleges, regardless of smallness
of enrollment, is three professionel librariane, and for two-year
coilosuo tlie minim:m was put a decade ago at two profeaaionais ard
one experienced unonprofessional. These figures are an arbitrary
necesnity, for an academic library giving adequate service will
be open & minimuum 61‘ €5 hours a week, inocluding five evenings, with
a competent staff member in attendance at all tmi except the
dinner how.

As the library grows, the makeup of the staff should approach
or reach the 'ratio of two nonprofessional assistante to every one
FTE professional librarian.

As Ffor student workers, they are useful on at least two
counts - a8 & current lieson with the studert body and as & de-
velopmental pool for eventual full-time nonprofessional or profes-
gional library workers, currontiy mqh nesded everywhers. They
mey be included in tke nonprofessional wosk force (see Table XIII),
but if their asepistance FTE makes up more than a third ot nonpro-
fessional FTE, their trah;ins and supervision 1sn likely to require
an undue amount of staff time and attention, and the quality of
library service will tend to deteriorate. Students ihould not be
accepted for library joLs on fédoral work-study funds or on any
other basis withoui an interview and a brief aptituds test.

The small library in its beginnings may not 'bo able to attain
the one-to-two profeniiond.—nonproi’oniom ratio. But as the
library grows, such should be its objective. The tendency towarad
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TABLE XIII
LIBRARY STAFF PROFILES, INCILUDING STUDENTS, 1968-69

Ratio
Profes- Nonpro~ Total Student Total Profes-
sional fessional _ Assistance = Nonpro- seional to
Staft Staft _ fessional Nonpro-
Instituticn ME FPE Houre® FTE®® FTE fessional

Bowie Stao College

3 4.5 2,520 1l.44 5.94 11198
Coppin State College 4 6 5,430 3 9.1 ls2.27
Frostburg State College 8 8 6,286 3.59  11.59 1:11.45
- Morgan State College 14 12 14,974 8.56 20.56 1:1.47
Salisbury State College 6 3 2,784 . 1.59 4.59 110.77
. 8%. Mary's Coll. of Md. 4 3.8 5,054 2.89 ° 6.69 111.76
Towson State College 13 16 14,122 3/4 8.07 24.07 1:1.85
~ University of karyland 90 148 142,822 81.61 229.61 1:12.55
U.M.B.C. 6 9 . 17,256 . 9.86 28.86 1l:13.14
Marylard State College 4 3 7,845 4.48  7.48 111.87
, Q- CO.
_ Allegany Community College 2 1 4,435 2.53 3.53 12.77
_ Anne Arundel Corm. College 2.5 1.5 5,190 2.97 4.47 131.78
Cozm. Coll. of Baltimore 8.2 4 9,750% 5457 9.57 111.17
. Catonsville Comm. College 6 8 8,000 4.57 12.57 112.1
" Charles Cty. Comm. Coll. 2 1.5 4,427 2.53 4.03 1:2.02
* Chesapeake College 1 3.6 5,106 2,91 6.51 1:6.51
RBssex Community College 3 3 - 3,577 2.04 5.04 1:1.68
- Frederick Commnity Coll. 2 1 567 0.32 1.32 110.66
Hagerstown Junior College 3 1 3,002 1.72 2.72 110.91
 Harford Juni -* College 4.5 2 3,200 1.83 3.83 130.85
. Montgomery Jr.~-Takoma Park 5 6 576 °33 6.33 1s2.27
Montgomery Jr.-~-Rockville 5 4 900 51 4.51 1:10.90
. Prince George's Coma. Qoll. 5.25 12 11,330 6.47  18.47 1i3.52

#Includes following hours of nonstudent work in these institutions: MNorgan
- State 2,100 hours; Salisbury Stats 2,784; University of Maryland 3,533
Anne Arundel 9903 Community College of Baltimors 2,903%; Charles County
1,273; Chesapeake 44.

- #%gtudent FTE caloculated on basis of 1,750 houres = 1 ME nonprofessional.

"ERIC 68
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& greater number of nonprofeseionals proportional to the number
of professionals ehould be accelerated not only by growth in size,
but by allocation of incressing olerical work to olerical (non-
profuiionnl) workers, by conversion to Library of Congrees ser-
vices and classification, and by eventual progress in automated
agsistance, On the other hand, pressing mechanization and pack-
agud progreame in the begimning without the full minimum of pro-
fossional staffing is likely to inhibit interpersonal relationships
with faculty members and the development of the library as a re-
spected ccllege department. The librarian‘'s professional touch
is never more needed than in the estabvlishment of a library and
its patterns of use.

13. I% is recommended that Maryland's public academic li-
braries recognize as a guldeline the ratio of one professional
iibrarian for every 300 students enrolled FTE; and that all li-
braries as they grow, approach &s rapidly as possible a staff
ratio of gne professions) librarian FIE %o two ponprofessional
aseistents FIE including no more than & minor proportion of stu-
dent participat.a.

Another measure of staff adequacy is financial, reiating
to salaries and wages within the library budget. 2Two types of
items - salaries and wages, and funds for books, other materials
and binding - dominate an annual libdrary budget. The ratioc be-
twesn these two clusters of expenditures will normally fall some-
where between 3 t0 2 and 2 $0 1 = 60-67 per cent for salaries
and wages, 40-33 per cent for books, periodiocals, other materials
and binding. Table XIV shows that in 1968-63 only three commmity
colleges and three state colleges fell within the limits of the
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TABLE XIV

RATIO OF TOTAL WAGES AND SALARIES TO TOTAL SUM FOR BOCKS,
OTHER MATERIALS AND BINDING IN MARYLAND PUBLICLY
SUPPORTED INSTITUTIONS OF HIGHER EDUCATION

61

- Printe George'’s Comm. Coll.

. ®*Includes federal work-study funds.

Q

0

19681969
Bookse Percent for Percent for
Salaries Ha.torills Salaries Books, iate-
and and and rials and
Institution Vages#® Binding Wages Binding
FOUR-YEAR COLLEGES, AND '
UNLVERS ITY OF MARYLAND
Bowie State College $ 36,392 § 56,864 39.02% 60,98%
Coppin State College 67.782 44,403 60.42 39.58
Prostburg State College 142,834 125,248 53.28 46,72
Morgan State College 208,964 85,344 1.0 29.0
Salisbury State College 71,657 87,845 44.93 55.07
St. Mary's Coll. of Nd. 64,383 41,520 60.79 39.21
- Towson State Collage 239,195 141,934 62.76 37.24
. University of Maryland 1,664,286 1,307,716 56.0 44.0
. U.MeB.C. 127,250 n,82 28.98 T1.02
_ Maryland State College 68,586 54,806 55.58 44.42
- ZWO-YEAR OCOLLEGES
" Aliegany Community Coll. $ 33,927 § 8,004 80.91% 19.09%
- Anne Arundel Comm. Coll. 43,549 14,000 T5.67 24.33
* Comme Coll. of Baltimore 94,112 34,135 73.38 26.62
- Catonsville Comm. Coll. 117,972 55.000 68.2 31.8
. Cherles Oty. Coam. Coll, 31.051 25.000 55.40 44.60
. Chesapesake College 24,198 24,477 49.7T1 50.29
~ Essex Comm. College 64,911 33,497 65,96 34.04
Froderiock Comm. College 18,157 19,128 48.70 51.30
" Hagerstown Junior College 34,552 38,346 47.4 52.6
" Harferd Junior College 55,298 33,701 62.13 37.87
° Montgomery Jr.-Takoma Park 97,705 22,546 81.25 18.75
- Montgomery Jr.-Rockville 83,557 67,093 55.46 44.54
116,083 71,047 60,11 39.89
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normi four others may be sald to come fairly close to either its
upper or ite lower limite. That over half of Maryland's aocademic
libraries markedly miss fallirg within the limits of the norm's
pattern suggests serious imbalance of budget. For many in the
group, however, it aleo suggeeste something else. In sleven ineti-
tutions the weak item in the ratic is the one for wages and sala~
ries. Other evidence pointe to the conclusion that, particularly
in several state colleges, there is a need to beef up salaries
either individually, on a staff dbasis, or both.

Professional Stuff
Figures on beginning salaries for professional librarians are

published annuaslly. In the Library Journal for June 15, 1969 the
national average (mean) salary for all 1968 livrary school gradu-
ates was $7,660; gradustes with previous experience recseived an
average salary of $8,517; without such experience, their average
salary was §$7,218. We 40 not have salary figures for all Maryland
academic libraries, but samples from a number of public colleges
range beiween 86.600 and $8,200. Whether salariss for experienced
libvrarians follow a simile:: pattern would require further data and
analysis.

With some nxceptions Maryland's academic institutions compete
for persomnel in a high-salary arsa. The average salary of 1968
graduates of the University of Marylandt's School of Library and
Infornation Services was $8,017, fourth highest reported among the
43 accredited library schools in the United States. In the
Washington-Baltimore ares competition for competent persommel
comes not only from academio sources. Graduates of Maryland's
library school, with a minor background of office skills acquired

Q . ,71
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at a community college, can receive a federal govermment GS9
rating and begin work immediately at a salary of $9,230.

Ome aepect of Maryland's library salary problem is reflected
in the library schocl's records. The echool atitracis a majority
of its studente from Maryleid; in 1968-69, 174 out of 243 students
pursuing a library. degree came from wifh:l.n the state. From Sep-
tember, 1965 to Jamuary, 1969 the school's graduates numbered 196,
of whom 167 responded to cuestionnaires about their employment.
0f these, 96 reported positions in Maryland libraries - but in
this period of four and & half years only 21 were employed in an
academic library, either public or private, within the state. In
a broad mannex of spesking, Maryland's academic institutions ap-
pear to find it difficult to retain as professional librarians the
state's own qualirfied cictisen-students.

