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ASSOCIATION OF RESEARCH LIBRARIES

Minutes of the 86th Meeting

Richard De Gennaro, presiding

The Eighty-sixth Meeting of the Association of Research Libraries was
held at the Hyatt Regency Houston Hotel in Houston, Texas on May § and 9,
1975.

President Richard De Genharo @pened the meeting by welcoming and intro-
ducing new and alternate representatives attending their first ARL meeting
and guests of the Association.

Mr. De Gennaro then discussed the theme of the program ''National Per-
spectives for ARL Libraries."



SCHOLARLY COMMUNICATION; NEW EF
TO UNDERSTAND A COMPLEX PROCESS

Introduction

MR. DE GENNARO: The theme of the program is 'National Perspectives for ARL
Libraries." This morning's program will be devoted to the broad problems of
the relationship between scholars, publishers, indexing and abstracting
services, research librarians, and to the changing environment in which these
groups will operate in the coming years. 1 will now turn to Warren Haas, who
will be the moderator for this mcrning session,

* & & %

MR. HAAS: The subject of this morniag's presentation is scholarly communi-
cation -- a process involving scholars, publishers, abstracting and indexing
services, and research libraries. The process is affected by technology,
economics, fashion and fads, and, hopefully, by the goals and objectives of
scholarship and research.

Our speakers will describe both on-going and proposed studies that are
intended to improve our understanding of this complex subject and to suggest
ways to make the system work better than it now does. But before turning the
program over to them and later on to you for your questions and comments, I
want to follow the instructions given me and consider briefly the pertinence
of the subject and the kinds of influence and leadership research libraries
might exert during this period of what promises to be dramatic change in the
technological methods and organizational strategies employed in the scholarly
communication process.

The subject of information distribution and scholarly communication is
receiving a great deal of attention. For example, the Office of Science
Information Service of NSF has dedicated a significant portion of its limited
research support funds to an Economics of Information program designed to
generate data '"on the costs, benefits, supply and demand relationships, and
ways of achieving economic viability of scientific information services."

In another comtext, the subject of scholarly communication is implicitly
woven imto the discussions related to the revision of the copyright act.
Foundations and endowments which fund research but not publication of the
results, acknowledge the subject as a problem area, university presses con-
duct internal studies to explain declining sales, learned societies are .
begimning to express concern about the future of scholarly publishing, and
individual scholars lament their inability to buy for their personal libraries
the most important new books in their field.
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The reasons underlying these concerns are in large part obvious:
§ g 1

1. Both the prospect of profit and the present high cost of pro-
ducing and distributing books and journals have affected all segments of the
information chain. The structure of the publishing world has been altered,
publishing objectives have in some cases been recast, and the acquisitions
programs of libraries have often been distorted. As a result, every com-
ponent of the system has begun to search for technical and organizational
innovations designed to overcome present difficulties.

2. The scholarly communication process is becoming increasingly conm-
plex. The simple author-publisher-bookseller-reader relationship of the
past has been transformed by the growth of specialty journals, abstracting
and indexing publications, computer-based search services, cooperative
acquisitions and remote storage facilities superimposed on local library
operations, and access and delivery systems that span states, the nation and
even the Atlantic. This transformation has generated new costs, new
expectations, and new frustrations.

3 It is perhaps this complexity coupled with high costs that is
apparently forcing a small number of leading scholars in certain subject
fields to establish alternative closed systems for communication of their
most advanced work to a very limited number of favored colleagues working
with them on research frontiers. There is some evidence that these people,
who constitute the academic leadership of the nation, have at least in part
given up on traditional methods. There are indications that material of
great importance never gets formally published and made generally available.
It seems that the system has been overwhelmed, and there is a growing danger
that trivia is driving out material of permanent value.

4. Finally, the worldwide audience for the products of scholarship
and research is expanding, and there is a growing pressure for more equitable
access to information. However, the sheer number of users and the great
quantity of recorded information, perhaps coupled with an increase in the
number of hyphenated subject fields, have made for even more unpredictability
of user needs.

These problems -- economic difficulties, system complexities, systenm
failures, and expanding demands -~ are neither trivial nor temporary. It
seems certain that remedial action, to be effective, must substantially
affect every component of the system and the habits and outlooks of scholars,
publishers, and librarians.

Think back to last May, when ARL met in Toronte. On the program was a
review of the findings of work done by William Baumol and Mattityahu Marcus
on the Economics of Research Libraries. The conclusion then was that the
cost trends of the past cannot realistically be projected into the future.
The message was that dramatic change is yequired in the near future in the
ways of research libraries, and the question was whether research libraries
will guide the change or whether they will simply accept a future plotted by
others -- perhaps others with less noble objectives than those professed by

7
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all of us,.

It is a year later; that question is still with us, and there is a vear
less time in which we can act.

As librarians, we have to find a way to contribute substantially to the
shape of the scholarly communication process, We can do so:

° by focusing on our fundamental and continuing objectives,
not on our past methods.

® by sharpening our critical sense, for we have a quality-
control obligation in this process; one we have not
always acknowledged or upheld.

° by viewing library functions in the context of a larger
set of social objectives, not simply as an isolated and
detached segment of the scholarly communication process.

° by facing up to the fact of a technology that will, one
way or another, substantially alter our services and our
methods.

The magnitude of the job facing all of us committed to stimulating
creative intellectual activity and to putting the record of human achievement
and discovery to work is incredibly large. We talk about what should be done,
but we find taking the necessary first steps most difficult. I do not pre-
tend to know how to proceed, but the two speakers we have with us demonstrate
that we are not alone in our search for solutions. As they describe their
efforts, let us look for ways to join forces -- we all need all the help we
can get.

* %k * %
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THE ACLS NATIONAL ENQUIRY

Edward E. Booher
McGraw-Hill Book Company

MR. HAAS: 1 would like now to introduce our first speaker, Edward E. Booher.
He has been a member of the Task Force at the American Council of Learned
Societies (ACLS) that has for almost a year labored to produce a proposal
that is now being assessed by a combination of foundations and the National
Endowment for the Humanities. The proposa! is entitled "A National Enquiry
Into the Production and Dissemination of Scholarly Knowledge."

Mr. Booher is President of the Books and Education Services Group of
McGraw-Hill. He has been a director of that corporation since 1961, and,
Director of McGraw-Hill Book Company since 1951. In June of 1967, he was
elected Chairman of thz newly-created Board of Higher Education of New Jersey,
a post he held until three years ago. He continues to serve as a member of
that Board. Prior to that time, Mr. Booher served as Chairman of Governor
Hughes' Conference on Education, the recommendations of which led to a
separation of higher education from secondary and elementary education in
New Jersey.

Mr. Booher was born in Dayton, Ohio in 1911, graduated from Antioch
College in Yellow Springs, and was a trustee of Antioch for some time. He
was President of the New York Academy of Public Education in the latter 50's;
President of the American Textbook Publishers Institute, and until June 1974
served as Director of the Association of American Publishers. He is on the
Advisory Board of the Partisan Review as Chairman of the International Group
of Scientific, Technical and Medical Publishers (STM).

He is a member of the Visiting Committee of the Harvard School of
Education, a trustee of the Yale Universicy Press, and a member of the
United States Joint Commission for Education and Culture. This is obviously
a man who is as knowledgeable as one can be in publishing and one who, at the
same time, has seen the publishing process as a part of a wide-ranging set
of social obligations.

He has been an incredibly effective contributor to the ACLS, and it is
anticipated that he will be the principal advisor of the '"National Enquiry,"
on the assumption that the funding that will make it possible will be forth-
coming shortly.

* * %k *

MR. BOOHER: If there is to be a National Enquiry into the production and
dissemination of scholarly knowledge, and if I am to be the director of that
study, then I feel that it would be appropriate for me at this point to give
you some indication of where I stand, how I regard libraries and librarians,
since research libraries are such an important component of the study --
potentially the principal benefactors from it.

o



I =m just now entering my fortieth year of book publishing -- all with
McGraw-Hill, and these years were preceded by two years of bookselling. So
I am a book man who has been exposed, at least, to all facets of publishing
all kinds of books, both here and abroad. I hasten to add, however, that
the last five years of my life seem to have been spent 2@3V1n problems and
reading financial statements! Further, I should tell you that I was reared
in my trade by a person most of you know by name at least, for he has
written and spoken so much on copyright and related matters. I refer to
Curtis G. Benjamin, one of the real hard-liners on the subject. But I would
also assure you that at the age of 64, I am my own man.

Currently, I am privileged to serve as Chairman of the International

Group of Scientific, Technical, and Medical Publishers. This organization, an

affiliate of the International Publishers Association, represents something
over 100 journal and book publishers throughout the world, including a )
number of nonprofit enterprises such as the American Imstitute of Physics.
Last October in Frankfurt at the annual General Assembly of STM I made some
remarks that I would like to repeat here, principally because I think they
represent my general position on a number of questions that could relate to
my directing the study which I will shortly discuss. And I refer to these
STM remarks because I think they speak to that issue. The audience 1
addressed in Frankfort was a small one of about 150 people. It was largely
nonAmerican. I suppose there were a dozen or 15 American publishers in the
audience, but it was made up primarily of German, Dutch, and British journal
and book publishers with a sprinkling of French and Itallan and Czechs, a
Russian or two, some Japanese and so on. If you think that American book
publishers have a "thing'' about copyrights, you ought to talk to some of
the Gerr :n and Dutch; they are absolutely paranoid on the subject.

I hope you will take these comments in the context of that particular
audience, because these are very generalistic comments, simplistic, as a
matter of fact. What I was trying to do was to get across, if I could, the
need for a change in attitudes, and I felt, and T still feel, that it is
very much needed. These are excerpts from the speech 1 made there.

The library community is perhaps our biggest customer,
and it is increasingly important to entertain good re-
lations. If we only look at the things that divide us
and entrench ourselves in fixed positions, we will get
nowhere. Instead of fighting the library world because
we think they wish to buy fewer books and journals and
make and exchange more photocopies, we should join them
in their fight for more funds to buy more books and
journals and to pay us and our authors for more
photocopies! If we have in many instances been f1ght1ng
windmills, so have the libraries. What we should do is
band tagether, forget about fighting, and look at what
unites us.

10
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This is why we scientific publishers should help and sup-
port and promote

-- all efforts to bring about more universal

bibliographic access and control;

-- all efforts to educate and train people in the
information profession -- including its technology;

-- all efforts to link the national and internationzl
private and public information resources, systems

and technologies;

-~ and all efforts to bring about mentality changes
in parliaments and other legislative powers,
impressing on them the need for sufficient funds
to enable the scientific and technical libraries
te funcrtion properly.

Nor should we oppose photocopying as such, since it certainly
has untold useful library applications. Collective and
cooperative interlibrary networks are also in our interests,
provided such n. tworks are financially viable and provided

real costs are not at the expense of the information suppl® s,
that is authors and publishers.

Most of all, however, 1 should like to plead in favor of what
the social scientists call the harmony model rather than the
conflict model. Now that it seems fairly certain that the
programs of UNISIST -- originally a purely scientific
initiative -- and NATIS -- a recent library/documentation/
archives project -- are going to merge or at least join forces,
we may expect that the library community will become more
influential internationally, especially in UNISIST -- with
which we are mainly concerned. It is only natural, therefore,
that we must initiate somewhat closer ties with the inter-
national library and documentation organizations. As re-
gards the new concept of Universal Bibliographic Control,

we believe that a major step has been made by the intro-
duction of CIP - Cataloging-in-Publication, which is fast
becoming, or has already become, normal practice in countries
such as the United States, the United Kingdom, and Brazil.
This is a case in point where publishers are actually working
together for the benefit of the library world.

The ultimate objective of publisher-library collaboration,
after the problems of bibliographic control, of the enlight-
erment of national and international legislators, and of
the education and training of professionals is, of course,

obtaining harmony in copyright matters. We all know what

11



"fair use' or fair dealing' means, but I very much doubt
that even in this audience there could be complete agree-
ment on it. Of course, on both sides there are still die-
hards, but if one compares the views on copyright in the
original 1971 UNISIST report, which spoke of legal barriers
to the free flow of information, and of monopolies, with

the language in the main working document for the NATIS
Conference (1974), stating that ip all countries legislation
should exist protecting intellectual property and recogniz-
ing "the obligation to use the vastly improved reprographic
technology in ways that will not threaten the validity of
the publication processes,' if one compares these two, it is
not difficult to see that there has been considerable improve-
ment.