In a few institutions « Coppin, Bowie, Chesapeake, NMaryland
State = librarians report that lack of nearby housing or residen-
tial restrictions form an obatacle to attracting and retaining
staff, professional es well as nonprofessional. Frostburg, in
spite of pereistent efforts, has discovered its geographical iso-
lation a pro‘nlui in hiring professicnals. Nevertheless, monsy
(the lack of it) is essentially at the root of this "evil.®

The problem of hiring enough ocompetent profesaional staff is
most acute among some of the state colleges as appears in Table
XV. At the present time state colleges must request special per-
mission to fill vacant budgeted positicns because of a "freese"
on state employment. Vacancies, however, are only the top of the
iceberg., Hidden below the surface is the mumbuir of ngeded addi-
tional staff mesmbers asked for but denied in budget requests;

7
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PABLE XV

VACANCIES IN POSITIONS BUDGETED FOR FALL TERM, 1969
IN SPATE COLLEGES AND UNIVERSITY OF MARYLAND
Reported August 1969 :

Budgeted Budgeted Unfilled Unfilled
Profes~ Nonprofes- Profes- Ronprofes—

Institutions : ;::ﬂ%ons ;:aomona ;t:?&om gt:mm

Bowie State Collegs 5 4 1 1
Coppin State College 6 7 2 1
Frostburg State College 1 10 4 1
Morgan State College 11 16 0 0
Salisbury State College 8 4 1l 0
St. Mary's Oollege of Md. 7 4.8 3» 0
Towaon State College 16 22 6
University of Maryland 89.5 161 8.5 12
U.M.B.C. 9 13

Maryland State College 8 K

#Includes Director of Libvrary.

"3
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also to be included are the staff turnover with consequent lack

of staff stability and continuity, and the considerable time |

taken from the chief librarian's normal administrative duties in
the effort to find replacemantsa.

Community college libraries report no vacanoies - a condition
growing out of their proportionately better financial support and
from the fact that their professional salaries are usually nego-~
tiable and are often tied in with faculty rank and salary scale.l

Concerning faoculty salaries, the MCHE'e Master Plan says:

*As the standard of living rises and salaries
in general increase, salaries in higher educa-
tion must also increase. If faculty salaries
ware to fall far below salaries in other fields,
the faculty would seek employment in arsas other
than academic with a general deterioration in
the quality of higher education."
In & national profession in which the job today seeks the man

‘ rather than the reverse, the professional librarian considering an

academic position in Maryland is aiready in a condition analogous
t0 that of the faculty member weighing the advantages of other e
ployment. In the Washington-Baltimore ares in particular he can
see better salaries in government and special litraries, and some-
tines better working conditions in public libraries or in private
academic libraries.

J'In one commnity college libtrary the director, presently hard
up for shelving facilities, shifted funds from his iiboral book
fund in order to add the salary of a much needed professional gtaff
member - & move reflecting not only the director's professional ine
telligence but his freedon from bureaucratic repression.
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In order to serve & first-rate academic program, the academic
professional librarian should be a co~equal memder of the teaching
faculty with e selary scale commensurate with the faculty's. In
May, 1969 the Amerioan Association of University Professors re-
ported that compensation for all faculty ranks at colleges and uni-
versities had rieen 7.2 per cent during the year. Its salary sur-
vey gave average salaries by rank, type of institution, and type
of control in 1968-69 (nine months basis). For public liberal arts
colleges ("public colleges and emerging universities,” a parallel
ocategory, differed by lese than $12 a year in each rank) and for
public junior colleges it gave the fcllowing figures:

blic Public
Iibera) Colleges  Junior Colleges
Professor $15,274 $16,246
Associate Professor 12,133 | 12,903
Assistant Professor 10,120 10,776
Instructor | 8,005 8,863

These are the salary averages which Maryland‘'s public cclleges have
at least to meet if not %o surpass and they should be the salary
scale wb.ich the respective libraries should mit or surpass in a
professional library ranking parallel to that of the toaohinq fac-
ulty. | : . _
14. In Marylaend's publicly supported academic institutions
in which profeseional library saff members do not yet have faculty
Etetue end renk snd s salary gosle paralleling that of the temching
faculty, it is recommended that they be accorded such status, rank
and salary sosle. |

"o
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Nonprofessional Staff

The problem of attracting and retaining competent nonproies-
sional assistante in Maryland's academic libtraries is as aiffioult
a8 attracting professional staff, and as the proportion of trained
nonprofessionals increases acocording to nesd, the problum will be-
come acute. As Tables XIII and XV make cliar, the majority of
Marylard®s publio aoadenié libraries need greater numbers of non-
profesaional workers immediately, bt with normal library growth
and the developmsnt of mechanized devices, the numbers needed will
be s8till greater in the near future. Ilacking is not only suffi-
client compensation but for the state colleges enough flexibility
in the State Merit systom to acoommodate the better candidates for
nonyprofessicinal jobe who might apply.

The general contours of the problem are not Marylend's alone
but nationwide. OCfficials of the American Library Association, in
some alarm over the national need for nonprofessional library per-
sonnel and over the confusion in efforts to solve it, have taken
stepe toward establishing policy in the training, recognition and
exploymsnt of the nonprofessional. The pclicy envisions several
levels of positions, but essentially it recognises as the three
most distinct categories the clorical workeri the nonlilrary pro-
fessional who is a specielist not in librarianship tut in subjeocts
like information, business administra‘*‘on, or a foreign language;
and the library technician, who is & medern, smerging figure re-
quiring special treining.?

2Lester Asheim, Director of the A.L.A.'s Office for Lilrary
Education discusses policy in "Education and Manpower for Libra-
rianship,® A.L.A. B » Octoder, 1962{ definitions are elabo-
rated in “The Subproiessional or Technical Assistant; a Statement
of Definition," A,é.}_. Bulletin, April 1968; oriterie for education
of technical assistantes appear 1n Newsletter of the A.L.A.'s
Library Education Division, no. 68 (FeBruary, 1369).
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The clexrical worker is a well known, traditional figure in
library nonprofessional jobs. The nenlibrary professional is a
person of growing importance in large academic and research li-
braries requiring special expertisce., For most Maryland academic
libraries looking for added strength in their nonprofessional

" work, the most importent figure would appesr to be the library

tcehanician or technical assistant.

Eor four years da.tonnville Community College has .had a li-
brary technician program, and at least two other ooMty college
campuses hropou simllar programs within the next three years.

The need is there, but the Oatonsville experience in not prohhing.
Since 1955, 65 studernts have taken courses .:I.n its technician pro-
gran but no one has completed the rrogram, and as of now it is
being diacontinuod. | | | |

One library school expert in Iu'ylﬁ.nd has suggested that i:l—
traries should set up their own interns training program for
1library assistants and other nonprofessional work‘ra. This sug-
gestion, however, is ‘a kind of throwback to a public lirary

8cheme of on-the-job training, abandoned thirty years ago .as a

uako_nhirt arrangement. lore importantly, it is impossible for any
but the largest institutions to establish such training without
distortiug or abandoning some of their own iogular library ser-
vices. The need is for pust-high school academic training,

15. It is recommended that a .'M be made of the potential
gtudents and the cwrriculum reguired for iraining library teohni-
clsns, with s view to estanlishin; s successful program which
would feed into Maryland's sosdsmio libraries the nesded flow of
nonprofessional workers. |

"7
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A problem for the prospective libraxry technician or for
someone expecting & job at the end of his training ie the single
Job level established under the State Merit system. The standard
beginning salary for *Library Assistant™ was recently :'aised to
$4,411, with annual pay rising over six years toc & dead end at
$5,797. Thie is the only nonprofessional oategory under whica the
atate college .ibraries can apply for nonprofessioral assistance.
Ovar the state of Meryland there ure 25,000 positions in this
category. Almost one-sixth (4,000) of them are now reported
"vacant.® The state's Personnel Office has not opposed expansion
of the Merit System to advanced and better paying positions but
requests to expand them have died on ths vine.

The Qn:lvmity of Maryland's library, operating under the
University*’s current system of fiscal autonomy in the area of non-
professional hiring, has established three levels of nonprofes-
sionzl positions beginning with the ons which is statewide. The
universiiy library has on its staff by far the largest nonprofes-
sional representation, proportionately as well ss numerically,
of any state supported institution in Naryland. It is fair to say
that the library with its pz_'oblm of growth, could not operate
successfully without these graded positions. The positions with
attached salary ranges are:

Position : Salary m

Livrary Assistant I $4,411-5,757
Library Assistant II $4,852-6,377
Library Assistant III $5,872-7,125

{8
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16. It is recommended that Maryland extend its State Merit
m for state gollege libraries 1o include three categories o
Benprofessional librery pusitions as they are currently in opera-
3ion at the University of Maryland.:

"9




CHAPTER V

SUPPORT AND GROWTH

How much does it cost to save monesy?

That is “a good question" -~ one that would no doubt disturd
an accountant unleses the problem were nore precisely defined and
there wers full access to all cost figures. This obeerver, who -
i8 no accountant but was once an administrator, is moved to ask
the question rhetorically. He asks it as he views the budget
process for state college libraries. The "cost® involved is not

80 much an item in dollars and cents as it is a matter of pro~-

.longed tinme, personal effort, and human frustration.

In order to establish a new professional or nonprofessional
position in the library budget, the Library Director must iaclude
the position approximately a Year in advance in the library's
budget request. Begimning with the Librarv Director, thé request
must pass to, be coneidered by, and receive the approval of the
following officials or agencies:

'muu-y Director

#3tate Gollege President and his
budget officers

Board of Trustees of the State Colleges
- Staff
#Board members
*3¢ate Budget Bureaun
#Senate Finance Committee

#House Waye and Means Comxmittee

RO
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Governor's staff (recommendations)

%General Assembly

#*Governor
The asterisk indicates those stoppring points at which the new li-
brary position may be dropped from the budget. Budget hearings
are held for the ctate college budgets before the Senate Finance
Coumittee and the House Ways and Means Committee take action. At
these hearings all state college budgets are considered, and the
college presidenta, the Executive Director and several members of
the Board of Trustees of the itate Colleges a8 well as other in-
terested parties are invited to attend and provide additional in-
fomt_ion or justification for specific items as requsted. TFew
Trequests for such items as more library personnel make it to the
end of the line.

No one would deny that budget hearings ars necessary and
useful or that questions of.:t"aet and program should be raised at
such hearings. But is not institutional responsibility for in-
stitutional programs a reasonable ¢bjestive of Maryland‘'s system |
of hf.gho_r education? If it ie, would not some degree of fiscal
autonomy - .tho opportunity for a state college to dstermine how
it will aepportion a iunp sum budget - be an improvement over
present methods?

I.arso_ly because of local county support (county 25 per cent

of p ' student costs, the individual student 25 per cent, the
state 50 per cent), the community colleges have a different ap-
proach to fiscal control. Although community colleges vary in
their practices, most ‘of them have, for example, a salary scale
competitive with their county's salary system and in general have
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a greater dcgrn ot autonomr in "positions budsoted, pornonnol
-qualitications. and ndgotiation in hiring. Although the: couogu
do not po.rtioipato'_in the State Merit system, their personnel are
eligible (without legal requirement) for membership in state in-
surance and retirement plans.

17. It is recommended that state colleges receive greater
autonomy in the apportionment of the $otal institutional budget
allotted to esoh of them somumlly so §hat they may exercise
greateér oontrol and responsibility over important items within

those budgets.
Adequacy of support of a library can depsnd to some extent

on local conditions dbut there are certain general criteria which
are useful in determining such adequacy: the library'i Propore
tion of the total educational budget; the sige of the library in
relation to the type of academic programs offered; the expendi-
tures of the library as compared with the size of the student
body. In ourrent expenditures an impertant question is whothor
the library 18 already well established or is still in the process
of acquiring basic materials. .

In Table XIV we have seen that slightly over half of Mary-
land's publicly supported academic institutions do not fall within
the limits of the normal ratio of expsnditures for salaries and
wages to coste for books and other materials; this, however, is
in part an indiocation of the need for internal adjustment of li-
brary budget items, and for some libraries also an indication of
the need for improved salaries. -

A better overall indicator of -upport is the library's propor-
tion of its institution's general educational budget. PFinancial
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support should normally not fall below a level of 5 per cent of
the institution's sum for educational purposes. If a develop-
ing audio-visual department is under lidbrary jurisdiotion or if
graduate student enrollment is becoming an important fantor in
the institution's currioulum, 6-7 per cent is a more realistic
base figure, and if the library is in a period of very rapid
growth, the percentage may go to 10 per cent or' higher.

According to this general norm (see Table XVI), as of now the
libraries of Bowie, lMorgan, Towson (especially in contrast to its
need for expansion), Anne Arundel, Community College of Baltimore,
and Hagerstown Junior College need more support. In contrast are
the rapidly expanding libraries of the University of Maryland,
Baltimore County Campus; St. Mary's College of Maryland, which has
recently developed from a two-year to a four-year instituiion; and
Chesapeake and Catonsville Community Colleges.

- Another Iirsquently applied measure of adequacy is the library's
expenditure per student. For continuing support in four-ysar cel-
leges 8106 per capita is considered a standard figure. According
to this norm, Bowie is somewhat nearer adequacy than the library's
percentage of her institution's total budget would indicate, but
the figure 'tox- lorgin and even more that for Towson, reinforoe the
Judgment that an increase in support is much needed for both in-
etitutions. |

There is no agreed-upon per capita norm for Maryland's com-
nﬁnity college libraries, but none of the figures in Table XVI
seriously contradicts a norm of $75 per student. The average for
all Maryland commnity college libreries is $76.60.
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IN MARYLAND INSTITUTIONS OF HIGHER EDUCATION, 1968-69
LIBRARY EXPENDITURES PER FTE STUDENT, FALL, 1968

TABLE XVI
LIBRARY EXPENDITURES AS PER CENT OF TOTAL EDUCATIONAL EXPENDITURRBS

Total Institu-

75

AND THEIR

Total tional Expendi- Library
Libvrary tures (Bduca~ Percent Expendi-
Expendi- tional and For ture per
Institution tures General ) Livrary Siulent
POUR-YEAR COLLEGES, AND
UNIVERSITY OF NANYMARD
Bowie State College $ 95,806 $2,533,311 3.76% 8 95.05
Ceppin State Collage 124,562 1,507,749 8.2 143.36
Prostburg State College 281,486 3,945,143 T+13 125.83
Morgan State College 288,816 7,372,054 3.9 T4.25
Salisbury State College 158,795 1,824,220 = 8.7 185.73
St. Mary's Coll. of Nd. - 108,924 958,805  11.36 245,88
Towson State College 377,679 7,884,122 4.8 61.40
University of Maryland 3,135,320 NA NA 89.89
U.M.B.Co 460,912 3,042,240 15.15 270.01
Naryland State College 120,658 1,652,896 T«29 179.82
ZWO-YEAR COLLEGES |
Allegany Community Collegs §$ 37,447 $ 694,510 5,394 & 87.49
Anne Arundel Comm. College 54,985 1,488,655 3.69 45.07
Comm, Coll. of Baltimore 142,961 3,949,542 4.02 42.00
Catonsville Comm. College 184,455 2,017,040 9,1 87.88
Charles Cty. Comm. Collage 56,051 862,000 - 6.5 132.51
Chesapeake College 47,746 389,100 12.3 151.09
Essex Oommnity College 101,761 1,481,802 6.9 69,00
Frederick Commmnity College 34,285 450,717 7.6 58.71
Hagerstown Junior College 38,346 834,524 4.6 42,99
Haxrford Junior College 85,653 1,288,472 6.64 79.90
Montgonery Jr.-Takoma Park 126,452 RA NA 83.80
Montgomery Jr.~-Rockville 151,694 KA NA 51.35
204,202 3,272,329 6.2 63.95

Prinze George's Ccmm. Coll.

Pigures reported by institutions, U.S. 0ffice of RBducation forms.

.\)

84



76

18. It is recommended that all state college libraries fail-
4pg $o remch g minimnm lovel of 5 por gent of their totsl oduca-
tlonal budget and & level of $100 of Library expenditures per FIE
snrolled studsnt receive sdded support o sttain these levels; and
$het all comminity gollege libraries failing o resch the minimum

expenditure of 5 per gent of their total educational expenditures
and a level of $75 library expgnditure per FIE enrolled student
Ir3eive the added support pecessary jo attain those levels.

Inflation is a salient factor in libvrary financing. Book and
periodioal prices have ahmm marked annual increases in the past
aqoado. Periodicale in ohoniatry and phyaion. for omplo. have
more than doublqd their costs in this period, and such inportant
publications as M Abstracts advanced from $80 a year in
1958 to $1,050 & year in 1968, and Biologicel Abstracts from $80
in 1958 to $640 in 1968. A prominent library administrator re--
viewing library costs a year ago called it conservative to estimate
t_ifom rising prices and the inoreased volume of publishing that 15
%0 20 per cent inoreases ammslly in book and pe.iodical funds

" would be necessary for an academic library to maintain its needed
level of aoquisitions. This seems an over-estimate except as &
1ibrary needs to "catch up® on its rate, yet increases are the
order of the day and seem likely to continue.

| mwmum&mmwms
givu the following recent cost figures:

| | 1961 1968
Aversge periodical subsoripsion $8.02 8 8.65
Average serial service price for '

science and technical Jjournals 51.65 64,02
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Trade and Technical Books 1967 1968

 General Literature $ 6.84 $ 7.83
Selectea | Technology | 12.86  12.93
Subjects : :
Average Art 12,32 12.00
Price Education 5.62 6.22
History 8.21 9.03

Average price per book for all books published $ 7.99 $ 8.47

The average increase in book prices for 1968 over 1967 was
6 per cent. If one includes inflation in 1969 and what may be
expected in 1970, the average book cost for budgets now being con-
sidered should be estimated at $10. In the Nelson Report of three
years ago and in the earlier Hirsch report the average estimate
was given as $7 per volume. Comparable increases in costs are also
appearing in such other parts of the_library budget as salaries,
wages, bookbinding and equipment.

One does not need a slide rule to realiée that if the present
rate of inflation in educational costs continues - a rate higher
vhan that of living costs - the cost lévels in 1977 will be roughly
5Q per cent higher than today. For more than a decade higher edu-
cation has been an expanding American enterprise; there is no in-
dication thet its. growth will discontinue or slow down in the near

future.

In an effort to project the coming needs of Maryland higher
edﬁcation, new community colleges have been planned and éstimatgs
of academic enrollments have been constructed for the decade of

the 1970's. Preliminery estimates were drawn from & number of
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gources. Indivicdual colleges plotted estimates of their'own en-
rollment growth. Commissioned by the Maryland Council for Higher
Bducation, an independent consulting firm, Robert Heller Asso-
ciates, also drew up judgments of expected growth in ti1e state's
system of higher education. The Council checked these and other
estimates against its own records of academic development and
agalnsy recenﬁ data provided on HEGIS forms of the U.S. Office of
Education. A single provisional estimate of projected 1977 en-
rollment for each institution appears in each of the Tables XVII-
XXII in the following pages.

A special word needs to be said here about the University of
Méryland. As a major institution in the state's tripartite system
of publicly supported higher education, the university appears in
Tables XVII and XXI as well as in several previous tables. Never-
theless, standards for large university libraries have not yet
been developed, and most formulas for college libraries do not fit
the problems or the mass expans.on of & university system. In the.
1977 enrollment projection for the University of Maryland, the
number of graduate students for that year is estimated as
roughly a fourth of the total enrollment. A graduate student
requires far more library resources and facilities than an under-
graduate. That fact plus the varietj of separate graduate programs
and the multi-library character of the campus precludéslfhe pos-
sibility thet space for seating and for library service tan be- 
quantitatively estimated without further information then that
which is at hand. Inapplicability of formulas and approiimafions
where necessary have been briefly footnoted in thg appropriate

tables.
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Spece in library buildings assignable to library use breaks
down into four elements: user seating, books and materials as
shelved, total area for service, and staff work space. The last
element, office space for staff, is spelled out as 150 square
feet per professional and 125 square feet per nonprofessional,
but the total is included within the total service area.

Drawing upon enrollment projections and using recommended
formulas, the tables which follow project the needs of individual
academic libraries to 1977 in terms of yearly accessions of
volumes, total holdings, number of professional and nonprofes-
sional staff required, and the spacehrequired separately and
totally for the major elements of libréry activity.

Table XVII rrojects space needs for seating and for library
service operations in state college and university libraries és
of 1977. Library service includes areas for circuiation, catéldé
and bibliography, shipping and reéceiving, processing, and staff
offices. It is included here because the total service areas are
calculated according to the Fulleraformulavof 32 per ceat of
total seating. Table XVIII gives similar projections for commu<
nify colleges, including six yet to be est#blished. .

Using projected_enrollments, Tablé XIX projects to 1977 the
recqmmended library holdings in volumes, total volumes to be added
and annual rate of accessions necessary to reach the total for
state colleges. The holdings formula is the one recommended for
four-year institutions in Ghapter III on collectiors.