And alspe on the national level there are notable rays of
hope: in my country, the United States, the National
Commission on Libraries and Information Science works on
the assumption that the rights of authors and publishers can
be incorporated in ways that maintain their economic and
competitive viability. In the Netherlands where a recent
survey has shown that an estimated four billion pages

were reproduced in 1972 by various reprographic methods,
of which 137.5 million were protected by copyright, re-
cent legislation has fixed a copying charge per page
copied, for copies made by public authorities, educational
establishments, and libraries, while industry and commerce

be fixed by negotiations. These appear to be major steps --
and I could mention a number of others as well -- towards
the recognition, in practice, of what always has been
recognized in theory, and which Barbara Ringer has expressed
so well, and here I quote Miss Ringer:

The purpose of copyright law is not to strike an
economic balance between consumers and the owners
of a species of monopoly rights. Instead, its
purpose should be to recognize independent author-
ship as infinitely precious and to do everything
possible to ecncourage and reward it.

We should therefore do everything in our power to collaborate
with the national and internpational library communities; after
all, we have the same public to serve -- a public which con-
tain both our authors and their readers.

Now if [ may, I should like to turn to the proposed study. There is no
better way to advise you of its scope and purpose, as well as of the results
expected, than by citing parts of the proposal for funds addressed to the
National Endowment for the Humanities (NEH) and three private foundations,

ERIC 12
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who are be ing asked to match funds appropriated by th« NEY, This proposil,
by the wy, is the product of a committee effort -- amd I suppose it shows
i1, The dmafering comittee, however, canprised of Heaber t Bailey,

Davi d Bren cnan, Warren J. Haas, Chester Kerr, Ropoert Tuni ansky, Thomas Noble,
George Winchestex Stone, md me, depended on Mr. Nobl e of the AC1S to put the
papeT into firul form, Thanks to Mr, Noble's fackle b« and patience and
judgmernt, 1 feel that the final documnt cane out e be ttexr than the
Committee had a xight to expeet. )

Fron this point forward, I shallbe reading from the- proposal that went
to the NEHE on Apxil 17. He should have word of Ats a-cceprtance oT rejection
during the next fortnight. '

The need for such an enquiry as the one herein p roporsed is
promprted by the conviction that contemporary soc i,
technological, and ecoriomic circumstances reuirea thorough-
going stuly of the generation and disseminagion of American
schol arly kmow led ge, by which we mean not sdmly the results
of spreciali zed research but of serious enquiry i 1narmy field,
wherever conducted. We arxe chiefly concerned he re wiith print
ard such re lated media as microform publication of all sorts.
I sheort , by ""scholarly know led g’ we mean serio us 1 deas based
or czreful thought and comveyed by the writfen word. For
convenience , we speak of *scholars," without int ending to con-
f3ne our meaning to those working in undversitiess.

The Amportance to society of fostering the test intellectual
effoxts of scholars and of receiving the best pxoducts of
serious thought as eff iciently as possidble is asumed: ve
pelieve, with the foundexrs of our Republic, that the st rength
and workability of any democracy depends upon the eclica tion of
the wters. The urgency of initiating in the irmed date future
a na-tioral enquixy into our system of the comumicaion of
krow ledge may be deduced from the probl ens bese®ting scholars,
pabl dshers , and 1ibrar ians, and -— less dramtically apparent
but equally impxtant -- fron the semse that the gemeral public
does not benefit as it should from the wrk of serieous thinkers.
faur goal is effective scholarly communication, =nd s a
starting point it will be necessaxy 10 leaxn what those
words reildy mean. It will be important to leazm about
the meeds of scholars as scholars thenselves peTceive them,
ot just as they are seen by librarians, publishers ,
techmlogists , and economists. The process of =cho larly
communicatdon is of fErst importance because it is funda-
mental to the purpose of scholarship itsel £ EAffective
Aissenimation of the work of scho laxs provides -the means
For testing the quality of scholatship by €he specialist's
coll cagues and by the gemeral public. S

) ;

At the beginning of our century the scholawin any field read
hyporthesized, developed his thought and docunernted his con-

13



clusions from the storehouse of -the library oxr the
experimentation of the laboratory; he then wrote, had his
writing judged, and, finally, published. The results pushed
back the barriers of ignorance, advanced knowledge, and lay
ready for succeeding generations to use for a contipuing
advancement, In the 1970s, however, problems of bigness,
problems of speed, and problems of cost have taxed and almost
overcome us in organizing and disseminating useful knowledge.
A complex series of developments has now produced not a system
but a nomsystem of discovery, production, and dissemination
of the knnowledge which the world needs.

Dif ferent rates of development nave taken place in what
should be parts of a meaningful system, and some develop-
ments have at times been at cross-purposes with habits of
research and expectations of significant communication, both
to specialists and to wider circles of intelligent men and
women. To take one specific example, hopes for advancement
for graduate students and young scholars have been tied to
rapid publication. The economic pressures resulting from
this course have diluted the quality of much published
research. Specmllzed "scholarly' journals have prolif-
erated beyond anyone's ability to read and absorb all.

Publ ishers continue to publish books at the rate of 40,000
annually in the United States alone. What fraction are
reviewed? What readership can be counted on? What impact
does the increasingly expensive effort have? The
excellent specialized books, because of a small market, are
losing propositions for publishers, who cry for subvention
in oxder to produce them at a price within the means of
those who need them. Libraries, the great preservers of
knawledgé are foundered by sheer bulk and the rapid rise
in cost. Standards for recording data, for computer soft-
ware , or even for the format of microtexts have not been
devised, and unless the interfaces of the various ''systems"
are recognized, organized, and acted upon a new Babel will
soon be upon us. Each new field of knowledge seems to
breed its own mnew areas of ignorance.

To take another example, a recent review by a member of
the drafting committee of this proposal of appllcatiéns

for federal support for 26 specialized bibliographies in
the humanities provides a thought-provoking demonstration
of inefficiency and wastefulness in the production of
basic research tools. Requests ranged from $8,000 to
$300,000, and the total for the 26 came to $1,600,000, "Xf
each bibl jography had been discrete, basic, and plam‘led for
constant up-dating and ready retrieval of combinations of
the information stored therein =- a system which modern
technology can in fact provide -- federal expenditure might

14
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be justified. Analysis of the 26, however, indicated great
overlap, excessive start-up costs, and methodologies ranging
from acquisition of information, hand-written on 3x5 cards to
the most sophisticated designs for computer tape recording,
"along with incompatible systems, language, programming, and
a diversity of machines. There is every reason to suppose
that the same agency will continue to xeceive such proposals
at a similar Tate. The study proposed here can provide
valuable guidelines for policy decisions in these circum-
stances, and in time will lead to greater efficiency in the
conception and design of bibliographical systems.

Our first problem is that we neither understand our present
system nor use it efficiently. Moreover, we do not even
understand the extent to which it is not a system. Parts
of it have been analyzed. For a dozen years the 0ffice of
Science Information Service (0SIS) of the National Science
Foundation has studied, reported, and effected important
changes in the system of communication for science.
Librarians have conducted their own studies, as have
scholarly societies. Publishers have done less, partly
owing to the fragmented nature of publishing as an in-
dustry, and partly because private industry cannot

legally do some of the things being proposed in this

study. No agency has previously tried to comprehend our
differing and often clashing systems for the communication
of scholarly knowledge from an overall peint of view with the
purpose of recommending and effecting beneficial change. The
present proposal approaches the spreading chaos in the dis-
semination of serious thought by recognizing the need for a
"systems attack," and by addressing the problems in a novel
way, namely by the collaboration of six estates which
hitherto have gone their own ways separately--scholars,
publishers, joumal editors, librarians, foundatioms,

and technologists.

Secondly, we are faced with a deteriorating situation.

The present process appears to be moving toward a general
crisis. Scholarly journals have proliferated, partly
because new fields have been identified as knowledge
itself has expanded and fragmented inte many specialties.
Journals are in financial trouble, as ave libraries, their
chief subscribers. As libraries are forced to cut back on
subscriptions and journals have to raise their rates, the
dissemination of knowledge suffers. Much the same can be
said of books, as evidenced by the well-known difficulties
of university presses and the problems of commercial
publishers, who increasingly shy away from the publication
of advanced monographic studies.
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It is important tc note, however, that while the many
activities involved in the production and dissemination
of scholarly knowledge require economic analysis, our
concern is not exclusively or narrowly economic. We
need to understand better the effects of changing pro-
cedures and technolegy not on financial ledgers alone
but on the process of discovery and creation. This is
to say that while the problem shows itself first as
economic, a better understanding of the system will
enable participants (scholars, publishers, librarjans,
readers) to effect changes that will sustain and improve
communication itself,

semination of scholarly knowledge have tended in recenmt
years to grow more numerous, increasingly complex, and
more and more expensive. It is more than possible that
because of this growing complexity our present methods
for publishing, distributing, abstracting, indexing,
storing and preserving information are at least in part
outmoded and perhaps self-defeating. It is essential in
this investigation that these activities be seen as means
to an end and be considered subject to adjustment, in-
cluding refinement and perhaps even substantial modi-
fication of the "boundaries" between the several parts

of the present mechanisms. 1In short, we need to consider
whether:

1) new kinds of coordination are possible
between research libraries and at least some
aspects of publishing. Changes made at the
junction of these two enterprises might open
new prospects for publishing and serve library
obligations, all the while better meeting the
needs of scholars.

2) whether new and perhaps dramatically
different methods of describing, analyzing,

and locating recorded information might result
in a remarkable increase in the use of recorded
information.

3) learned societies and professional
organizations have a more important role to
play in determining the quality of what is
published.

4) the trend toward life-long education
will create mew demands for the products of
scholarship, perhaps produced in new ways and



even recast as specialized teaching
materials for whole new categories of
interested and able users.

5) communications and computer technology
will open completely new approaches to the
some fields rather than simply modifying
existing systems.

Now a word about the scope of the Enquiry and areas r .r
investigation.. Full exploration of the many and com-
plex problems of producing and disseminating the results
of scholarship in the decades immediately ahead will re-
quire a period of four or five years. The effects of
the on-going emquiry, however, will be e¢volutiomary and
cunul ative. Thus, early sarveys and reports will pro-
vide the foundation for later phases of investigation,
Each imdividual report, of value in itself, will alse
contribute to our knowledge and decision-making with
regard to the whole svstenm.

In many sessions of wide-ranging discussion, the drafters
of this proposal outlined in some detail all aspects of
the system of scholarly communication which they felt
needed investigation. They concluded that almost all
significant problems are comprehendec by the ten
headings listed below. While these topics relate to

and often overlap each other, it is assumed that the
directors of the Enquiry will devise an approach to any
single topic that will relate the study of it to the
purpose of the whole Enquiry. The topics are listed not
in order of "crisis priority” but, in general, in a
linear progression from author te reader:

1) Problems of Scholarly Motivation
2) Quality Control in Research

2} fuality “ontrol in Published Research

4) Selection, Dissemination and Use of Scholarly
Warks

5) Tcomomic Difficulties of Publishing Specialized
Books and Journals

4) The Role of Subvention

7) The Proliferation of Scholarly Journzis
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8) Technological Options in Production
and in Bibliegraphical Access

9) Preservation and Access
10) Bibliographical Structures
11} Extending the Audience

The first phase of this study (and that is the part that
we are immediately concerned with) should be apparent at
this point. Scholarly communication is an emormous topic,
with many interrelations among its parts, and we think the
proposed comprehensive examination should be undertaken
with the intention of carrying it through to the end. We
propose starting with two manageable projects to get a
better understanding of the problenm as a whole, to see
what can be accomplished, and to allow for a reassessment
of directions and budgeting at an interim stage. The

two topics, to be completed in about twenty-Ffour months,
are sufficiently related to feed into each other, yet
separate enough to expose a variety of aspects of the
total picture. The topics are:

Study #1, Quality Standards and Ecomemic
- Factors in Book Publication: Xyths, Money,
and Monographs

Study #2. The Functioning of Scholarly
Journals in the Knowledge System:
Experience and Alternatives

Study #1 will deal primarily with academic books, but will
also include significant books that interpret academic
findings to a broader public. ¥t will attempt to assess
the "publish or perish" problem in relation to the future
demand for faculty and the availabiliity of promotions.

It will iook at trends of costs and prices of books in
relation to their distribution, particulariy library
distributior, and their actual use, especially in
libraries. In addition, the study will draw on

techrnical research being carried on by private and public
institutes and manufacturers relating to reproducing,
storing, and retrieving information, both mechanically and
glectronically.

Study #2 will draw heavily on studies already done by 0SIS
and several scholarly and scientific secieties, but

additional information {especially future projections) will
have to be vollected., The results will be examined in the
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light of alternative systems and the problem of biblio-
graphic access. In the latter area the chemists, physi-
cists, and biologists have gone much further than the
humanists and social scientists, but it 1s not obvious
that their experience is directly applicable to other
fields. It will be important to examine the applica-
bility of such techniques as interest profile distribu-
tion, key word indexing, citation indexes, abstracting,
microform publication, etc. in areas outside the sciences.
Other matters under study will include methods of selec-
tion of publication, xates of rejection, and postpublica-
tion use and evaluation.