Reéommended holdings for community college libraries, based
on 1977 enrollment projections, appear in Table XX. Its holdings

formula, different from that for four-year institutions, is one
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TABLE XVII

SPACE FOR SEATING.AND FOR LIBRARY SERV..CE AS REQUIRED
FOR PROJECTED ENROLLMENTS IN STATE COLLEGES AND THE

UNIVERSITY OF MARYLAND, 1977 -
Pro- Square Square

Institution ' gﬁi&?llggg %$§E§g77* ggg:iggi* ggigiggiﬂ*
Bowie State College 935 3,630 27,225 8,712
Coppin State College ' 1,010 1,200 9,000 2,880
Frostburg State College 2,117 3,500 26,250 8,400
Morgan State College ‘ 4,248 6,000 45,000 14,400
Salisbury State College 1,012 2,300 17,250 5.520l
Towson State College 6,294 12,000 90,000 = 28,800
University of Maryland 27,724 45,850 3&&.875" 110,040%
U.M.B.C. 2,179 5,700 42,750 - 13;686
Meryland State College . 684 1,250 9,375 '3.060, .
St. Mary's College of Md. 193 90 - 6,750 2,160

*¥Provisional estimate based upon HEGIS data aubmitted by the éfilégéa and ' 
the university and overall enrollment projections fbr all pub i¢ ingti-
tutions of higher learning in Maryland. :

#%0n basis of 7.5 square feet per student. o
»#¥Baged on 32 per cent of seating space. Includds staff offi¢ea.

+Apprbximations only.

89



81

TABLE XVIII

SPACE FOR SEATING AND FOR LIBRARY SERVICE AS REQUIRED
FOR PROJECTED ENROLLMENTS IN COMMUNITY COLLEGES, 1977

Pro-~ Squalre Square
Actual FTE jected Feet For Feet For
Fall, 1969 FIE-1977* Sgating**HJSQrvice*f*

EXTISTING COLLEGES

Allegany Comm. 625 1,500 - 11,250 3,600
Anne Arundel Comm. 1,685 5,000 37,500 12,000
Comm. Coll. of Baltimore 3,923 4,500 33,750 10, 800
Catonsville Comm. 2,953 5,000 37,500 12,000
Cecil Comm. 190 500 3,750 1,200
Charles Co. Comu., 501 1,000 7,500 2,400
Chesapeake Comm. 382 650 4,875 1,560
Eesex Comm. 2,017 5,000 37,500 12,000
Frederick Comm. 672 1,200 9,000 2,880
Hagerstown Junior 978 1,200 9,000 2,880
Harford Junior 1,230 1,500 12,250 3,600
Montgomery Jr. (Takoma) 1,586 1,650 1.2, 375 3,960
Montgomery Jr. (Rockville) < 3,797 5,200 . 39,000 - 12,480
Prince George's (Largo) ‘3,852 5,200 - 39,000 12,480

PROJECTED COLLEGES'

Comm. College of Baltimore - o , L
Inner Harbor 3,000 22,500 7,200

Dundalk _ 1,000 7,500 2,400
Howard Comm. 800 6,000 1,920
Garrett County : 500 3,750 1,200
Prince George's (Clinton) 3,000 22,500 7,200
Germentown : 2,400 18,000 54760

¥Provisional estimate based upon HEGIS data submitted by the existing
colleges and the oversall enrollment projections for all publié insti-
tutions of higher learning in Maryland.

**0On basis of 7.5 square feet per student. :
#**¥Based on 32 per cent of seating space. Includes staff offices.

+Two other projected colleges, Baltimore County #4 and Fairland Rogionai
have been postponed past 1977.
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TABLE XIX

RECOMMENDED LIBRARY HOLDINGS IN VOLUMES (BASED ON FORMULA¥)
FOR 1977 ENROLLMENTS IN MARYLAND'S FOUR-YEAR
PUBLICLY SUPPORTED COLLEGES

82

Current
Library  Recom- Total Annual
Projected Holdings mended Volumes Accessions
Institution FTE 1977%* (nearest Holdings to be to Reach
100) 1977 Added Total
Bowie State College 3,630 44,800 200,000 155,200 19,400
Coppin State College 1,200 60,500 80, 000 19,500 2,438
Frostburg State College 3,500 85,300 195,000 109,700 13,712
Morgan State College 6,000 111,000 320,000 209,000 26,125
Salisbury State College 2,300 82,100 135,000 52,900 6,612
Towson State College 12,000 131,100 39 — -l
Meryland State College 1,250 53,600 80,000 26,400 3,300
St. Mary's College of Md. 900 23,100 65,000 41,900 5,237
U.M.B.C. 5,700 76,700 228, 300 28,538

*Pormula: 50,000 volumes, first 600 students;
© 10,000 volumes, every 200 students thereafter.

*¥Provisional estimate besed upon HEGIS data submitted by the colleges and
projections for all public institutions of higher

the overall enrollment
learning in Maryland.

305,000

*#%¥Above 300,000 volumes, formula becomes less appropriate or applicable.
; ‘ Towson's projected enrollment would suggest
holdings of 620,000_volumas. co ,

But on formula basis,
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TABLE XX
RECOMMENDED LIBRARY HOLDINGS IN VOLUMES (BASED ON FORMULA*)

FOR 1977 PROJECTED ENROLLMENTS IN
MARYLAND'S COMMUNITY COLLEGES

Current
Library Recom- Total Annual
Holdings mended Volumes Accessions
Projected (nearest Holdings to be to Reach
FTE 1977%% 100) 1977 Added Total
EXTISTING COLLEGES ’
Allegany Comm. 1,500 25,600 55,000 29,400 3,675
Anne Arundel Comm. 5,000 21,200 130,000 108,800 13,475
Comm. Coll. of Baltimore 4,500 43,600 120,000 76,400 9,550
Catonsville Comm. 5,000 35,000 130,000 95,000 11,875
Cecil Comm. 500 NA 20,000 20,000 2,500
Charles Co. Comm. 1,000 12,400 40,000 27,600 3,400
Chesapeake Comm, 650 7,400 26,000 18,600 2,325
Essex Community 5,000 20,400 130,000 109,600 13,475
Frederick Comm. 1,200 9,200 46,000 36,800 = 4,600
Hagerstown Junior 1,200 30,400 . 46,000 15,600 1,950
Herford Junior 1,500 22,600 55,000 32,400 4,050
Montgomery Jr. (Takoma) 1,650 28,900 59,500 30,600 3,825
. Montgomery Jr. (Rockville) 5,200 23,100 134,000 110,900 13,862
- Prince George's (Largo) 5,200 37,000 134,000 97,000 12,125
PROJECTED COLLEGESX¥**
Comm. Coll. of Baltimore-
Inner Harbor 3,000 90, 000 90,000
. Dundalk - 1,000 40,000 40,000
_ Howard Comm. 800 32,000 32,000
{ Garrett County 500 20,000 ~ 20,000
' Prince George's (Clinton) 3,000 © 90,000 90,000
' Germantown ' 2,400 : 78,000 78,000

. *Formula: 40 vols. per student, first 1,000 enrollment; 30 vols. per
' : student, second 1,000; 20 vols. per student balance of enrollment.

i *%Provisional estimate based upon HEGIS data submitted by the existing col-
leges and the overall enrollment projectiona for all publiec institutions
of higher learning in Maryland.

**#0wo other projected colleges, Baltimore County #4 and Fairland Regional,
have been postponed past 1977.
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adjusted to small cclleges under pressure of rapid growth.

Combining ite projections, Table XXI presents figures not
only of recommended library holdings and size of professional
and nonprofessional steff, but also gives requirements in space
for seating, book collections, and library service as of 1977.
Table XXII gives projections of a similar type for Maryland's
community colleges.

The goais set forth in Tables XVII-XXII will not be easily
arrived at. Nevertheless, the Maryland system of higher educa-
~tion is set on a course of steady growth, and postponing the
: reSponse_to need will not in the end save money but add to later
fiscal burdens. - The goals themselves are worthy of great effort
and full attainment.
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TABLE XXI

PROJECTIONS OF RECOMMENDED LIBRARY HOLDINGS, PROFESSIONAL AND NONPROFESSIONAL
STA¥F, AND SQUARE FEET OF SPACE FOR SEATING, COLLECTIONS AND LIBRARY
SERVICE FOR MARYLAND STATE COLLEGES AND UNIVERSITY, 1977

WMMan Recom- Recommended Staff

Enroll- mended 1977 % Assignable Space in Sq.Ft.,1977

ment No.Vols Profes~ Nonprofes— .

Institution 1977% 1977 sional Sional***  Users Collection Service Total

Bowie State College . 3,630 200,000 12 24 27,225 20,000 8,712 55,937
Coppin State College 1,200 80,000 4 8 9,000 8,000 2,880 19,880
Frostburg State College 3,500 195,000 12 23 26,250 19,500 8,400 54,150
Norgan State College . 6,000 320,000 20 40 45,000 32,000 14,400 " 91,400
Salisbury S :ate College 2,300 135,000 8 15 17,250 13,500 5,520 36,270
Towson State College 12,000 + 40 80 30, 000 - 28,800 — “MM
University of Maryland 55,237 + 184 368 414,277++ - 132,569++ -
U.ii.B.C. . 5,700 305,000 19 38 42,750 30,500 13,680 86,930
Maryland State College 1,250 80,000 4 8 9,375 8,000 3,000 20, 375

St. Wary's Coll. of Md. 300 65,000 3 6 6,750 6,500 2,160 15,410

*Provisional estimate based on HEGIS data submitted by the colleges and university and the overall
enrollment projections for all public institutions of higher learning in Maryland.

*#*0n basis of one professional and two nonprofessionals for every 300 students.
- F¥¥ay include student assistance FTE up to one-third of nonprofessional total.
+Ateve 300,000 vol., formula becomes less appropriate or applicable.

++Avproximations only.
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TABLE XXII

PROJECTIONS OF RECOMMENDED LIBRARY :u0LDINGS, PROFESSIONAL AND NONPROFESSIONAL STAFF,
AND SQUARE FEET OF SPACE FOR SEATING, COLLECTIONS AND LIBRARY SERVICES FOR
MARYLAND COMMUNITY COLLEGES, 1977

Recom~ Recommended Staff
mended 1977%% Assignable Space in Sq.Ft.,1977

Projected No.Vols Frofes- Nonprofes-—

FTE-1977* 1977 sional sional*** = Users Collection Service Total
EXISTING COLLEGES
Allegany Comm. 1,500 55,000 5 10 11,250 5,500 3,600 20,350
Anne Arundel Comm. 5,000 130,000 17 33 37,500 13,000 12,000 62,500
Comm. Coll. of Baltimore 4,500 120,000 15 30 33,750 12,000 10,800 56,550
Catonsville Comm. 5,000 330,000 1 33 37,500 13,000 12,000 62,500
Cecil Comm. ‘500 20,000 2 3 3,750 2,000 1,200 6,950
Charles Co. Comm. 1,000 40,000 3 7 7,500 4,000 2,400 13,300
Chesapeake Comm. 4 650 26,000 2 4 4,875 2,600 1,560 9,035
Essex Comm. 5,000 130,000 17 33 37,500 13,000 12,000 62,500
Frederick Comm. 1,200 46,000 4 8 9,000 4,600 2,880 16,480
Hagerstown Junior 1,200 46,000 4 8 9,000 4,600 2,880 16,480
Harford Junior 1,500 55,000 5 10 11,250 5,500 3,600 20, 350
Montgomery Jdr. (Takoma) 1,650 59, 500 6 10 12,375 5,950 3,960 22,285
Montgomery Jr. (Rockville) 5,200 134,000 17 35 39,000 13,400 12,480 64,880
Prince George's (Largo) 5,200 134,000 17 35 39,000 13,400 12,480 64,880
PROJECTED COLLEGES*
Comm, Goll. of Baltimore .

‘Inner Harbor 3,000 90,000 10 20 22,500 9,000 7,200 38,700
Dundalk . ’ 1,000 40,000 3 7 7,500 4,000 2,400 13,900
Howard Comm. 800 32,000 3 5 6,000 3,200 1,920 11,120
Garrett County 500 20,000 2 3 3,750 2,000 1,200 6,950
Prince George's (Clinton) 3,000 30,000 10 20 22,500 9,000 7,200 38,700

8 16 18,000 7,800 5,760 31,560

“Germantown 2,400 78,000

mwﬂoAmmwobmHMmmdwamﬁm besed on HEGIS data submitted by the existing colleges and the overall enroll-
. ment projections for all public institutions of higher learning in Maryland.

*%0n basis of one professicnal and two nonprofessionals for every 300 students.
P P

®#Xjay include student =zsistance FTE up to ome-third of nonprofessional total.
+Twro other projected coi’-:i¢s, Baltimore County #4 and Fairland Regional, have been postponed

past 1977.
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STATE OF MARYLAND

MARYLAND COUNCIL FOR HIGHER EDUCATION
2100 GUILFORD AVENUE. BALTIMORE 21218 :
301.383.3010 ExT. 8815

Copy of a letter sent to & number of Maryland
collepge librarians with the following enclosures on

.conversion to Library of Congress Ciassification

Since one of the aajor areas of attention in my report on libraries to che
Maryland Couacil for Higher Bducation will concern the problem of Library of Cougress
reclassification, I enclose three reports concerned with the conversion to LC at Antioch
College, The three rveports include a) an interim report on the reclazsificsaiion budget
{"Annual Report, 1967"); a detailed analysis of procedures ("Library Recliassification
at Antioch College"...); and c) an untitled explanation of cthe camers work. The lasc
item is todey a "museum piece," since the camera never went into general productioa,
and the Polarcid camera -- more expensive because Polarcid has never consenced to sell
film at reduced cost in quantity -- is in general reclassification use by libraries
today.

Since there has been no summary of the completed Antioch experience, lei me
give it briefly here. James Gaines' interim cost figure (84.5¢ per volume and $1.045.
per title) was not far off the mark for the entire reclassification job. Reclassifica-
tion as explained in these reports was begun in January, 1967 (with some wmonths'
planning beforehand) and was completed two and & half years later: totai volumes
reclasgified numberad 120,000; total funds allocated were $120,000, with several
thousand dollars finally returned to the.college budget at the end.

I suggest that you or your processing chief keep this materiai on file for
Your information. 1In my judgment reclassification to LC of "backlog' material caanot
be absorbed in a conventional processing budget within a reasonable time unless it
totals something under 20,000 volumes. A seemingly contradictory but clearly demon-
strable factor is that if the Gaines-Antioch method of reclassification is used, the
unit cost per volume will rise slightly to the extent that the total number of volumes
falls Lelow 120,000. The basic reason for this is the original fixed cost in purchase’
of equipment. However, this does not invalidate, in my opinion, the soundness of the
Gaines~-Antioch method. -
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“Everyone knows" that the coats of convereion to the LC s)'stem are difficult
to separate from the costs of regular on-going work in the processing department. As
you will discover from his reports, Mr. Gaines made an unusual effort (largely success-
ful) to make the separation and to budget his reclassification project. It seems to me
that $1.00 pexr volume is a reasonable general estimate for reclassifying any collection
of 20,000 to 150,000 volumes., This includes the factor that use of the Polaroid costs
mora than use of the Hazelrigg camera.

One other point. Mr. Gaines writes me that in retrospect he would make only
onw change in procedure: he would put the LC call number on labels and place them on
the catalog cards a la the Wooster College method. "This way out,'" he says, "should
ailways be taken whea the reclasgifying library has a high percentage of LC cards in its
public catalog. Ideaily, this is alsc the time to up-date the subject headings.” I
have enclosed a copy of the Wooster label procedure (though Gaines would reject some
agsociated Wooster procedures}, I also enclose a copy of tie statement concerning
the policy and procedures in use at Long Beach california State for supplementary
information.

As 1 was writing this letter, I received a copy of 8 "Questionnaire on
Cataloging and Processing Practice in Maryland Colleges and Universities" sent out by
Mrs. Charmaine A. Yochim, Librarian at Prince George's Community College. Though the
questionnaire has been sponsored by a group within the Maryland Association of Juniox
Colieges, I am informed that it was sent to all two- and four-year colleges in Maryland,
both public and private. Most of the public college libraries are somewhere in the
midst of change to LC classification, and most, it is fair to say, still have
"problems.” (To my knowledge, nrivate colleges have not been polled on the subject of
conversion to LC.) I would urge you &nd other recipients of the Questionnaire to answer
it (and keep 8 Xerox copy for yourselves) even if you can't go into detailed answers.

In the long run, the problems of LC conversion should probably lead to.a Maryland
conference on some of the subjects outlined in the Questionnaire.

Sincerely yours,

Paul Bixler
Special Consultant on Libraries

PB/js

Enclosuxe
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ANTIOCH COLLEGE
OLIVE KETTERING LIBRARY

Library Reclassification Project

Annual Report, 1967

The year 1967 saw the reclassification of 46,402 volumes and
37,524 titles (new sets of catalog cards) into the Library of
Congress Classification system. While the monthly average of
3,866 volumes was lower than hoped, we were pleased with the high
quality of the project's work and the smoothness with which the
work progressed., The unit cost of 84.6¢ per volume and $1.046
per title, while somewhat higher than anticipated, is not un-
reasonably high considering the amount of recataloging involved
(2bout 5%) and the relatively high wage scale at the collzge.
Nzcessary mending and binding, replacement of worn or missing
book%s, careful weeding, and a complete inventory are the library's
other benefits from the project.

The present salaried staff is composed of the director, two
ron-professional assistants (Mr. John Gilliat, cataloging assistant;
irs. Sandra Maki, processing assistant), two typists (Miss Eyvonne
FKing and Mrs. Mariha Peppers), and one half-time senior clerk
(tirs. Harriet Halterman). With the exception of the director,
2li personnel were hired at various times during the year. Mrs.
Inlterman was put on salary in early January, 1968. On page 4 of this
v2port, the increase in the proposed salary budget for 1968
reflects the fact that some positions were unfilled during parts
of 1967.

The persomnnel paid out of the wage account presently number
seven f. t, e. clerks. Under Mrs. Maki's supervision four full-
time clerks =nd about one and a half f, t. e. clerks change the
catalog cards and re-mark the books. At the start of the project
most of the processing clerks were part-time student workers.

But during the course of the year, the difficulty in finding
enough good, regular student help forced us to hire full-time
non-student clerks as suitable applicants presented themselves.
Most of the students that we hire are good at their work ~-

they are screened by a locally devised test and the Minnesota
Clerical Aptitu’e test -- but their working hours are relatively
short and they usuaily work only one quarter. The present arrange-
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ment is satisfactory in that it breaks the inefficient cycle of
hiring and training new, short-term personnel. The remaining

one and a half f. t. e, workers are engaged in searching, mending,
maintaining the subject catalog, etc,

It had been our intention to obtain a sizeable reductios in
our labor costs by hiring students who qualified for Office of
Economic Opportunity (O.E.0.) funds, but we were able to get only
three such students during the year. This saved us only $501.68
for 352 1/2 hours worked, a very smnll amount compared with our
total expenditure for wages. (The 0.E.O0.-paid figures are not
included in the expenditures listed on page 4 of this report.)

The expenditures for equipment, more than $6,000, were under-
taken to save as much as possible in labor costs. To that end
we bo~- it four electric typewriters, a labeling device (which makes
spine labels for the books, thus doing away with hand-lettering),
a commercial paper cutter (for cutting the Xeroxed card stock), a
Dennison coin-operated copier for public use (the reproduction of
catalog cards ties up the library's Xerox 914 for about two hours
a day), a cataloger's camera (to lift the Library of Congress'
cataloging copy out of the Printed Catalog), darkroom equipment to
go with the camera, and miscellaneous items. The Library's
processing office already shares in the use of the equipment and
will take it over at the conclusion of the project. It has not been
determined at this time just what percentage of the equipment cost
will be added to the direct cost of reclassification.

Because the work is basically the same, there are many points at
which the work of reclassification unit and the library's processing office
overlap. This sharing of certain parts of the work ensures more
efficiency than would be the case with strict departmentalization, but
it also makes the actual cost of reclassification that much harder
to calculate.

Under this arrangement the reclassification project pays the
wages for (l) the production of all Xeroxed catalog cards, 95% of
which is for the project, (2} the filing of the subject catalog and
the filing revision of the author-title catalog, about 857 generated
by the project, (3) the dark room work connected with the cataloger's
camera, about 90% of those prints originate with the library's book
order personnel (with the start of 1968, the library assumed that
financial responsibility), and (4) book mending, zbout 95% of which
is originated by the project. ILikewise, the project's supplies
are bought in bulk and are shared with the library's processing
office. A rough account is kept of their consumption and the two
units take turn about in replacing them.

Other library departments have gotten heavier work loads as

8 result of the project without receiving any compensating bemefits.
The circulation staff receives two extra book trucks to shelve every
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weekday and have to do major shifting every three months. The
periocdicals office has had six times the usual number of books to
send, to the commercial bindery. Early in 1968, the book order
personnel will begin processing orders for books found mis:ing as a
result of the project's inventory.

Projection

The projected expenditures for the 1968 calendar year total
$49,750. This amount is adequate to guarantee the reclassification
of a minimum of 4,000 volumes per month during the year. It is
likely that the monthly rate will be substantially higher than that -~
it was during six months of 1967 ~- but the actual rate depends on
many factors. The end of 1968 should see 94,000 volumes reclassed,
and the end of June, 1969, could see every volume in the library
reclassified, if our estimate of 120,000 volume total is fairly
accurate. However, from an economic point of view, it might not be
desirable to reclassify all the material. Some money would be better
spent on new materials rather than on re-processing the semi-worthless.
The material that we judge unlikely to be used could be left in the
Dewey Decimal classification where it would still be available to
anyone who wanted to use it. Those few items that were used could be
reclassified by the library's processing office on a very modest scale.