Now, what are some hoped for accomplishments of this
nexc 24 moriths of work? As a general hypothesis, it
seems reasonable to suppose that the two studies will
show that the problems in the publication, purchase,
and use of scholarly journals and serious books on
jmportant subjects result from a complex matrix of
interrelated factors or pressures, among the most
important of which are:

1) - The proliferation of scholarly
journals and the preference which
libraries with limited funds give journals
over books.

2) Pressures on young scholars to
publish even trivial or duplicative
materials and to create new jourmals
to find outlets for their work.

3) The absence of up-to-date know-
ledge on scholarly needs for journals,
books, and bibl iographic data.

4) The cost limitations imposed by
present publishing techmology, both in
manufacturing and distributing.

S) The confusion which exists about the
role of copyright and how producers of
literary property--authors and publishers--
are to be compensated.

6) The extent to which published naterials,

both books and journals, are made accessible
and actually used--or perhaps mot used.
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7) The disinclination of commercial
publishers and university presses to risk
publishing important bocks because of
shrinking markets.

8) The rapidly growing costs of total
library service resulting from the deluge of
. nubl ished information.

9) The fragmentation of the system itself
and the absence of any overriding philosophy
from which might develop a mechanism for
imteraction understood by all the component
TS .

As the studies which will test these and other aspects of

the hypothesis will evoive in the course of the investigation,

it is difficult- to anticipate the details of specific accomplish-
ments, Nevertheless we venture to suggest some products of the
Enquiry, of which the following seem obvious:

1) Recommendations to journal editers on
m:thods of selection.

2) Information un the relation of rejection
rates to quality.

3) Recommendations for mergers of journals,

4) Suggestions of experiments to be attempted
in various fields (interest profile, etc.).

5) Recommendations for technological and
bibl iographical changes. '
- 6) Information on the relation of academic
promotion criteria and experience to post-
publ ication evaluation,

7) Information on use patterns in libraries
in relation to costs.

8) Information sbout the economic inter-
relation of paperbacks and hardbacks.

9) Recommendations concerming publishing
certain material only in microform.

10) Suggestions for improving the biblio-

graphic interrelation of publishers and
libraries.
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11) Recommendations to librarians and
publishers relative to the present-day needs
of scholars and serious students and readers.
Mr. Chairman, I think 1 will stop there, [ have a lot more infoxr-
mation on staffing, on the timetable we have and so on. I think some
of those things can come out in the discussion if they are important.

* * % %
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THE PRODUCTION AND DISTRIBUTION OF SCIENTIFIC
AND TECHNICAL INFORMATION

Fritz Machlup
New York University

MR. HAAS: Our next speaker is Dr. Fritz Machlup. He will not remember this
but T do: I first went to John Hopkins as Acquisitions Librarian in the
early 1950's, and Professor Machlup was on the faculty at Hopkins at the
time. One early spring day I was on an elevator in the then principal
library building, and Dr. Machlup got on the elevator. He was wearing ski
boots.

I did not know him at all well, but my curiosity had been provoked and
I asked him why he was wearing ski boots, It turned out he was on his way
to Switzerland for some obviously scholarly conference, and they weighed
your luggage, so his lightweight oxfords were in his suitcase and he vas
wearing his ski boots. This established him as a practical economist in my
mind at that time and that has been the case ever since. :

His biography is in very small type and goes on for quite a way. I am
not going to try and recapitulate what has been an obviously distinguished
career as a scholar both abroad and in this country, with associations at
Buffalo, Johns Hopkins and Princeton, and now an adjunct professor at New
York University.

He has written a great many books but there was one sandwiched in
13 years ago in 1962. The title was The Production and Distribution of
Knowledge in the United States. It was followed by a book, Essays on
Economic Semantics and preceded by An Economic Review of the

: atent System.
The 1962 book Production andﬁD;;;ribut;Qﬁle'inpwyeng,in’th;’United'ggg;es

was a real landmark book, because an economist was turning his mind to the
whole process of generating, distributing and putting knowledge and infor-
mation to use. Ever since that time the subject has never left Professor
Machlup's scholarly interests, :

He is at work right now. I think his current project started out to
be an update of the 1962 book, but has probably evolved at this point in
time to be something considerably more. Whereas the ACIS project is hope-
fully about to be born, the work that Dr. Machlup has been doing has, in _  _
fact, come kicking and screaming into the world and is well into early
adolescence.

We did not put a specific title on Professor Machlup's talk, - He
suggested two; "The Economic Viability of Publishing and Library Services,"
or as an alternative, "Books, Journals and Libraries: A Hypothesis About an
Economic Strangulation.” I will let him take over at this point and describe
to us what it is he is doing; how it relates to what he has done in the
past; and what he will be expecting from the library community as he gathers
information.

* * % *
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MR. MACHLUP: Perhaps I may address you by saving: ‘Fellow Bibliophilists'.
0f course, I realize that a librarian may for a few minutes during the week
become a bibliophobe, but this is only a few minutes nsually, and day and
night he is a bibliophile, and it happens that T am too.

Now one of the things in my life which makes me think that [ have been
a very lucky fellow is the fact that for 20 years now I have had my offices
in a university library. That has always made me very, very happy. Now of
course, you too have your offices in the library, but that is different.
You are there as a provider of library services, while I have been there as
a user of library services, and to be so close to the books is splendid for
a user. I remember with special glee my years at Johns Hopkins, when the
collection in history and in the social sciences was on the same floor with
my offices, and I had to take about 20 steps to the stacks, It was simply
superb. And, now during my 15 or 16 years at Princeton, I still have my
offices in Princeton's library, thanks to William Dix. This has been a
wonderful 1ife for me. I have loved every aspect of my work experience,
chiefly because of that.

I have been an avid user of library services, but also an active
purveyor of library materials as a writer and as an editor. To these
library-related activities as user and writer and editor, I have lately
added a new one: I have become an investigator of library services and an
economist engaged in research on the economics of library services. By this
confession I may not endear myself to you, I am afraid, because while you
live and work for the users of your services, and you accept that authors
add to your collections and to your workload, and you even condone that
editors augment the rapid flow of serials, you may look askance and with
justified apprehension at an investigator who asks for statistical data about
your own establishment, data which you may neither have nor know how you
could obtain except by virtually intolerable efforts by those who want to
know.

. Now before I tell you about my evil designs, because some people will
really find that these designs are more than they can swallow, I ought to
talk to you about my past; I was told this might be important. While the
older people among you may fully be acquainted with my work in the past,
there are some people who are not quite that old, and they may not know
what I have done in the past.

The sin that I committed and which I now have to confess is that from

1958 to 1962 I wrote a book which the Princeton University Press published
in 1962, The Production and Distribution of Knowledge in the United States.

This was a 150-page book with about 85 statistical tables. It tried for the
first time to get together all activities that could be considered as know-
ledge-producing or information-producing, not only to discuss each of these
activities, but also to add: '"How much do they cost?’ and then to aggregate
that whole thing and to ask: 'How much do these knowledge-producing acti-
vities amount to in relation to the gross national product?" And while I
have not the slightest idea what I would come out with, I was extremely
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shocked and flabbergasted when the results were finally there before me.

I could hardly believe them. I found that all of the things which I

called the "knowledge industry'" when added up were 30 percent of the gross
national product. I also made a second study within the same covers of the
book about the knowledge occupations.

Perhaps now is the time to say a word about what I meant by "knowledge
industry” and '"knowledge occupation'. (Incidentally, these words have caught
on; you read practically everyday now about the "knowledge industry'. This
was my coinage, and I had something quite different 1n mind when 1 coined it).
I had two approaches to this study; one was what was the group output? There
are groups which we might call "industries" or "branches of industries'", and
these groups have the purpose to produce information or knowledge. I make no
differentiation between the word "information' and "knowledge'; the lexico-
graphers do not either; they can not; it is completely arbitrary. ''Infor-
mation'" is the act of conveying knowledge. The two things can be used inter-
ihangeablyB if you mean the things that are known or about which you are
in farme‘*ﬂ“

ﬁaw there are these groups that really produce knawledgé either for sale
or at a cost because someone ordered it. And then there are individuals
whose work consists in producing knowledge that means producing in somebody
el se's mind some awareness of things that he had not known before or had not
known well before, etc. So there were the knowledge industries and the know-
ledge occupations, and these are two different things because a "knowledge
industry"” needs also people who are not working on producing knowledge.. A
university and a university library needs some people who clean the floors.
Now these poeple are not knowlege-producing. So you have nonknowledge pro-
ducing workers in knowledge industries. And on the other hand, there are
plenty of knowledge-producing people who are not working in a kncwlédge in-
dustry. There may be someone who is producing knowledge but works in a
chemical plant, and so on. So these are two different things, and I was
wondering, how do they relate? The knowledge industry was producing approxi-
mately 30 percent of the national product, and I found out that a little bit
higher percentage of all the workers who are gainfully employed in the
country were in the knowledge occupations. I tried to bring both these
statistics together; this is a huge undertaking. I have to thank both the
National Science Foundation and the National Endowment for the Humanities,
that have generously allowed me to have the research staff to do these studies.

I have not yet come to the aggregation of the knowledge industries as of
1970 or 1672. My past book did that for 1958, but I have just about finished
my study of the knowledge occupations, and I saw that the things are going up
and up and up. If I speak only of the people who are in the labor force, they
are now I think near to 40 percent of the knowledge producing occupations, and
if you include people who could be in the labor force, but instead are over 15
or 16 years old sitting in a school or at a college, then we have reached -
almost 50 percent. This is a large figure if you can think that half of the
people in the United States are occupied in doing nothing but adding to kmow-
ledge -~ their own knowledge, other people's knowledge. This is a large figure,
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and it is terribly interesting to see how this changes fron decade to decade.

I went back in this study to 1900 when the percentage was a Yery, very
small one, and found that in 1910, 1920, and 1930 there was a constant growth.
I do not say it can go on forever. I do not believe that it will reach the
day when 100 percent of the population will be engaged in producing knowledge.
I am not one to give projections into the future of things that ought not to
be projected, or are projected only to show that it cannot be that way.

Perhaps one or two more words are needed of how I tried to organize my
work on the knowledge industries or in the branches of that industxy. I had
five major categories. One was education on all levels and in all forms. It
included on-the-job training, education in the home, and so on. The second
was research and development. As a matter of fact, that was the first thing
1 did; this is how I came into that kind of study at all, The third big
sector was media and communication, and there I had book publishing and every-
thing that is connected with it. The next was information machines, because
of office machines and computers and printing presses and typewriters, and
all of these things. They are, of course, machines entirely devoted to the
production and distribution of knowledge. The last one was called information
services. I believe that expression was also coined by me and has caught on.
There are now any number of journals, newsletters and outfits that have
these terms among their titles, "knowledge industry", "'information services',

OO - of o

Incidentally, I still remember, partly with pleasure and partly with be-
wilderment, that Clark Kerr, then President of the University of California,
used in his lectures at Harvard the expression 'knowledge industry' which he
had just read in my book. He used it and cited it, and as a good scholar, he
made a footnote that this came from me. It was read or heard by people who
did not know about my book. They felt '"knowledge industry" suggested some
modern educator, mass production of knowledge in universities where the
students are mere numbers, etc. They were wild and furious at Clark Kerr for
using the work "industry" in connection with something as esoteric and cultured
as knowledge. Now this is merely an example of the misuse when you read with-
out understanding and without going back to the Source. Clark Kerr, of course,
was completely innocent, and when he saw me the next time, he told me, ''Look
what kind of hole you got me into there." o

Now I said that I was doing an updating of the whole undertaking, but for
updating you need data, What I had in my original 1962 book was a rather ag-
gregative kind of data. The publishing industry at best knew the total sales,
the total input, etc., but I could not get any better breakdown than what
Bowker had. Bowker, of course, is an excellent source, but the sources in-
dicate how many books are in the fields, so you get it only in units not in
money, etc. There was no possibility of making a real breakdown according to
the kind of knowledge, if we speak now of scientific and scholarly knowledge.

I was asked by the Office of Science Information Service (0SIS) of the
NSF whether 1 could not get the real data for the national input into scientific
and technological information, to which was added also medical. Well, I said
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I would try; I would undertake it. We had already sturted doing the Kind of
questionnaires that I would have to have filled out in order to get this

from the publishers and from the indexers and ahstracters and the libraries
and so on.

When I learned about the ACLS' project, here was an idea to find out
about scholarly knowledge. It appeared to me immediately to be an extreme
waste that our group should study only '"scientific" So, I said it would be
1mperat1ve (that means it would be the only sen51b13 thing to do) to make the
study in one fell swoop. When I say "swoop', that looks as if it were to be done
quickly; perhaps I should say in "one long seige,'" but definitely it should

be "one'. This is how it probably will turn out to be.

The National Science Foundation has agreed, in principle, on the money.
The NEH has also agreed in principle, and we should hear soon how they feel
about it. Let me immediately make one additional remark. At one stage they
tried to get a ''shotgun marriage' between the ACLS and us, and we were both
quite willing to do it. It was almost an engagement. We said, "All rlght,
let's get married."” And then the NEH changed its mind and said, '"No, let's
get a divorce cven before we get married.'" So the two studies will ga on
parallel but I hope, hand-in-hand ‘and with a great fEEllng of frendship and
mutual advice.

What I am very anxious to do, especially for books, is [to analyze the
data] according to markets, You would not believe it but the publishers do
not know exactly what kind of books serve what markets. Of course they have
a very fine feeling in the tips of their fingers, but they do not have any
numbers. There are no data that would tell you about the books in, say
physics, or the books in mathematics or the books in literature; so much goes
to college and university stores and so much goes into trade booksellers and
so much is bought by wholesalers, and so on. Incidentally, if it sells to
wholesalers, I have to get to wholesalers too to find out to whom they will
sell the book.

This is the kind of information that is terribly important for the
publlshers thenselves, and I hope they realize this and will cooperate with
me in getting the data. 1In order to get the data incidentally, I found out
that I have to do one thing; I cannot ask them, 'Here is a questionnaire,
please fill it out." First of all, it takes a lot of work and it deranges
the whole office routine. They cannot tell people day-in-and-day-out, 'Now
stop doing everything and spend six weeks on filling out the questionnaires
of Fritz Machlup." They just will not do it. So my new trick will be that
1 have a team that will go and descend upon the publishers one after the
other and work on their books, on their records to get the information which
we need. Then we will, of course, guarantee that there will be full con-~
fidentiality, and no one will know who gave what and from where does that
come because that all will be aggregated in the end,

Now the libraries are, of course, a little bit easier, because there

are not quite as many. There are many more publishers than there are research
libraries. But the libraries are also a headache, not only to you but to me.
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They are a headache because their own knowledge of their own work is very
good in some places, but practically nonexistent in otiicr places. There are
some very outstanding libraries that have made several studies, and really
have data that would be just right for us. They would know how many books
they have and how many journals they have in different fields. They would
have a breakdown by costs and so on. And of course they have also some
interesting user studies; a user study is also one of the things that I have
to do,

In addition to these libraries who have gone into studying their own
operation, there are a great many that do not have that. And you would, for
example, like to start and say, "Can you tell me about your total collection;
how many books and how many serials do you have in this and that and that
field?" Some will say, '"Oh, we don't have that. We can give you an estimate
of our total collection, and, even that estimate may not always be accurate."

In one place or the other, we heard something which was very sad. Some-
body told me, '"No, no. I don't know it and I don't want to know it." I say,
"Why don't you want to know it?" "Well, you are telling me I ought to tell you
how much I spend every year for physics and for romance languages and for
history. If I knew that, that would leak out and these departments would
get on me and say, 'You spend so much time for that and not for me.' and, I
would have a war on my hands." This has actually happened, and I fully under-
stand. 1 see the rationale, but on the other hand, I think it is exactly the
kind of knowledge that we have to have. You see, when I say we need infor-
mation, we need information not only to know; it is not that I am nosey; it
is not because it is what, for want of a better word, is derogatory; it is
not intellectual curiosity alone that speaks to it. It is a study for a pur-
pose, and I would like to describe that purpose to you.

You know, when you say that you have to do a piece of research, the thing
to do is first to say, '"What hypothesis do you want to test?" And so I did
jot down the set of hypotheses that I want to test. This is partly directly
pointed to the publishers and partly to the librarians, but I hope you under-
stand these two things are really so closely related that they can hardly be
separated. Now here is the set of hypotheses:

1. The number of potential authors of manuscripts of books

and journals has grown from 1950 to the present at a
fantastic rate.

This is easy -- these figures are easily available if you know who the
potential authors are. You merely look at the college faculties and the
Ph.D's and so on.

2. The number of manuscripts regarded as publishable by

traditional standards has increased at a similar or
possibly faster rate.

3. The increase in the number of scientists and engineers
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with advanced degrees or aspiring for academic
positions is a major factor in the growth of the
supply of manuscripts for publication. The in-
creasing specialization in many scientific and
scholarly disciplines may be another contributing
factor, especially with regard to journals.

4. The spectacular increase or proliferatiocn in the
number of journals attests to increasing specialization.

Several fields have serious effects on library budgets. I have figures
with me, though I will just give you one. In one library we studied, we found
out that the acquisitions of serials, journals, or parts of serials, has had a
share of about 40 percent of the acquisitions budget which has risen to 50
percent. This, of course, crowds out the share for books. =

5. The number of potential buyers cf books has grown from
1950 to recent years, first, probably at a rate com-
parable to the supply of publishable manuscripts, then
at a decreasing rate and now it has about leveled out,

That means a no-growth figure, In some particular categories, it has even
started to decline. As a proxy for potential direct or indirect buyers of
books, I propose to use the number of students in elementary and s=condary
schools, the number of students in colleges and universities, the number of
college graduates. Each, however, has different demands, different both with
regard to the type of book and to the quantity of books purchased per year.

6. Competition among publishers, the brisk supply of
manuscripts meeting existing standards of publish-
ability and the increase in specialization in
several fields resulted in a substantial increase
in the number of titles published per year.

7. Increase in the number of titles combined with a
smaller increase if not an absolute decline in some
fields in the number of copies sold has made a de~
cline in the number of copies sold per title in-
evitable.

8. The rapid increase in the costs of production of
books has pushed up the break-even point for most
titles. Yet instead of increasing the number of
copies sold per title it declined rapidly, cutting
profits and causing losses to publishers.

Statistical data for book publishing as a whole, and for library budgets
as a whole is not difficult, However we need disaggregated data for particular
fields or groups of fields, such as scientific and technological publications.
But they do not exist; they have to be developed from the records of the
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libraries, provided we will get access to all of these records or will be
furnished the figures we need.

Now I have aggregate figures here which T might present, but I think
I should not take much more time. T must say why these aggregate figures
are practically worthless. We know the number of titles, hut we do not know
the different fields, nor to what extent different kindsiof books == let us
say, workbooks and kinds of manuals and so on -- are ingluded or not included.
You probably know that practically speaking, there is mot available statistical
data on serials. We do not know how many serials are now published and how
many have been published. We know (perhaps we will know better after a study
of the libraries) how many subscriptions have been discontinued and how many
subscriptions have been added. I know from some libraries already, that in
the past few years the number of subscriptions added is smaller than the

number of subscriptions discontinued, which of course, will pinch the publishers
of journals and of seriais.

I might also say that so many measure; which the individual branches of
the knowledge industry are taking to help themselves hurt their publishers.
To give you an example, we know one of the great helps to the publishers is
to charge a price for hardcover books different from paperbacks, which is
quite different from the differential costs, chiefly binding. Why? Because
they need that money. The libraries, of course, resent that greatly, and so
what helps the publishers hurts the libraries. 5o we can do a great many
things. The libraries try to help themselves doing things which hurt the
publishers. This is exactly why these two studies are needed, so that we can
finally devise remedies, or at least ideas for what can be done, so that we
know what we should not do in areas where one thing may help at the expense
of the other. We must try tu finé things that really help the entire group.

I wanted to say a few chings about the use of studies. We, after all,
publish and keep in the libraries things for the user. But what kind of use
is being made of these things? You will be surprised if I tell you of a very
simple study that I proposed as many as 15 years ago that has never been made.
I, at that time, said: 'Here you have the university presses and the university
presses may publish things that do not have a wide market, but they, at least,
have one market on which they counted--the university libraries." Most
research libraries have standing orders, or at least buy most of the products
of the university presses because these are really the well 'refereed" books
by good scholars and so on. But are these books ever read? They are printed
in fine letter press with beautiful reproductions, with prizes given to the
people who design them because they are really lovely. They are ornaments on
the shelves of the libraries. But are they actually read? I suggested that
we try to make a little study to see how often these books have been taken
out. This is not a difficult study. A few undergraduates could do that.
We take some titles of university press publications to find.out. Well,
could not get anybody to be greatly interested in it, And T hope now,
whether some one else is interested or not, I will do it.

I
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I believe there are plenty of books that are published for prestige
purposes or for very fine purposes, but that should not be published by
letter presses and not sold at a high price. One should know that this infor-
ts, and every scholar interested in it could write for it and he
L

Wi

mation exis
will get it in mimeographed form and so on. There is far too much publishing
done now, and this is part of why the publishing industry is strangulated.

* * * ¥

REMARKS BY. ROBERT. LUMIANSKY

MR. HAAS: Before we hegin the question period, I would like to have Robert
Lumiansky talk very briefly about his interest and suppert of this project.
Richard De Gennaro mentioned that when he came to the University of
Pennavlvania, he found a verv effective, strong advocate of libraries in

Dr. lLumiansky, who was then Chairman of the English Department. Well, you
remember [ preceded Mr. De Gennaro at Pennsylvania, and Dr. Lumiansky learned
everything | taught him. He is President of the American Council on Learned
Societies and cne of the country's leading spokesmen on scholarly matters, the
interests of scholarship and, obviously, the interests of libraries themselves.

& kK K ok

MR. LUMIANSKY: First T would like to thank the Association for asking me to
come down here and be with you. [ have made friends of long-standing among
you and have had opportunities to meet quite a number of new friends.

As you know, the ACLS and the Association of Research Libraries have
long and close and, I think, highly effective relationships over the past
years. And perhaps it suffices here for me to say that I am going to do all
[ can as the new President of the ACLS to see that that kind of close relation-
ship continues. As you have heard this morning we are working at various
aspects of the relatiorship now. T do not have a great deal to add to what has
been put before you in the fine presentations already this morning.

I would like to try to make just one point. It scems to me, as we go in-
to these two closely related efforts to work toward recommendations that will
improve circumstances, that perhaps the fundamental key is the acceptance we
can win on the part of the scholars of whatever recommendations we come up with.
All of you live on university campuses. You know many, many scholars. Many of
you are scholars yourselves, and T suspect that we, as scholars, are a little
less quick to change our ways than perhaps some other segments of the popu-
lation. I think, however, that from observation over the last two or three
years, circumstances arc becoming such that we, as scholars, realize the neced
for very marked changes in the system. And I am hoping that the ACLS, with
its learned societies and its 92 associated universities, colleges and research
libraries, can exert considerable influence to involve those persons represented
in those entities in the on-going studies and to get the benefit of their
advice, and also influence their way of thinking and the degree of acceptance
which they will have for the recommendations when thecy come out.
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I think of a couple of specific kinds of questions that I am sure many
of you have in your mind. Take the circumstances of the young scholar in
my own field, medieval studies, who does his dissertation, péfhaps making
a much-needed edition of a very important medieval treatise, This Kind of
scholarly job is hard. For one thing, he has tc find out whether any
manuscript not presently known does exist in any of the libraries in the
Western world or elsewhere. MHe then has to do the tremendousl!y time-con-
suming detail work of collating his manuscript and working toward an edition
which will present the best manuscript as a base text probably, and then
give the variances in the other manuscripts.

o

He has to write de 15 of his manuscripts: he has to write iIn
the introduction an ass nent of the importance of the particular treatise
in the context of the 12th century or 15th century, wherever it happens to
lie, and after some years of really devoted attention to such a problem, he
comes up with his typed transcript which has to be checked, checked, checked
and checked again, everv letter along the way, to be sure he is not per-
petrating errorvs.

scriptio
nent

If, for example, this liappens to be a treatise that the Venerable Bede
wrote on the very important medieval matter, ""conception of time', tnere
may be 300 of us in the world who hold that edition to be of vast importance.
Now, traditionally, the young scholar, or old scholar if he is doing such work,
hopes to see that book published in hard cover, say in the series that the
Medieval Academy of America gets out or possibly in a series that the Early
English Text Society gets out.

The question arises in studies such as you have heard described this
morning as to whether it makes sensc to publish that treatise in the tra-
ditional fashion or whether it is better, all things considered, to announce
the availability and have the new edition of the treatise deposited some-
where so that copies and microfilms or photocopies or microcards or what-
ever, can be furnished easily and cheaply to the interested scholarly users.
1 think, in principle, we have to say it does not make sense to publish such
work in the traditional hardcover way. It is no longer economically and
perhaps even philosophically sensible, but there sits the young schelar, an
assistant professor who is coming up for promotion. He has on his campus,
first the departmental consideration of his promotion and tenure. He or
she has the college committee on promotions and then, finally, the university
committee. These committees have traditionally not been willing to grant
that such a work made available in, say, microfilm, is the equivalent of a
published book. There is always the assumption that if he could not get it
pubiished, it must not be worth anything; it must not be valuable. Well,
these are the kinds of attitudes that I think we have to work toward trying
to change, and somehow tc get a realistic assessment of each item, step-by-
step, and to find the most sensibie ways of presenting such materials.

The same kind of questions from the point of view of the scholars applies
to library services, of course. Scholars make a great point (and T would
say from my own experience, to some degree rightly) that a great deal of
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the help that they got out of libraries comes not from just having the
single item that, after a given time, served them cfficiently and expedi-
tiausly, i C

nappenstance upon important things as they go down the rows, perhaps while
looking for something else, finding books or journals of great importance to
them. Thus, they argue that when a library enters into a cooperative acqui-

ime that they spend "stackirg” and coming almost by

sitions program with other libraries where cach library buyvs only certain
segments of books, then their worl as scholars is very vastly hampered.