Request for Funds

The Administrative Council allocated $80,000 plus for the
project in June of 1966. To complete the calendar year 1968, we
will need an allocation of $12,500 abova the original $80,000.

To operate from January through June, 1969, we will need about
$24,000, about one-half of the 1968 budget and kept rather low on

the assumption that the project would be downgraded during the final
six months. This would be a total of $36,500. However, because

wage expenditures are very difficult to estimate, a rounded-off

figure of $40,000 is requested to finish the project. If we do

leave certain materials under the old classification system, a portion
of the money could be returned to the general fund or to the

library book budget.

James E. Gaines, Jr.
Reclassification Director
January 26, 1968

JEG: ek
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Expenditures

Gross Expenditures for 1967 (Jan. - Dec.)

Salaries $ 16,449.65
Wages (10,877 hours) 18,300.45
Equipment 6,453.43
Supplies (including Xerox charge) 5,038.82

Total § 46,242.35

Direct reclassification costs for 1967 (Jan. - Dec.)

Salaries $ 16,449.65
Wages (10,877 hours) 18,300.45
Xerox charges 2,006.10

Materials, 46,402 at § .03 for bk.
pocket, card, Se-lin label, glue,

including waste 1,392.06
Card stock 1,015.82
Miscellaneous 120.98

Total $ 38,285.06.

46,402 volumeé - $ .346 per volume
37,524 titles - $ 1.046 per title

Projection

Proposed budget for 1968 (Jan. = Dec.)

Saleries $ 25,250.00
Wages 18,500.00
Supplies and materials '6,000.00
——————————
Total $ 49,750.00
Proposed budget for January - June, 1969: k 24,008,00
$80,000 allocated in 1966. Amount needed to complete thevgtgjégt: $40,000
Schedule
Jan. = Dec, | Jan., - June Julj - Dec. Jan, - Jﬁnﬁ - Total
1967 1968 1968 : 1969
Vols. done¥ 46,402 24,000 24,000 . 2,000 118,000
Expenditures  $46,242 $24,875 $24,875 $24,008 $120,000

*based on a conservative estimate of 4,000 volumes per month

-l
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Library Reclassification at Aantioch College:
A Report Prepared for the G.L.C.A. Confurence on Reclassification
held at the College of Wooster, Wooster, Ohio, on April 28-29, 1967.

" James K. Gaines, Jr.



Background. The Anticch library staff had been aware for years that its
classification system wes inadequate for a library of its size, but consider-
ations of cost and 8 lack of experience with LC prevented any changs in the
oxisting system. Cataloging was inefficient because the Dewey numbers and
subject headings on the LC printed cards had to be checked carefully against
those already in use. Use of the library's books was difficult because all
books other than American and English literaturse, music, and & part of
philosophy were not Cuttered.

During the first months of 1966, the assistant cataloger researched the
question of reclassification and made & report to the librarian giving de-
tailed arguments for a changs to LC. The main argument was the economy of
iC~=gnd that the sooner reclassification was begun, the lower the eventual
cost. The report recommsnded that the reclassification should be carried
out by an autonomous, separately staifed unit within the Processing Department.

At the end of March the librarien petitioned the college's Administrative
Council (Adcil) for approval of the project. He asked that (1) the reclass-
ification unit be included in the college®s budget planning for the fiscal
year 1967-68, (2) the library be given permission to begin classing new
accessions under the LC system in July, 1966 (since that step would commit
the college to the expense of reclassification), and that (3) the library
be granted $465 (for a typewriter and Sel-in labeler) in its 1966-67 budget
80 that it could begin using LC in July. The proposed reclassification unit
was to be staffed by a full timo cataloger, a zub-professional assistant,
typists and clexrks, all with their own equipment and supnlies--an estimated
expenditure of about $25,000 for the first year of operation.

Reclassification cogt was based cn an estimate of $1.30 per title (derived
largely irom wishful thinking and Earlham College’s estimate of $1.23 per
title), which was admittedly low. With approximately 60,000 hook titles in
the library, the total estimated cost was placed at $78,000. Adcil was warned,
however, that the sctual cost might be 28 high as $100,000.

In April the librarian was unofficially informed that Adcil would appreve
the project, though the size of the allocation was still undecided. Con-
sequently, the library begen clessing new accessions in ILC on May 1, 1966.

On June 10 the Jibrarian received a memo "to go ahead with the expenditure
of $80,000+ for recataloging the library."™ Adecil also made it clear that
the project should be instituted and compieted as rapidly as possible so
that disruption to library service would be limited to as ghort a time as
possible. i

Witk funds available at the start of the 1966-67 fiscal year, orders were
immediately placed for a Sel-in labeler, three electric typewriters, a new
card catalog case (for the new subject catalog), book trucks, etc. Large
oxpenditures were also msde for supplies—--book pockets and cards, catalog
card atock, plastic card protectors, etc.~-to take advantage of price bresks
for large orders. Plans were made to put the reclassification unit into oper-
ation on Jaauary 1, 1967. A new assistant cataloger was hired to replace
Jinm Gainec, who was appeinted reclassification director.
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2.

Reclassification policles. Bedfore the LC syetem was put into use in May,
existing cstaloging procedures wers re-evaluated. The following decisions
were made:

1) to establish a new series authority file which would gradually

replace the old file.

2) to accept LC subject headings &s they appear on the printed cards,
but to add additional LC headinge when it seemed desirable.

3) to continue to use book pockets and cards, using a pocket wide
enough to hold an IBM card.

4) to establish a guide card filins system for the subject catalog
(See Appendix B).

5) to semnd catalog card copy to the Union Catalog in Cleveland.

6) to refile the author-title card catalog (as cards wexe put
back in) under LC rules.

7) to use the full LC call numbers, a8 they appeer on the printed
cards, whenever poesible (FZ is to ba used only after a search of
the printed catalogs has failed to turn up an LC established author
Cutter number in the national litevature classes; the decision to
class a work as part of & series or as a separate need not follow
LC's decision); to indicate originsl cataloging with an "x" (for
details gsee Daniel Gore, "Further Observaticns on the Use o! 1c

* Classificatican,” Fall 1966, 40: 519-524).
The following decisions were made regarding the scope and procedure of reclass-
ification:

1) all reclassed titles would be screened with regard to
a) form and choice of entry {we would use LC's most current form,

but would makc a thorough search only for continuations).

b) series (we would make decisions regarding series entries and
record them in the new series file; old series decisions would
be reconsidered and the cards transferred to the new file).

c) LC call numbers and tracings (those which were obsolete would
be brought up to date if noticed; the old subject heandings would
be caught and brought up to date as a matter of course by the
clerk responsible for maintaining tke new subject catalog).

2) the catalog cards of individual titles would not be pulled until the
three decisions listed above had been m.de, 80 that the books and
records would be out of place for as short a time as possible.

3) s temporary main entry slip would be filed in the card catslog for
each title being reclassed; no temporary entry would be made for the
shelf list.

4) new catalog cards would be Xeroxed for reclasaed books, with the
tracings given on the face of the cards (formerly, the tracings for
typed catalog cards were recorded oa the reverse of the main entry
and shelZ 1ist cards); whenover possible, the old main entry card
would be labeled with the LC c21l number and used as the Xerox master.

§) except for the filing in the subject catalog (under the supexrvision
of the Processing Office, but financed out of reclassification funds),
all card pulling and filing related to reclassification would be done
by the reclasaification unit.

6) the reclasaification director (hereafter referred to as the reclassification
cataloger} would have the ruthority to withdraw books considered not worth
reclassification cost (should heavy withdrawals within specific subject
fields be contemplated, arrangsments would be made through the librarian
for faculty consultation), to initiate replacement orders for worn out
booka, and to send worn or damaged books to the bindery.

104




3.

Reclassification procedures. The reclassification cataloger examines the
shelf list cards before the bovoks are takem from the shelves. If the shelf
list card is clean IC copy {(that is, the IC card has not been altered in
any way) he looks over the tracimgs, checking the series file and the 7th
edition of the IC Subject Headings when necessary, and circles the IC call
number in green ink. (A1l recisssification card editing is done with greem
ink to avoid confusion with sny other markings.) If the ILC card has been
altered in some way -- date orxr imprint changed, for example, or if there
ia some question about & seriss entry -- the shelf list card is flagged
for later attention. Typed shelf list cards are passed to & clerk who looks
them up in the LC printed catalog and £iils in. the IC call number in the
lower left corner of the card and checks the tracings and form of eutry (See
Appendix C). These cards are then screened by the reclassification cataloger.

A clerk takes a packet of edited shelf list cards to the shelves and fills
a booix truck, arranging the books alpaabetically by main entry and leaving
the shelf list card sticking up in each book. The truck is assigned a number
(See Appendix D) which fellows the books and the sets of catalog cards through-
out the entire reclassification process.

Books with flagged shelf list cards are examined by the reclassification
cataloger. Usually, this is necessary because the descriptive cataloging
on the shelf list card is mot complete enough to identify the edition and
make the assignment of the proper IL call number possible. Besides adjusting
call numbers and giving instructicns for changes in the cataloging copy,
at this point he also does original cataloging and gives typing instructions
for author and title see references.

If the book is not on the shelf, the shelf list card is marked NOS (not

on shelf) and dated in pencil and 18 then refiled in the Dewey shelf list.
If the shelf l1ist holdings are only partly located, the abgent volumes orx
copies are marked "not yet avail.” on the shelf 1list card and a search is
made for them by the Circulation Department if they are not found charged
out in the circulation file (See Appendix F).

Temporary main entry slips are made by Xeroxing the shelf list cards
(still in alphabetical order) six to a sheet on green paper measuring
10" X 10". A mssk is put down over the Xerox window so that each slip has
a note of explanation for the library user (See Appendix E). The main entry
cards are pulled at the time the temporary slips are filed. The slips are
cut g0 that about half an inch of the green paper stands above the catalog
cards.