Well, T am not sure from what many of vou tell me that even the richest
of libraries cun any longer try to do evervthing for evervbedv. There has
to be soeme kind of .:ooperative division of the r25pona1h111ty with the possi-
bilities of relatively rapid exchanges. How schools are going to come to
feel about such civcumstances represents another one of these questions o
attitude where, [ think, the ACLS can be helpful in working toward better
solutions than we nov have.

f

MR, STUART-STUBBS: Considering the remarks [ am about to make, 1 chould mention,
in addition to being a librarian at the Upiversity of British Columbia, I am
the founder and director of the university press, and sometimes an author.

This morning, Mr. Booher spoke about some of the studies that would he
undertaken, and he spoke about one that touches on the last speaker's remarks,
"the motivation of the author.” [ think you were suggesting that he may not
be driven by pure curiosity, but perhaps by some concern over his ciareer. I
think it is important that the study also investigate the motivations of pub-
lishers, both commerical and academic, and of libraries.

I hope you do that because as somepody who wears three hats part of the
time, [ am awarc that sometimes [ am motivated uy one thing and sometimes by
another; somctimes by noble motives and sometimes by ones not so noble.

MR. BOOHER: Well, T could not agree more, particularly on the publisher's

side, which is the side I really have some feeling about. 1 have secen some
kinds of motivation ampng publishers slowly drying up. One of my favorite

speeches has to do with this., 1 fear for our own industry in terms of the

kinds of young people we are attracting into it, and what their true moti-

vations are,

One of the things that motivates me into getting into this study (and I
must confess that after working for 40 years, one of the real questions on
my mind is whether I want to work for 42 years) is the whole question of
this system. You cannot talk about just the motivation of the scholar with-
out talking about the motivation of the man who is going to publish the
scholar's work, or the motivation of the librarian who is going to, in a
sense, catalog and distribute it. This is where you get into the systems

idea again. ‘
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As a publisher I have been on the fringe of some of the things that
are happening in the technology of producing stuff, just enough to know
that [ think there can just be enormous stops forward in this, and 1 am
eager to get into that in a way that T have not been able to from where 1
sit. I was reminded of this when Mr. Lumiansky spoke about this very
important medieval document. Those 300 copies ave terribly important,
whether it is going to be in microfilm or hard print or what it 1s golng to
be.

¥

I think some new things in the technology lie ahead of us, not only in
the technology of producing it, but equally important, in the technology of
distributing it. That is where our real money goes 1n my brsiness -- in the
marketing and distribution side. That is where it has been even up to today
for the university presses. These are some real knots, but I think they are
the things we can get our hands on and make real headway in  And if we can
solve them, then not onlv the universit: presses, but I hope the commercial
presses can go back to the concept of the purist doing the services he is
supposed to be rendering. That is the real reason why I became a publisher,
not just to publish four million copies of Samucl-cn's Economics, which 1

am proud to have done and which has made my salary and a lot of other salaries

around McGraw-Hill and nelped us publish other books, but to make sure we do
publish other books out of that.

MR, WILLTAMS: My comments really go back to the first part of Mr. Booher's
talk where he quoted his own speech to the European publishers. I was
particularly struck with his remarks, as I understand it, that publishers
should join with librarians ir demanding more money for libraries so that
they can give the authors and the publishers more money and more royalties,
and then, going on from that to the study that is proposed.

what I perhaps missed wass any concern in that study for th.it amorphous,
ill-defined, perhaps mythical structure ("mythical™ in the sense that it
does not really exist), the public. That is, the concern that seems to me
ought to be some place in this, is not to get more imoney for publishers and
authors as the primary goal, but the primary goal, in fact, should be to
decrease the cost to society in general, of access to information. Maybe I
missed it, but I hope in any case, whether it was there or whether T missed
it, that it would be included,

The other comment has to do with copyright, in which I have been
struck by what seems to me to be a positive fact that deserves some stp,dy,
and this is the fact of the effect of this peculiur grant of a copyright
monopoly on the economics of publishing, and how much of the publishing
now going ci is in fact the result of publishers’ copyright monopoly. In
order to get more of a share of the market, each individual publisher rushes
out to issue a book which does not really add substantially =-- it is really
a repackaging of other information -- simply because the copyright wono-
poly prevents him from competing himself with the same product in one way
or another. I suspect that the unintended effect of copyright monopoly
may become dcleterious in this respect,
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MR. MACHLUP:  The preblem that you mentioned last about duplication -- to
publish o similar book which competes with another that is copyrighted --
also has its parallel in the patent system whero there is the so-called
problem of "inventing around"; someone has invented something for a certain
purpose; this is protected. Here is a monopoly. There are plenty of penple
who are trying to invent something which is sufficiently different so that
they can get a patent, but the invention will do exactly the same as the
first one has been doing. These are problems the profession has been trving
tor several hundred years t. solve. We have not yet found out what to do
about ir. There have been people who have said: '"This is terrible and you
must get rid af irt.'”

x here must be the compulsory licensing of patents, and similar things
might be proposed for copyright, but we do not knov what. Let me say this:
iz one great trouble with all these kinds of things, especially with
the copyright thing. Congressional hearings have been going on every since
the beginning of copyrights in the United States. These hearings are always

There

with witnesses called that werc either authers or the publishers or someone
who has a pecuniary interest in the issue. There has never been an attempt by
Congress to get a group of people to put their minds on it who have no
pecuniary interest in it; that is one of the troubles. There is in the

entire economic literarure, perhaps a handful of good pieces about copyright
and that is all. 7 o

MR. BOOHER: First there is the ''public'. Good heavens, yes! For the uni-
versity to publish means to "make public'. So there is something in that
study too about the public, We are concerned with it. My comments, 1 would
remind you again, which I made in Frankfort, were to some very hardline guys
who arc unlike the U.S. or commercial publishers and are primarily journalists.
In size and technology most of the primary journals in Europe are done by
commercial people. [ was trying to move them a little bit. I think I suc-
ceedod somewhat. T heard the other day that we are now even entertaining the
idea of having as our principal speaker at our next General Assembly coming
up in October a librarian. Believe me, we would not even let them in the
room prior to this. ’

On monopoly of copyright itself, one of the most hopeful things I have
heard about for a long time concerns a very gifted univerity press director,
Leon Seltzer at Stanford University Press, a very, very able person with a
very wide-ranging, inquiring mind, who has just been given a Guggenheim fellow-
ship to do a study on the philosophical roots of copyright and try to explore
this basic concept. Mr. Seltzer as I say, is a gifted person; in addition to
being a first-class university publisher, he is a scholar. He also just re-
cently has obtained a law degree, which means he, at least, is learned in the
techniques of finding his way around in the maze of something we call "law",
and T think this can be very meaningful for all of us. 1 am looking on his
work as having a real input to some of the things we hope to get to.

MR, MILCZEWSKY: 1s either of the studies that you gentlemen are going to be
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involved in going to puy attention to what I call the "gatekeeping"

function -- that is, review by competent scholars of publicatibﬁs which uare
being proposed, or the next step, which 1s the editorial function, which is
a very painstaking onc in the scholarly publications? 1 do not mean to
imply that I want to scc any censorship, because anybody ought to be able to
publish anything he wants, but reputable publishers to whom we turn ought
to have some kind of consistency abcut whnt they do in order to assure us
and to assure the scholars we serve that the material actually is worth our
buving and their reading. '

MR. BOOHER: 1 have said here this morning in this list of items that we
think are important for this enquiry in its total dimension, that number two
was Quality Control in Research, and number threc was Quality Control in
Published Research and this is precisely what we are talking about. Now
that is a very ticklish subject to get into, but we do want to review wmethods
of review and everything that has to do with it, and everything that is con-
nected with what goes into the final decision on what to publish and what
not to publish. Whether we can come up with recommendations, guidelines or
not, 1 do not know. But this is absolutely basic and underpins an awful lot
of everything we are going to do, more so in journals than in books, but in
both.

MR. MACHLUP: 1f I may add one word to this. [ believe the crux is not the
quality control but the use control, because some splendicd things are being
published which have only 2 very limited number of users. [ have been on
editorial boards of journals and of a university press, and I would say
that there was nothing wrong with the quality control. [ believe nothing
really got by. The "gatekeepers'' were there and were watchful, but what
they did not look out for was how large is the audience for which they were
publishing.

This, if I may say so, gets back to the whole systems concept. You
go back to the point, where does the pressure to publish something origi-
nate: from whom does it originate. You know there are a whole lot of
things that take placc before it reaches the stage we are talking about.
These are some of the things we hope we can not only look to, but make some
recommendations that will have some impact.

MR. LUMIANSKY: I think that one of the crucial aspects of this last comment
is to be found under the heading that we call "Proliferation of Learncd
Journals". In the field of modern language and literature statistics in-
dicate there has been a great increase in the numbers of journals.

Now, how do most of those journals come about? A group of people in a
given English Department finds a community of interest in a subdivision of
the field of English literature. They go to their dean and say: 'We want to
start a learned journal." Well, the dean wants to increase the prestige of
the institution, and he starts looking around for some money to help pro-
duce the learned journal. The first thing you know you get a PMLA announce-
ment that such and such an institution is founding such and such a journal
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and invites submiszionz., The referecing in such a circumstance is ve ery,
VETY Dp&r to criticism. First of all, the people down there on that campus
naturally feel th journal offers them an outlet for what they write, and
then their friends submit articles, and in most cascs there is practically
no refereeing.

We have talked some with presidents of institutions and with deans and

keep telling us: "We are almost powerless in the face of such pre-
from given segments of the faculty." It is true now with limited bud-
they can say: 'We 5imply don't have money to raise your salary, much
to create a learned journal.”

ety

But 1f vou will look at the statistics for the last year, you will find
ahout 25 new journals in the field of language and literature. The latest
one 1 have seen is from a relatively smail college annaunc1ﬁg that there will
he a new journal called Milton and the Romantics., That is the name of a
quarterly, learned journal. We do not need any quarterly to publish Milton
and the Romantics; there are plenty of places where good articles in that
drea can be published. 1t is quallty control in these circumstances that
means: "Don't establish the journal." And we think that we can 7=t the
word about in such a fashion to do sone good in that area.

MR. McDONALD: Mr. Booher in his comments quote Barbara Ringer's concern for
authors on the one hand and readers on the other, I think we are all con-
cerned with authors and their just due. We are all concerned with readers
and their just due. But I feel that that is a very simplistic view of what
we are listening to here today.

Are not we really concerned with another group, the scholars, whose
motivations may vary widely, but who, by and large, are interested in com-
municating their thDldT%h]ﬂ to others and not, primarily at any rate, in
royalty payments or profits? And 1 think it is this that has caused
librarians, on the one hand, to kind of dig in their heels and say: 'We
don't really think that any additional costs or photocopying should be
charged and paid for by us or alternatively passed along to our users." And
I really do helieve that most librarians are not speaklng for themselves or
do not feel that they are speaking for themselves in this controversy, but
arc trying to represent that large public that Gordon Williams alluded to

that is out therc.

MR. DE GENNARG: [ am pleased to hear a dlstlngu1§had publisher like Mr. Rooher
calling for harmony rather than conflict in this area, but there secems to me

to be 4 new generation of information industry people coming in who are
changing this kind of argument, charging this discussion with a kind of
emotional and even silly comments and speeches and so on. I am referring
specifically to the recent meeting of the Information Industry Association

when we heard their leading spokesman talking about'iron curtains of free in-
formation dropping down around us," and I wonder if there is anything that

can be done to decreasc this change in climate and get the discussion back

to reasonable people talking to each other.

el
[

ERIC 36

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

do not Enow too muc
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o to 1 thiis stady for
1

MR. BOOHER:
the people who il

will he this group, and there wil
2 think we have to include them, 1 no more than to fry to
thinking or have them uns ,

L we o will

ore thing about the organization of the
study itself, because I think thisz is importunt to some of the GUEstIong
that were rai=nod.  First, we e ard made
constituents with intercsts in this study.  We have
ass people who will serve on the

Let me go back and suay one

to npave nover

o me,
1 think one of t
organization of adv
the study underway

he aces we are probably going to have to sturt
isory panels very carly on, and maybe even beture we
sit Jdown with groups of people of the kind we have
talking about here and get their counsel, their advice, "pick their brains”
far Jirection and help, and tc stay with peeple of that kind all the way

through. The advisors in this project are really not going to e expert in
anything. Certainly, | am not. Maybe as a comm
some expertise, but the associate director of this project will be, [ hope,

1

[

as will our researchers.

So we are going to have to constantly go te the field, to the constituent
audience that we hope this study will serve, and be helped and guided by what

they can bring to us.

MR. BOES: One of the areas that was not touched on in the discuss]
which areas arc going to be more important in the study than other ks
To be specific, one of the arveas [ am quite concerned about is the new dis-
tribution methods that are going to be occurring in the future. T think this
is one of the concerns of the Information Industry. There are ways of hy-
passing us; there are also ways of us bypassing the publishers -- 'us' heing
the scholarly world. What I am concerned about is this going to be a priority
in the study?

MR. HAAS: [ can say as a working member of that Task Force, yes, the ACLS
study is really looking at the interfaces between the scholarly world and
publishing world, and the published records and abstracts and rescarch
librarians, etc., knowing full well the action being taken by libraries, for
example, to run a national lending library of journals in Chicago, has
"ripple effects' in all directions.

There is obviously the prospect of a pool of microfilm being, in a sense,
the basis for a kind of secondary publishing effort, and this might well
prove to be of great advantage to a lot of publishers as well, because it will
relieve them of the warehousing probiems of old single issues and billing pro-
blems of replacement issues. etc. Yes, all aspects of this are implicit in
this study.

MR. SKIPPER: 1 predict, and in fact, it is perfectly predictable that at
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least Mr. Booher is going te set a lot of suggestions to add to this
"shopping list’. | have one that may be worthy of consideration, although

I doubt if vou can formalize a solution to the problem. The question is the
unstructured transfer of information. Some of the National Science Foundation
studies indicated that scientists, for instance, obtain a large proportion of
their infermation from conferences, that is, not only by the formal present-
ation of papers, but by being able to talk to colleagues 1n the conferences.
Mr. Haas has carlier alluded to the "invisible" college -- that is, the senior
neople communicating directly with each other through long-distance telephone

lines or photocopy or the carbon chain.

we in the academic library field are fully aware of different lcevels of
information uses, with the senior scholars using information in a much
different way than the assistant professor trying to achieve tenure. And
being a member of the visiting committee of hospitals and medical schools, I
alen ¢ \ 1t information on
operational techniques and drugs., The curious thing -- this is not statis-
tically valid -- but many told me they were obviously very husy and literature
recscarch was prohibitive as far as their time was concerned. They found it
most useful to attach themselves to a very bright, perceptive intern and
query this chap on his rounds, because that individual was in touch with the
information because of the level of his activities at the present time. TIs
this a legitimate area of concern or interest to these studies?

the ior doctors ahput how they get thelr curr

MR. BOOHER: It is a legitimate area, but how to do it is hard.

MR. ROVELSTAD: T would like to ask Professor Machlup what he anticipates
may be the outcome of his studies; what kind of conclusions might you be
working toward; do you anticipate that tihere will be recommendations pro-
duced from your study?

MR. MACHLUP: I would say that I shall stay away personally from including
in a report any recommendations. 1 think I will probably discuss various
alternatives, but I will not become a champion of any plan, because that
would discredit, probably, the value, or, let us say, the respect for the
data and the information that [ provide. I will try to get the information
and get it analyzed in such a way that it will be most helpful in the eval-
yation of various remedial measures, but I shall not arrogate the making of
proposals by which the "strangulations" could be avoided. It is, T believe,
a good division of labor, even if the same man does one thing in two pieces.
In this piece, I shall make 2 fact-finding study trying to test the various
hypotheses and to say it lools that way to me. Whether I, myself, or others
will then utilize these pieces of information for making their proposals, I
cannot tell. T, myself, if T am still alive, will be very happy to do so.

MR. LUMIANSKY: 1 would simply like to say that I hope you realize that
everything Dr. Machlup has already dore and proposes tp do underpins very
greatly many of the things we plan to do in our enquiry, and his studies
are going to be of primary and pertinent and prominent importance to us.
Go*ng beyond that, I hope that we will make some recommendations probably
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MR. HAAS: Now the 30-second summary. As 1 said, I refused, but it is
svident as I have 1i here, and as I have worked with some of these
. .

i e e
people in this process, tha are required.

-

First, we need to develop and maintain a continuing forum so0 that the
public interest might be guarded and policies as they evolve might mature
in a proper way. Obvious! there needs to he some ageney, Some ygroup of

1

eople -- not necessarily a single group -- that will really assume re-
sponsibility for moving us in directions that make sense. We need

support structure for a new program that really will cross the traditional
boundarics of each element of the system, at least until the systom it '
is recast. We need effective articulation from the leaders in all arcas
here regarding some of the underlying principles that should serve as
touchstone for action in the future., Perhaps most of all, we need to be
reminded time and time again that information is not really a commadity,

and that recorded knowledge is, in a sense, the substance of civilization,
and that all of us here and many others with whom we work have a fundamental
responsibility to maintain the integrity of that system in the future.

Thank you very much. That is the end of this session,

Al v T
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NNARO:T T would like to open the business meeting with Commission
; [ am going to pass over the Commission on the Development of
sources chaired by Gustave Harrer and the Commission on Organization of
sources, Edward Lathem, chairman. Both of those Commissions for one
eason or another have really not much te report., They are having their
ings tomorrow. One of the disadvantages of having the business meeting

meet

this afterncon instead of at the close of the two-dav mecting, is that we

lose the pﬂﬁ%lDlllt\ of getting full reports from them. But we do have
reports m two of the Commissions: the Commission on Access and the Manage-
ment C i

[The Commission report is included as Appendix A of these M1nutE%’,
I Pp

MR. BOSS5: I am not sure our Commission is much better off than the other
two in that its former Chairperson has gone to bigger and better things
recently. Virginia Whiingy did such a good job with two of us, that she is
now going to become your president and try her hand with 100 of you.

The Commission has continued in basically the same vein, that is,
examining access. We have dstermined that there are really two or three
basic concerns: access to external resources -- those outside the institution,
and access to resources within the institution. The external arca seems to
be well provided for with the completion of the Westat studies on interlibrary
loan. "A Strategy for Communications Among Library Systems," a draft pro-
posal which ARL has recently submitted for funding to the National Science
Foundaticn, is also in the works and will be mentioned in greater detail
later during this meeting.

Other activities regarding access include the work of the Task Force on
a National Periodical Resources Plan and some discussion on the part of the
Interlibrary Loan Committee on whether or not by interlibrary loan we really
are meeting all of the needs that cannot be met within the institution, and
whether interlibrary loan in many institutions is very much on the periphery
of people's attention.

The Commission has sought to focus instead on the other side of the
coin; access to internal resources. We recognize that there might be a
number of obstacles in most of our libraries to this access because of a
cataloging backlog, a filing backlog, removal of cards from the card catalog,
thg condition of the stacks, reshelving time, or what have you. We have
idesitified about a dozen and a half of these, and have discussed them and
talked with the Office of Management Studies about the possibility of sending
out a SPEC survey, to ascertain to what extent these obstacles exist in
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libraries, and also to determine what efforts have been made to minimize
them. The SPEC survey, when published, would hopefully then share this
information in terms of how libraries have addressed these issues and
indicate the extent that they have not been successfully addressed.

The next step would be to seek to encourage individual libraries to
undertake some feirly pragmatic reeeereh in theee areas, each llbrary being

reeeereh in complementary areas. Whether or not there is the expertlee er
wherewithal within the member libraries to undertake this research, it might
be appropriate to engage a contractor for the purpose. The appropriate
coordinating agency for the project under those circumstances might be the
Office of Management Studies.

Our purpose would be to meet w1th the folee of Management Studles

Board and the memberehlp

* % % k

Commission on Management of Research Libraries

MR. McELDERRY: As most of you know, the responsibility of the Management
Commission is to identify issues for investigation that would be conducted
by committees or task forces. It also serves as an advisory committee to
the Office of Management Studies. As I reported to you at our January
meeting, most of our energies this past year were spent trying to keep the
Office of Management Studies alive. As you may recall, its current funding
was to expire in September of this year. In addition to contacting the
Council on Library Resources for continued eupport we tried to look at
various ways in which the Office could derive income from products that it
had created in response to various issues in management, and also to seek
further subsidies from the ARL Office itself.

The Office of Management Studies at the January meeting of this
Association and last night in a sort of rump session, had a rather compre-
hensive assessment of its activities over the past four or five years. The
response of the membershlp has generally been very eetlsfaetory Rether
the Office, I thought I would perform in the tred;t;on ef Werren Haas and
just introduce to you Duane Webster, who directs this Office in a very able
and imaginative way, who will tell you what he is currently up to and what
he is planning in the future.

MR. WEBSTER: The key development in our recent existence, of course, is the
award by the Council on Library Resources of a continuation grant to the
Office. The Council is going to continue their support for this management
type of activity at the Association at the level that we have asked for --
$210,000 -- for the next three years, so that we will be able to continue



the basic program operation that we have had over the last several years.

That program operation includes re -arch and development activity,
characterized in the past by the Columbiu Study, the Management Review and
Analysis Program, the study of machine-readable data bases project that we
worked on with NASIC. The second basic program that we operate is the
information clearinghouse type of activities, characterized in this instance
by the Systems and Procedures Exchange Center which we will continue. The
third basic program is organizational training. We have been holding work-
shops, sponsoring fellowships and preparing training materials such as the
training film program, which I think you are aware of.

I might mention briefly some of our thinking at this point in terms of
directions we may take, largely in response to your interests as expressed
in the assessment survey conducted this last winter. One of the major areas
that we are working on is with the Access Commission, as Richard Boss
mentioned. Our work here is really focused on trying to take the review
and analysis technique and see whether or not that technique can be used
to look at the services Mr. Boss suggested, looking initially at some of
the obstacles to service, at some of the success and failure patterns that
occur in a large research library. Our thinking is that maybe the best way
to start on that type of project is through a SPEC survey, but with a longer
term view of really looking at the entire services functions, with a view
toward improving our capabilities in that area.

Another project that is on the drawing board presently is a cooperative
project that we are developing with McGill University Libraries. In this area
we are looking at the problem of supervisory training as it applies to
implementation of a performance appraisal program. We are going to be working
with some of the McGill staff during the course of this summer in detailing
exactly how that training project might operate.

A third new direction of the Office in this area of management training
is a management skills institute. We recently sent you some descriptive
information on this institute which is going to be held in Philadelphia this
summer. On the basis of our experience we will make a judgment as to whether
we will hold additional institutes or other types of training programs of this
nature.

The one other activity that we are very interested in right now might
well be characterized as a tool called a performance audit. This involves
looking at some way of taking the needs assessment, and study activity in-
volved in a very ambitious undertaking such as the Management Review and
Analysis Program, and telecope that-down into something that more libraries
could use with less time and staff commitment. We are not sure exactly what
direction that might go, but it is something that we are looking at very
closely in conjunction with the Management Commission.

Again, as we indicated last night and during the assessment survey, we
are actively seeking your ideas and reactions to some of the work of the
Management Office. Your comments and your questions would be appreciated.

*® * * *
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Report of the Committee on University Library Standards

[The Committee report is included as Appendix B of these Minutes].

MR. DE GENNARO: I think we can move now to committee reports. The first one
is the Joint ARL/ACRL Committee on University Library Standards, which has
been chaired by Robert Downs and has as its other members, Clifton Brock,
Gustave Harrer, John Heussman, Jay Lucker, John McDonald, and Ellsworth Mason.
Mr. Downs and his committee have worked on this document for quite some time.
As you will recall, they made a presentation at the January meeting. The
report has been extensively revised this spring. Mr. Downs will present the
new version which you all received by mail in April, and which I hope that
you all had a chance to read.

As was indicated at the January meeting, the Association will be given
an opportunity after the Downs presentation to express itself on whether or
not the ARL wants to approve the idea of developing this report into a
standard. In my view, and I think that you will probably agree with me, this
meeting is not the time or the place to debate the pros and cons of the various
elements in the report. 1 do not think that we have time or inclination to do
that; I do not think it would get us very far. The Board had an extensive dis-
cussion of this report yesterday at its meeting, and finally arrived at a
consensus which we think and hope may reflect the views of the membership. So
the Board, in effect, is going to recommend, after Mr. Downs makes his report,
a kind of adoption of the report in principle and then suggest that further
work be planned. I will give you the language of the Board resolution later,
but first I would like to call on Robert Downs to present this report.

MR. DOWNS: As Mr. De Gennaro has noted, the preliminary report of the Joint
Committee on University Library Standards was presented at the ARL meeting

in Chicago last January. In the discussion a number of constructive sug-
gestions were offered and later correspondence and conversations with various
individuals produced further recommendations for changes or revisions. So

the revised edition of the committee report now in your hands has taken note
of many of these suggestions. [t was not feasible to include them all, partly
because they are sometimes in conflict with each other, and sometimes they run
directly contrary to the general approach or, one may say, the philosophy of
the report.