After the temporary main entry siips have been Xeroxed from them, the shelf
1ist cards (now banded together in a packet mavked "truck no.--") are given
to a typist whe types new book pockets and cards and Sel-in spine labels. She
does not make them for shelf 1ist items marked "not yet avail.” The new
pockets and cards are proof-read and the reclassed books, still on their

‘numbered truck, sre remarked. The old Dewey number inside the front cover
is removed with an electric eraser, and the one on the reverse of the title
page 13 x%ed out with a pencil; the IC call number is written in on the page
oppogite the old ceall number. The typed accession numbers on the pockets
and cards insure that they are matched with the proper books (See Appendix F).
The clerks who mark the reclassed volumes send damaged books to the Serials
Department which prepares the books for the commercial bindery. They backlog
the book pockets and cards for bindery books. The oooks on the finished
truck are counted for reclassification statistics), tallied by subject class
(for the library®s statistics, which have always been kept fox the number
of volumes in the various subject classes) and sent to the circulation desk

or shelving. jl()si
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Mesnwhile, the old added emtry ¢ards are pullad from the catslog by using
the tracings on the Dewey main entry ¢ards. This 13 usually done the first
thing in the morning. The reclassification ussistant or one of the senior
clerks checks the packeta for completeness snd accuracy and throws the added '
entry cards swey. The Dewey main entry cards are checked against their edited
shelf list caxds. Certain changes im the copy are written directly on the

. main entry card by the reclassification assistant. These include restored
“1C tracings, the addition of title tracimgs snd form of serles notes. If
“.changes are extensive, typing instructions are given for the typing of a

new main entry card. The main entry cards (witk the nld Dewey call number
now covered with a paper label) and the edited shelf list cards go to the
typlets who type on the LC call mumber. In the case of typed main entry
cards, they transfer the green checked tracings to the lower face of the
labeled card.

The re~typed main entry cards are proof-resd, bunched according to the
number of copies needed per card set snd Xeroxed on punched card stock.

The Xeroxed stock i3 taken dailly to @& local printer for cutting {(for the fivst
month and a half it was cut by hand on a lever cutter and plans have been made
to buy a machine paper cutter). The cut cards are then banded into sets,
matched with their old shelf list camds and given to a typist. She makes a

new shelf list card and types on the neadings, circling the Arabic tracing
numbers instead of typing on the subject headings. The finished cards are
sorted at the time they are proof-read by the reclassification assistant

or one of the senier clerks--ous stack each for the old shelf list caxds,

the new shelf liet cards, the main entry cards, added entry caris, and

subject cards. The old shelf list cards are stored ocutaide il.s library building
to provide a permanent, dead record of the library's holdings. The old main
entry card {the card which was labeled and Xeroxed) is sent to the Union Cutalog
in Cleveland. The new shelf list cards are counted (for reclassification statis-
tics~-~title count) and filed as soon as possible. Ruxh filing is also done for
the main entry cards. Added entry cards are alphabetized for filing by the
reclassification unit. The subject cards are alphatetized in batches and given
to the clerks who maintains the subject catalog.

'fhe previously "not yet avail." copies snd volumes of reclassed titles are
routed to the reclassification unit by the Circulation Department. The typist
recoives them with the LC shelf list card stuck inside (the Dewey shelf list
cards having been cleared by a clerk) and types new pockets, cards, and Sel-in
labels (Se® Avppendix ¥). These books are then put on the next available truck
for re-marking.

Personnel. The reclassification began its work on January 1, 1967, with the
reclassification cataloger, his full-time assistant (a S5th year student, experi-
enced in library work, who is finishing college on a part-time schedule), one
typist (very fast; on loan from the Processing Office), and two half-time clerks
(botk with considerable experiencs in this library and referred to in this report
as senior clerks, one of which is responsible for the filing in the author-title

" catalog). 1In February another typist was hired as well as & half-time clerk

(a student) and a full-time clerk {(a college graduate who will take ever as
an asgistant in July).

The reclassification assistant sllots work to the typists and clerks
(including the student workers) and generally runs the entire operation.
Thus the reciazsification cataloger is able to devote most of his time to
original catsloging, editing shelf 1list cards, and the supervision of those
taking information from the printed catalog. In July, when the preseant re-
classification assistant graguates, the Jjob will change somewhat. The college
graduate clerk will become largely responsible for obtaining LC copy from the
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printed catalog, including the adjustment of call numbers and original cstaloging
under the supervision of the reclassification cataloger. One of the typists

will be promoted to aditorial clerk with general responsibility over the clerks
and typiat.

The unit was sericusly under-staffed for the first month and a half of
operstion aimply because we held ocut for high-quality personnel. For example,
we tested and interviewed four typists (the only ones not screened out by the
college's personnel office) before we hired one. Fortunately, Antioch's
beginning clerical salary is competitive. The senior clerks get $2.00 per
hour; the typists are on contract at $3,600 per year, and the¢ editorial clerk
will get $4,000 per year. The collegewide, graduated pay scale for students
is $1.25 per hour for lst year astudents to $1.55 for 5th yeur students. Be-
cause of the spscizl and temporary nature of the reclassification project,
we are allowed to pay more than the college’s fixed rates. Thus far we have
only dore 80 on one ¢occasion, and that was to raise the reclassification
assistant to $3.00 per hour.

From January through March we used only 4 hours a day of student help.
Early in April the time had climbed to 11 hours a day--two students, 4 hours
each; one student (Q.E.O0.), 3 hours. The students work with and under the
direct supervision of the senior clerks, and do such jobs as preliminary
£iling, book marking, alphabetizing, ete.

Statistics, January through March.

Books reclassed. ' Month volumes sitles
January 1384 1228
February 2746 2322
March 3637 2946
. total 7767 6496
Expenditures.
Supplies expended
catalog card stock 8915 sheets @ $.032 $ 285.28
green temp. sheets 1068 sheets @ $.01 ' 10.68
book cards 7767 vels. @ $.0031 ' 24.08
beok pockets 7767 vols. (3 $.00575 44.66
Sel-in tape (7/8" width) 7767 vols. @ $.015 116.51
miscellanecus (labels, glue, etc.) 30.00
total 511.21 $511.21
Charges i
Xorox (meter charge, toner, monthly rentsl
9983 exposures @ $.055 549.07
Ampersand Press for cutting card stock
27 batches @& $1.00 27.00
. total 576.07 $576.07
Salaries and wages 5919.40

Total $7006.68

Coat per volume $ .802

Coat per title $1.077

Cost per cataloy card (not including labor)
4 bole punched and perforated stock, bought from Xerox at $32.00M $. 00800
Xerox charge of $.055 per sheet of card stock - . 01375
Avery label for esch master main entry caxd eme==, 00136

v ' " Por card total $.02311

N.B. As scon as the Xeruvx card stock is used up, we will be using

6 hole punched, L.C. spac. card stock purchased from Walker-Goulard -

Plehn at $28.25M for 50,000 sheets. This will bring the cost of card

down to $.0047 per card. ' i .
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Commeat.

6.

The physical lay-out is adequate and convenient for the

reclassification unit, though not necessarily so for the Processing Office

staff, who are shaxring their quarters.

The reclassification cataloger has

a carrel desk and typewriter next to the shelf 1ist, series file, LC schedules,

and the 7th ed. of LC Subject Headings.

a large work table; the book trucks are marshalled there also.

Sorting and proof-reading ar~ done at
fhe reclassed

books are re-markcd, etc., in the microfilm reading room, half of which has

been set aside for the roclassification unit.

When the additional typist

begins work in late April, the entire unit (with the exception of the re-

classification cataloger) will move into those quarters.

The room 18 sonme

distance further from the card catalog and the elevator (the Dewey bouvks are

" shelved on the lower floor).

The printed catalogs are located in the hallway

between the Processing Office and the card catalog aresa.
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As is appavent from the volume-title statistics, very few large sets and
practically no continuations have been reclassed. The regular catalogers
add the new continuation volumes to the Dewey shelf list cards, accession them,
and pass the shelf cards, the unmarked volumes, and complete LC cataloging
copy to a designated section of shelving in the marking room. From there
they are worked into the regular flow of reclassed materials. The same
procedure holds true for Dewey books which need re-binding, only in thet case
the reclassification unit is not provided with LC cataloging copy.

There is an unofficial goal of two years for the coupletion of the reclass-
ification pruject. Since the size of the library’s hook collection is estim-
ated at about 120,000 volumes, the output of the reclasaification unit will
have to be increased to about 5,000 volumes per month. That would be an
increase of about 1,00 volumes over the March figure. It is poasible that
the stlill increasing proficiency of existing personnel will make up most
of the needed increase, as we have yet to hit a plateau. Hopefully, some
Judicious tinkering with work assignments (such as having the typists re-
linquish what little alphabetizing and preliminary f£iling that they do) and

the hiring of more student workers can make up the difference. If these

minor adjustments do not raise production to 5,000 volumes & month, then
we shall probably have to hire another typist.

In conclusion, it can hardly be over-emphasized that the projett has run
anoothly and well fox two reason: (1) careful planning before reclassificatior
actually began, and (2) the hiring of capable and experienced personnel. As a
result, no procedures had to be reorganized, thouch some improved techniques
(such as the Xsrox production of temporary slipf) were discovered after the
project began. And, best of all, the reclassification assistant handles
virtually all the problems arising in the day to day operation of the re-
classification process once the edited shelf list cards have left the hands
of the reclassification cataloger.
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Appendix A: Specifications of equipment and supplies

Typewriter for Sel-in labeler. IBM, 13 inch’ ntandard electric, fabric ribbon,
large bookface typa, 55 tooth ratchet; one I 'y change: substitute Dartmouth
College Library's £ key for the 1/2 1/4 key, with the £ in the upper case
(shift) position. IBM $358.00

IBM standard electric, 13 inch carriage, fabric ribbon, diplomat (elite) type.
IBM. eoach $355.00 plus $22.50 (88 character keybonrd), $15.00 (nl::lmm
key changes), $21.00 (card holding platen, no.l hardness).

Metal book txuck. 6 shelves, aloping. Gaylord no.176 each $732.00
b 3
Card protectors. Special 2 nm "lylu.r, 5" X 3-3/8". Gaylord. $34.75M on
orders of 20M.

Book cards. white, med. weight. Olflord no. 40k. $3.10M on oxrders of 100M.

Catalog card stock. no. 250/100% rag, med. weight, Govt. specs., LC cream
shade, 22-1/2 X 26-1/2 cms., 6 hold punched. Walker - Goulard - Plehn, 00.,
109 Lafayette St., N.Y., N.¥Y. 10013. $28.25M on orders of SOM.

Labels. 11/16" X 1" Paper labels of ACP-P4, .0045 stock, arranged lengthwise
on sheets 6 across and 4 down. wAvory Label Company. Avery's identification
no. SC 1116. $1.36M on orders of 50M.

Book pockets. Plain, 3-1/2" X 6-i/4" X 2-1/2" pocket, reinforced. BroDart
catalog no. 23-265. $5.75M on orders of 100M.