It may be useful to identify the areas in which the principal revisions
have been made. The first section "Significance of University Libraries" is
new and is an attempt to provide a proper setting for a statement of standards.
Also new, in response to urgings of several knowledgeable individuals, is the
second section dealing with -library cooperation. There continues to be a
belief on the part of some that qualitative are to he preferred to quantitative
standards. All suggestions in that direction, however, remain nebulous and
extremely difficult to apply in practical situations. The emphasis, therefore,
continues to be on specific, concrete criteria. Incidentally, it may be noted
the ARL's own membership criteria are entirely quantitative.
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The basic areas in which the adoption of standards is proposed remain
the same: resources, personnel, space, finance, public service and admin-
istration. On page six of the report, attention is called to the importance
of a library's location. Several individuals commented on that idea, though
exactly how this factor may affect standards is unclear, probably calling
for individual judgments in each instance. On page 13, paragraph 2, a method
of counting microforms as volumes is discussed for the benefit of libraries
which are committed to this practice. Notice that the idea is not endorsed
or recommended.

On page 16 the first full paragraph is a discussion of staffing of
technical services, and for the reasons mentioned the idea of any fixed
formula for staffing has been dropped. As mentioned, the whole field is in
a state of transition, and itslong range or final shape is yet to be determined.

Under the heading of 'space' on page 19, additional formulae have been in-
page 24, several steps are proposed for the management of book funds in
conformity, I believe, with the best modern practices,

Sections on pages 6 and 27 relating to the centralization and decen-
tralization of library services have been developed more fully than in the
preliminary report, taking account of a number of discussions. Also some-
what expanded is the final section on administration, especially item six

Now it is obvious, I think, that the committee's report is hardly suit-
able for adoption as a code of standards in its present form. We have here
an amalgam of definitions, discussions and explanations, along with proposed
specific standards. The statement of standards should probably be separated
and the definitions, discussions and explanations appended to clarify doubt-
ful points. And so for the purposes of today's meeting, it is my hope a
committee will be appointed to formulate a code based on the report.

MR. DE GENNARO: = Thank you very much, Mr. Downs. As I said earlier, at their
May 6, 1975 meeting the Board discussed at length the report of the Joint
ARL/ACRL Committee on University Library Standards. We very soon gave up

the idea of trying to discuss the actual content, the very specific standards
that were being outlined in the report, and rather turned to the question of
trying to decide whether or not the Board should recommend to the Association
that the whole effort of creating standards for university libraries should
be pursued. We finally came to a conclusion, and I will read you the
language of the resolution that we agreed to:

It was recognized that efforts to establish standards
for university libraries will be continued by the Association
of Colleges and Research Libraries, and that the Association
of Research Libraries would want to participate in the formu-
lation of these standards. The Board found merit in the report
of the Joint Committee, particularly in providing a good basis
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for further efforts to develop university library standards.
The Board passed a resolution:

1) that the Committee report be received by
the Association;

2) with the completion of their difficult
assignment, the Joint Committee be dis-
charged with an expression of appreciation
for their work;

3) the ARL Executive Director be instructed to
discuss with appropriate representatives of
the ACRL the next steps to be taken to build
upon the work of the Joint Committee.

In order to facilitate our discussion here, I will offer this as a
resolution to the Association in the hope that the mempership will endorse
the Board‘'s position in this matter. By way of further explanation of the
Board's position on this matter, I would like to call on William Dix, who
is a member of the Board, to have him give some further views on this.

MR. DIX: 1 can be very brief. I would like simply to second this resolution,
to cndorse it. This may come as a surprise to some of you who will remember
that at the last meeting I rose to the floor to oppose the whole idea of
standards for university libraries. I want to simply explain what happened
to my thinking on this; it may be of help to you in thinking it through.

In the first place, I think this draft of the committee report goes
quite some way toward responding to some of my objections in terms of
specifics. It by no means does all -- as a matter of fact, I think this
draft has introduced a couple of more problems that I have trouble with, but
we are not here to discuss those. I think, though, it does indicate how, in
a somewhat more discursive fashion a document of this sort can be an extremely
useful guide in a variety of ways.

The second and more important point, though, it seemed to me was this:
in our discussion in the Board, I became convinced particularly by the
representatives of state universities, that whether we like it or not we are
going to have a variety of kinds of formula budgeting, of standards of one
kind or another imposed on us from without, from state agencies and so forth,
and to some extent this may be true even in the nonpublic institutions. We
do have here an opportunity to begin to mold something that is more to our
own liking, and that we think will f£it the purpose.

So with some hesitation still in my own mind about all the implications
of this, I have come to the conclusion that this is a good thing, and that
this resolution moves us on in the right direction. Again, without endorsing

some of the specifics, I find myself able to urge the members to vote for the
resolution,
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MR. DE GENNARO: We will entertain discussions from the floor.

MR. MILCZEWSKI: We are still struggling with the draft and we have not really
sent in our comments; to whom shall we address any other comments we may have?

MR. DE GENNARO: They should be sent to John McDonald. It was the Board's
intention to have Mr, McDonald carry the ball on this until we were able to
appeint a new ARL group to work on it.

I think we cannot move until ARL has said their piece on this document.
Just as soon as they have, hopefully within the next few months or so, we
would like to build on the work that Mr. Downs and his group have done here,
and push this thing forward to a conclusion. This is definitely not a stalling
action. We are not in that frame of mind. So send your letters and comments
in to John McDonald.

MR. LORENZ: On page two, I would like to make sure that some reference to
federal assistance is included in the document, and ask the question whether
this was considered and discarded, or whether it still is a possibility for
addition? Specifically, at the end of paragraph two on page two there is a
reference that "research resources of American university libraries are a
matter of national concern.' But then in the following paragraph the only
reference is to a system of state subsidies, and I would like to recommend
that at the end of that paragraph a sentence be added, such as: '"Federal
assistance for library and information service programs of national signif-
icance and regional resources and service centers is also an important element
in present and future library development.™

MR. DOWNS: On the first point regarding the second paragraph, the comments
there grew out of work that the university libraries of the country actually
have been doing within the last 25 years with the Library of Congress. Those
particular considerations, I think, are directly derived from such projects
as the Wartime Cooperative Acquisition Project and the present program for
cataloging and acquisitions. It is, I think, an oversight that federal sub-
sidies are overlooked in the third paragraph, if there is any such thing now
in existence. The impression was that federal subsidies have almost dis-
appeared so far as university libraries are concerned. It would be very
appropriate to include federal libraries in that statement.

MR. DE GENNARO: I think we have a record of the language of the sentence
suggested, and I think it is very appropriate.

MR. ROVELSTAD: I am not sure this is a detail which should be discussed
here or not, but in answer to the question on page three '"What Is A
University?" I did question point number one; the basis seems to be in terms
of federal financial support of academic science. I am wondering why we are
talking about federal financing, rather than financing in general of a
university program.

MR. DOWNS: Well, this is purely pragmatic. We have something here on which
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to draw and I do not know of a comparable list issued by any other institution.
Certainly the institutions which are primarily great universities with research
contracts are deeply involved in science, almost without exception.

MR. DE GENNARO: We have with us Beverly Lynch and William Axford. Beverly
Lynch is the Executive Director of ACRL and William Axford is -the President;
I wonder if either one of them want to comment on ACRL's attitude toward this
comment . '

MR. AXFORD: We have here two members of our committee: Hugh Atkinson and
Vern Pings. That committee will not come before the ACRL Board before the
San Francisco meeting, and our consideration until there is some Board action
is unknown.

Since you have got me up here, I might want to put in a comment that has
nothing to do with my position with ACRL, but just as a member of ARL, and as
one who is going through the pressures from outside agencies for funding
standards right at the moment. The State of Oregon now has a committee called
CORA, Committee on Resource Allocation. (It used to be called COBRA which 1
thought was a better name for it). We are using whatever we can get our hands
on and having some success, related to getting them to accept certain funding
standards. But there is one thing that has been bothering me about working
with CORA, and that bothers me a little bit about not only the document pro-
duced by the Downs Committee, but about others of the same kind. Mostly these
documents talk about the resources that libraries need to do the job that has
to be done, and they develop various standards for the funding of libraries.
But I have never seen any yet that had anything in there that would be a
different type of standard, and that would be a performance standard in the
sense of how well are libraries using what resources have been and will be
allocated to them. I think in selling a document such as this or others that
we worked with, there is a matter of credibility, Most standards such as this
would have an enormous impact on many library budgets in terms of increases
for books, acquisition, personnel and such. And I cannot see, working in the
political arena as we are now, how these standards that would involve vastly
increased funding at this particular time are going to have too much credibility
unless we have got a standard on how well we are using what we have.

MR. DE GENNARO: Thank you very much, Mr. Axford. Does anyone else have any
comments or questions? A

All in favor of endorsing the Board's resolution as I read it please
indicate by saying "aye". [A vote was taken. The resolution was endorsed].

That moves us on that very critical question of standards. I just want
to take a moment to thank Mr. Downs again and his committee for the tremendous
piece of work that they have done on this document. I believe that this is
going to form the basis for a really solid set of standards for university
libraries.

* & * *
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Committee on Access to Manuscripts & Rare Books

MR. DE GENNARO: We are ready for the report of the Committee on Access to
Manuscripts and Rare Books chaired by Ray Frantz. This report was distributed
by mail to the entire membership. It has two statementsl: ''Access to Original
Research Materials in Libraries, Archives and Manuscript Repositories", and
"Reproduction of Manuscripts and Archives for Noncommercial Purposes.” I call
on Ray Frantz to give us that report.

MR. FRANTZ: The purpose, intent and scope of the Committee's work were
described at the Chicago meeting, so I will not review that. You have all read
the two statements so I will not reread those. Rather I would just like to say
as we put these before you for your adoption, that these statements do not say
this is the only way you can go about forming your policies for access to

your manuscripts and rare books collection, nor is it the only way you can go
about formulating policies regarding having them reproduced. It is mainly to
support your policies and to have a statement before us so many of our libraries
will not feel isolated in refusing demands that we may feel are unreasonable

to our staffs or to the preservation of our collections, or to our responsibility
as to how much we should inform a person of the literary rights or of collections
available, or of parallel research. So these are designed as statements for
your help.

If you approve these, our next step is to get in touch with the Society
of American Archivists and the ACRL. I have talked with Beverly Lynch,
Clyde Walton and Hendrik Edelman to see if we can agree on one statement.
Hopefully, they can accept this one so that the profession can be represented
by one statement instead of three, which I think will strengthen our hand. If
that comes about, then a majority of our committee is anxious to approach the
American Historical Association (AHA) who already has a committee greatly
concerned about the way scholars are handling manuscripts, about preservation
and concerned that irresponsible handling will increase a library's militancy
regarding access. So they are in a very good frame of mind to be approached.
And we feel that if we could go to them with a statement that outlines an
approach that our membership has approved and have them acknowledge this
statement, it would do a great deal to bridge the misunderstanding and some-
times hostility that now exists between libraries, archives and the scholarly
world. Then the next step might be to approach the Modern Language
Association (MLA).

As I said, the reason we would like to go to AHA first is they do have a
committee set up to look at this problem. MLA does not, but we will take
this a step at a time so that a chain of events can be set into motion once
we have your approval of these two statements.

MR. DE GENNARO: Thank you very much, Mr. Frantz. This item was also dis-

Igee appendices H and I of the Minutes of the 85th Meeting of the ARL,
January 18, 1975, for the statements referred to here.
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cussed by the Board, and the Board voted to endorse the report of the
Committee on Access to Manuscripts and Rare Books, and to recommend that
the ARL membership adopt these two statements. I would like to move that
the membership endorse these statements. Is there any discussion?

MR. SPARKS: I have two reservations about this document. One of them con-
cerns literary rights. I have an Assistant Archivist who is both a Ph.D
and Doctor of Jurisprudence. Notre Dame has had a problem with literary
rights. We have the Sherman papers and are in the process of negotiating
literary rights to these papers, a matter of consulting 130 descendants of
General Sherman. We have not undertaken this effort lightly. We recognize
the difficulty, but it is a legal problem. I am a little bit nervous about
adopting a proposal which would perhaps put us at variance with the law
with respect to literary property rights. That is one of my objections.

' There was another point which I do not think was diccussed by the
committee, and it was one which we were particularly concerned with at Yale
in the archives. We were careful not to introduce a researche: into an
archive without first telling him of other researchers who might already be
working on that archive. It is a problem of competitive scholarship and
the duplication of work. We felt that this was a necessary management
control of the archives which perhaps should be in this document, and I do
not find it here.

MR. FRANTZ: On the first point, there is nothing in the statement to pro-
hibit your undertaking the very wide responsibility of literary rights. You
can or cannot do that, as you choose.

Regarding the second peint, the committee talked about this and felt it
should not be in the document; it should be a common sense approach because,
again, we did not want to put ourselves on the defensive, saying you shall
inform researchers that Professors X, Y and Z are also working in this area.
We felt this is open market research. We will give help where we can.
Usually it is received with gratitude, but we hate to say you must do this.
We could let ourselves in for a lot of work and sometimes for no thanks for
doing it. This is a very touchy area, and we did not try to pass on every
conceivable thing that might come up.