Paper for temporary slips. no.$ bond, green, 10" X 10". Ampersand Press,
Yellow Springs, Ohio. $2.69 per reas on orders of 40 reams.

60-drawer catalog cabinet in unfinished maple. No.3560~C with closed leg base.

36 of the drawers with no.97 lerge label holders and 24 drlworl with no.98
- large tilted label holders. Gaylord. $800.00.
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Appendix B: the subject catalog

1. Policy decisions:

a) Taat we continue to maintain the subject catalog separate from the
author/title/series catalog.

b) That subject guide cards bz vsed in prefernnce to typed headings
on each entry.

€) That a systematic effort be made in the future to keep subject
terminology up-to-date gnd in line with Librery of Congress practice.

d) That Library of Congress filing rules for subject entries be followed
consistently.

e) That control over consistency in the use of terms be maintained
at the point of f£iling. (This means, in effect, that the catalogers
will not verify subject entries when they are adding new titles;
the filer will be responsible for noting discrepancies in terminology
and taking appropriate action to maintain consistency.)

2. Preliminary steps:

a) The accumulation of a stock of subject guide cards prior to the
start of reclaseification. The 6th ed. of the Library of Congress
List of Subjoct Hesdings and the existing subject card catalog
were edited to identify those terms that could be accepted with
reasonable assursnce. Such terms were marked and from the List
and the catalog drawers a typist prepared approximately 20,000 sub-
Ject guide cards.

Headings that could be accepted with some degree of certainty included:
1) personal names
2) corporate names
3) geographical names
4) many common terms that have remained stable over the years.

-To avoid & burdensome filing job, these subject guide cards were
arranged alphsbetically in three sections: personal names, geo-
graphicial names, and other. 8Since many headings could be difficult
to identify in these terms, we have stressed the necessity for
searching in each of the three sections batore anyone types a new
subject guide card.

b) Purchase of a new catalog card cabinet. During the reclassification
period, two subject catalogs will be maintained, because the variation
in terminology i3 too great to permit intexrfiling of old and new entries.
As the old asubject catalog shrinks, the new subject catalog will be
expanded into the older catalog cabineis.

3. Current operation:

a) One person has been assigned to take full responsibility for filing
subjact ntries, for recording subject headings choices in the 7th

- ad. of t.ie IC List, for noting and correcting discrepancies in

terminology, for shifting the contents of catalog drawers as needed,
and for alerting the catalog librarian to difficulties that arise.

b) As books are reclassified, all subject entries are arranged in
rough alphabeticsl order and turned over to the person in charge
of the subject catalog.

c) The packiage of new subject cards is first checked against the
subject card catalog arnd all entries for which there are guides
are filed immediately. '111




Appendix B, page 2

d) The remaining cards are then checked against the backlog of subject
guide cards; if guides have heen prepared, they are pulled, recorded
in the 7th ed. of the LC List, and then filed in the subject catalog.

2) Remaining cards are checked against the 7th ed. of the LC List; if
the heading is listed in the List, it is overlined with a yellow
marking pen, and the subject card is forwarded to the typist for

[ the preparation of a subject guide card.

£) If some cards still remzin, they are brought to the attention of
the Catalog Librarian for decision. In many instances, these are

- for terms not normally found in the LC List. :

l : g) No effort will be made to build the cross-reference structure

' until the new subject catalog has expanded to full-size. Individual

SEE references, however, are made whenever necesstcy to prevent use

of older terminology.

4, Comments:

&) This procedure does not provide us with a complete subject authority
file, simply because the IC List is not all inclusive; however, we
believe the printed list is sufficliently inclusive to serve our
purposes, without our attempting to maintain any additional subject
authority files.

b) The catalog librarians and the subject catalog filer are on the
alert to catch major changes in terminology made by the Library of
Congress (e.g. from SPANISH AMERICA to LATIN AMERICA) and to incor-
porate these changes beforehand, if possible.

George W. Cornell
Librarian for Technical Processes
April 12, 1967
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Appendix C:; Instructions for transferring LC printed catalog information.

t

When checking typed shaelf liast cards through the printed catalog, the
information to be secured is of three kinds: (1) the choice and form o2 main
entry, (2) the tracings, and (3) the LC call number. All notatious must be
made with green ink (to avoid confusion with previous markings) and should
oe written or printed so neatly as to be unquestionably legible to everybody.

Make certain that tho LC cataloging copy matches our edition by comparing

. the place, publisher, date, paging, and editor. If LC copy is not available

far our edition, take down the information foxr the edition which 13 most
similar--that is, having the same editor or translator, number of pages, etc.,
and differing only in plasce or date of publication. If the information taken
down is from an editicn different from our own, the other edition should be
identified with a nete. Example: BF 183 .P7 C3 -- Fr. ed., 1923 or, CB 51
.L5 Eng. ed., 19564, same p.

The informstion should be taken down exactly as IC has it -- with the same
punctuation, spelling, abbreviations, brackets, or whatever. If any explanation
should be passed on, make a note on the shelf list card for the reclassification
cataloger.

(1) Form of main entry. The form of the main entry on the shelf 1list card
should be exactly the same as that used in ths printed catalog. If the author's
given name and birth and/or death dates are not given on the shelf list card,
they should be filled in. Example: Wilson, C.B. thus becomes Wilson, Charles
Brown, 1897- If the form of name on the shelf 1ist card is completely different
from that ia the printed catalog (as opposed to incomplete), check the later
sets of I.C to get the form that is in current use. Example: Ashley-Montagu,
Montague Francis, 1905~ is now Montague, Ashley, 1905- Smnet:l.nen, the shelf
1ist author is complete different from what LC gives. In those cases, cross
out the shelf list author and write in the proper one above it.

Example: Symposium on the Peaceful Uses of Atomic
Energy, New York, 1963.
==wgohnsonp-Wititan-Arthup-=~~odv==
However, if the entry that varies is an NUC entry, do not cross out the shelf
1list author, but instead make a note of the other entry on the card.
Example: NUC gives entry as Conference on Teacher Education, New York, 1960.

. €2) Tracings. Most of the tracings on old shelf list cards are either typed
or written in pencil on the back of the card. Compare them with those given
by L.C. Make a check mark in front of those that agree with LC and change
those that do not. If the LC tracing includes a series tracing and the shel?f
list card does not show the form of the series entry, give the form of the

-series. Example: (Series) would become (Series: Census monographs), the

Q

name of the series coming from the collation line of the IC copy.

¢(3) Call number. The LC call number should be written on the lower left
edge of the shelf list card. If more than one call number is given, copy them
both, being careful to record the series note.
Exlnple: Q 11 .N5 vol 12, art. 16 (N.¥Y. Acad. of Sci. Annals, v.1l2, art.l16)
BF 397 .C7 copy 2

‘I:! the call number of our edition camnot bhe found, the cell number of another

edition is acceptable but should be identified as that of a specific, different
edition. If no call number is given and no other edition can be located, put
a dash just to the right of the hole at the bottom of the shelf list caxd.

If the copy in the printed catalog is an NUC entry, write NUC to the right

of the hols; if the title cannot be located, place & zero.
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Appandix D:

Truck no: é _&

14

0ld classification: j ZQ -

P
Date of start: i -JI -6 7
Date of completion: 3 3 "‘2 gf -~ é 2 '

No.

No.

No.

Reclassification progress sheet

on truck: / hgf

to bindery: ‘y

of volumes (total): /, i é'
of titles: / 45-

Record the date in the left margii as each step is completed

j "ﬂ -~ é 2_ 1. Truck assembled; no. assigned to the truck.
3 'a? o? ‘é 7 a. Temporary main entries prepared.

:i '2 2 "é Z 3. Temporary main entries filed, old main entries pulled.

T -l j -4 7 4.  All added entries pulled from catalogs:

,i" a f -é Z 5. Sets of cards examined for completeness; all but aeld
list and main entry are destroyed.

\ j -22 2 —é Z 6. Main entries prepared for duplication.

3 ‘o?},- 6 7 7. New pockets and book cards typed; new spine labels prepared.

3 - g 2 '42 8. New set of cards duplicated on Xerox.

T ~R%- £7 9. Books revised and relabeled.

.2- -éz-é 2 10. Volumes counted and recorded above; booke forwazded

to Circulation desk.

\?‘a?f -47 11. New catalog cards typed.
3 i&- ( 7 12. New catalog cards revised and sorted for filing,

3 - .? E - é Z 13. New main entries filed in catalog and temporary onﬁr:l.u

pulled and destroyad.

J -Qé -6:2 14. 0Old shelf 1list cards counted, recorded above, and stored.

(@ sheet
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Appendix F: Book pocket and card, Sel~in label. (stuck to a nquar& of . .
waxed paper), Dewey and IC shelf list cards. , )

" Br 142923
149
R85
copy2 Russell
- Frontiers in
psychology
l-..w' ‘
_ BF 142923 -
1149 :
! «RBS ‘
i copy2 Russell i
k Frontiers in ‘l
- DATE 1sULD TO
g
X
L
b
"\'. \
'1
@2&9
30
L
00/
4 Q .
ERIC -

SRR {

i..c o . . S
169,904 pA° ’
! lQussell, Roger W ed,

Frontiers in psychology. General editor: Roger W, Rus-
Uﬂ soll. Contributing editors: Vytautas J. Bieliauskas and

others, Chicago, Scott, Foresman (1084,
200 p. 1llus, dtagrs. 25 om.
Bibliography : p. (106,-200,
L /M)‘ eer MJ‘
| Taisa (2.38,C8H,3-19-64, Psych.]—

12923 \e? {2.15, publ, 6-30-6h, psych)
W A 1, Psychology—-Addresses, essays, lectures, 1. Title,

‘ BF140.R85 ) - 63-20854

Library of Congreas . (L]
—"»."“."“.'?‘._...... By Pedadi sl - e —
" BF !
149 )
R85 Russell, Roger W ed.
1

Frontiers in psychology. General editor: Roger W. R
sell, Contributing editors: Vytautas J. Bielisuskas and |
. others; Chicago, Scott, Foresman {1964, " :

200 p. 1lus, dlagrs. 25 cm. S |

Bibllography : p. 106,-200. ' ol e ol | gg'_qw :
141518 c1 ,.2.38, C&H, 3-19-64, Psych.;,—i*‘u' '
142023 c2 (2.15, Publ, 6-30-64, Psych.,

1. Psychology—~Addresses, easays, lectures. 1 Title.

BF140.R85 ( ; ) 63-20554
, - Library of Congress e G '
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