I might say on the literary rights, which does nci really concern this
document, some libraries do not want to touch having the control of literary
rights and being in the position of passing on who can and cannot use
materials. If the library does not have them, it is strictly up to the
scholar to get the permission where he can. This is another area that which-
ever way we went, it leads to a chain of other situations that have to be
faced. That is why these are, hopefully, statements of general principles.

1 think you illustrated my point. You can still have the flexibility within
your own universities to do as you wish on these matters.

MS. HOADLEY: On the question that Mr. Sparks was talking about, could not
the statement that appears on this topic in the Society of American Archivists
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standards for access be used in this statement [to the effect that] a reposi-
tory should whenever possible, inform a researcher of parallel research by
other individuals using the same paper and may supply names upon request.
That does not make it mandatory; it makes it optional, and if you are going
to go to these people and try to get them to agree to our statement anyway,
why not go ahead and use the statement that they have adopted as part of
this statement?

MR. FRANTZ: The committee did discuss this and felt that this is a common
sense matter that we are all aware of and they just did not want to touch it.
They felt that we could not really help very much in it, and we were afraid
of putting pressure one way or the other. You are completely free to do this.
This does not prohibit you in any way from informing a researcher of parallel
research; by its absence, it does not say we have to de this. In other words,
you should not read into these statements that since we did not mention this
or that, this or that should not be done. That is not the intention of the
statement.

MS. HOADLEY: I have another question: In number one, you have used the term
"qualified researchers". Is that really necessary to say that? I do not
want to make that as restrictive as you are saying. Are you going to set up
librarians or archivists as judges as to who is a qualified person to use
your material?

MR. FRANTZ: Some do. Some pass on the research itself or pass on the
scholar's credentials and may deny access to the colleges.

MS. HOADLEY: Is that what libraries are all about?

MR. FRANTZ: 1 am not saying they should or they should not. This adopts

the wording of ACRL: "qualified researchers on equal terms of access'. What
we added which is different is "unless prohibited by the regulations of the
institution'. But again, this statement does not one way or the other take
sides; neither do most statements that I have seen (in fact I cannot remember
one that does not say "qualified researchers"). It is absolutely meaningless,
really, I do not know of any institution that really has standards at present
to say what a "qualified researcher' is.

MS. HOADLEY: The American Archivists' statement does not use the phrase
"qualified'". I think that creates problems.

MR. FRANTZ: ACRL does and we will follow them on that.
MR. DE GENNARO: Thank you very much. If there are no further comments on this,
all in favor of endorsing the Board's recommendation on the report of the
Committee on Access to Manuscripts and Rare Books, please indicate by saying
"aye''. [The vote was taken. The recommendation was approved].

There is another matter that this particular committee brought before
the Board for discussion. It was the question of the gift of papers of
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Hubert Humphry. Hubert Humphrey was denied a tax credit on the grounds that

he had placed certain time restrictions on the use of these papers. There

was a statement that the Committee sent to the Board for comments and possible
approval, and the Board voted that it should make a revised text of that state-
ment and then send it to the Internal Revenue Services and other appropriate
agencies. 1 do not think that requires membership attention unless someone
wants to pursue it further. Again, I want to thank Ray Frantz and his committee
for an excellent job on these two statements. The members of the committee

are William Bond from Harvard, William Cagle, John Finzi, James Henderson,
Herman Kahn from Yale, and Ray Frantz is the Chairman.

* & X *

National Program for Acquisitions and Cataloging Liaison Committee

[In the absence of Frederick Wagman, chairman of the Committee on the
National Program for Acquisitions and Cataloging, Philip McNiff read to the
membership the report of the committee. This report appears as Appendix C

of these Minutes].

* ¥ ¥ %

Task Force on a National Periodical Resources Plan

[The Report of the Task Force is included as Appendix D of these Mingtgs].

MR, HAMLIN: I will be very brief since I am on the program tomorrow. The
Task Force has had several informal meetings. In a sense our work was done
for us in the very fine report and studyl that was done by Westat Inc. for
the ARL. In very simplistic terms, the Task Force assignment seemed to be
one of whether to approve or not to approve or, perhaps, to approve with
reservation the recommendation of this study. So we prepared a rather
extensive report and then we boiled it down to a page and a quarter, and I
took the page and a quarter to the Board meeting yesterday and they boiled
it down to a paragraph. That is where it stands now, and 1t is fine.

The Board took the stand that the thing to do right now is simply to
endorse the proposal for a National Periodical Resources Center, without
going into some other peripheral problems involved, such as fears of the
book industry that this would cut into their business, or get into matters
relating to the copyright problem.

MR. DE GENNARO: Arthur is right: the Board did boil this down; we felt that
this was an issue that was very similar to the standards one: it is very hard
to get agreement from boards and in meetings like this on a proposal as com-
plex as this. We thought that the best thing to do would be to try to get

lyernon Palmour and others, Access to Periodical Resources: a National Plan,
Rockville, Md., Westat, Inc. for ARL, February 1974. )
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the Board to endorse the concept of a National Periodical Resources Center
without getting into who should pay for it, where it should be and that kind
of thing. And it was obvious from the discussions that the Board felt this
is an important goal for ARL. Therefore, the Board made a recommendation,
and I quote:

The Association of Research Libraries recommends the
immediate establishment and continued support by the
federal government of a national periodical resources
library as a practical, effective and vitally-needed
aid to scholars and other research personnel in uni-
versities, business, industry and government.

The proposed periodical library should provide, with-
in relatively few days, journals published anywhere in
the world which are needed for use in the advancement of
knowledge or meeting the nation's pressing technical,
economic and social problems. The ARL commends to the
National Commission on Libraries and Information Science
the Westat report on a national periodical resources plan,
and urges the National Commission to incorporate it into
the national program for library and information services.

This was the recommendation that the Board approved and in turn, re-
commends to the membership for endorsement. And I would like to move that

MR. LORENZ: I think the word "immediate' in the first sentence might seem
a little unreasonable, particularly since your recommendation is to the
National Commission which plans to act with all considerable speed.

MR. HAMLIN: I think it belongs in there. I do not want to defend every
word in the report, but remember when Donald Urquhart met with us after the
IFLA meeting? Urquhart was the founder and amazingly successful operator
of the British Library Lending Division, and his first words were: ''You
people have done enough studying and talking. It's time you got something
on the road,” and so I think "immediate' has a certain punch in there. We
have been on this quite awhile and I would like to keep it in there.

MR. DE GENNARO: What I think is important here is that the Board and the
Association go on record, if it feels this way, that it is in favor of the
establishment of a National Periodical Resources Center, how ever you will
want to define it, as soon as we can get it. I think this is an important
thing because we have already been making overtures. We have actually been
bringing pressures to bear on the National Commission to do this kind of
thing; I felt a little bit uneasy about pushing the National Commission in
this direction without having some endorsement by the Board and the member-
ship. 1 kind of assumed that this was a legitimate ARL goal, but this is
what I want to hear.
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MR. SPARKS: A friendly amendment: I believe the National Commissior now
avoids the term "plan''; they use the term "program”. Perhaps that language
would please the Commission.

MR. DE GENNARO: Any other comments or discussions? If not, we are ready for
the question on that. All in favor of the Board's recommendation, please

indicate by saying "aye'. [A vote was taken, The recommendation was approved] .

* k * %

NCLIS National Program Document

shAy

MR. DE GENNARO: Another item that the Board discussed was the National
Commission on Libraries and Information Science program document [""A National
Program for Library and Information Services"]. Some of us had the March 10,
1975 edition of the NCLIS program document; this has been considerably revised
from the cecond edition which was distributed widely and read by many of you.

The March 10 edition, which was characterized as the '"final edition', had
a blue cover; it was kind of a limited edition for comments. The NCLIS staff
naturally hopes that the ARL might want to endorse this document. We gave
some critical comments on this edition, and there has been a new fourth chapter
of that document that has been issued and apparently is going to go to press
in a few weeks. The Board discussed this and it was obvious that there was
nothing that the ARL could do with that report until it had heard from Alphonse
Trezza, who is on the program tomorrow morning, and until we all could see the
document in its final form. Accordingly the Board approved the following
statement:

Wishing to be supportive of the NCLIS in its projections,
the Board resolved on motion of Edward Lathem, seconded
by Richard Boss, to place before the ARL membership in
October 1975, when a final text is available, the
Commission's document charting a national program for
library and information services, this with a view to
securing the Association's endorsement thereof.

I am not submitting this for action. This is merely an information item

and again, what it says is that when the final document is available, it will
be distributed and we will vote one way or another on it at the October meeting.

% % * *

Criteria for Membership in ARL

MR. DE GENNARO: Other action that the Board took involved the question of
membership criteria. Objective criteria were adopted two or three years ago
with the stipulation that the Board would keep close watch and evaluate how
they worked in practice. At least one criterion has been troublesome, and
that is the one that stipulates that the number of Ph.Ds awarded must be equal
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to 40 percent of the median for all ARL institutions, This particular
criterion was questioned by a membership committee. There was a discussion
that it might be dropped completely, but the membership voted to retain it,
Now in view of the decreasing need for and production of Ph.Ds throughout
the nation, the Board voted to reduce this criterion from 40 percent of the
median to 30 percent of the median.

Consideration of this particular issue by the Board was precipitated by
the fact that several libraries who exceeded thie minimums in all other
categories were slightly deficient in this category, so the Board felt that
it had the responsibility to review this criteria, and made that change.

The Board also voted that a subcommittee of the Board be appointed to
review all the membership criteria and report back to the Board by the May,
1976 meeting. The reason for the creation of this Board subcommittee was
to review the other criteria that seemed to be potentially troublesome or
changing in the light of the changing times. It is not the Board's intention
to undertake a thorough review of the whole concept of quantitative criteria.

MR. O'KEEFFL: Who is in charge of that subcommittee of the Board; who might
be contacted?

/
MR. DL GENNARO: It has not yet been decided; I thought we would do that
tomorrow afternoon at our Board meeting, but I think if you have any comments
or suggestions, send them on either to John McDonald or myself, and we will
se¢ to it that it gets to the proper person.

M5, WHITNEY: I think it would be useful if we ask the membership to endorse
the Board's suggestion on the 30 percent.

MR. DE GENNARO: I would like to move that the membership endorse the Board's

action in approving a reduction of the percentage of Ph.Ds from 40 percent to
30 percent of the median. [A vote was taken. The Board action was approved].

* & & %

ARL Membership in the Center for Research Libraries

MR. DE GENNARO: The last thing I want to report is that the Board also voted
to join the Center for Research Libraries. The annual dues are $100. The
Center has just opened up its membership to organizations such as the ARL,
and I think it would be a good idea if we joined so that we could attend
their meetings, receive their publications, have an influence in the govern-
ment of the organization, and in general support the Center for Research
Libraries.

* * * *
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Report of the Executive Director

MR. McDONALD: I want to comment on socme of the events of my first four
months or so at the ARL office to bring you up to date on some of the
happenings there and to share with you some observations on this meeting.

My first comment is to commend you for what I think has been a very fruitful
business meeting. I think you took some very significant actions, and I
commend the membership and also the Board for bringing to you, I think, some
very important resolutions.

[ want also to enter a comment at this time with respect to the work
that Robert Downs has done on the Standards Committee report. He was kind
enough to thank the rest of us who served on this committee, but I think the
other members of the committee would agree with me that Mr. Downs really did
the job pretty much by himself. Once in awhile we sent him comments, but if
credit is due, it is due to the Chairman. Thank you again, Bob.

[ would like to ask you whether my impression is correct about last
night's orientation meeting,l if that is the right word for it. Signals I
get is that most people found the meeting useful and think that it or some-
thing like it might be trie¢ again. I do not want to anticipate what the
questionnaire might tell us. Certainly, we do want to hear what you have to
say via that questionnaire. Those of you who have not turned them in may do
<o to me or to Suzanne Frankie and we will find a way to compile the results.
The recorders will be sharing with the Board tomorrow at its meeting the
comments that they gathered, and perhaps we can send along to you the results
of the assessment through the ARL Newsletter, a copy of which should be coming
to you fairly shortly after this meeting.

Let me now go on to talk a little bit about our financial situation. I
shared with the Board a first quarter report which I think shows us to be not
only solvent, but in most categories closely approximating our budget pro-
jections, We have had a significant increase in the memhership over the last
few years with the addition of some ten libraries. On the other hand, we
have had increasing financial obligations, so that we are able to maintain a
satisfactory balance in the treasury. We have talked in the ARL office for
quite a period of time now about the need for additional staff, and I think
that I see the desirability of our really taking that step fairly soon, but
I do not think that this implies any immediate change in the membership
assessment. Unless there are questions of a more specific nature, that i
really all I mean to say about the financing of the ARL of fice. As you know,
we make a fuller report at our next meeting.

iy

I would like, however, to share with you once again news about the
financing of our two project offices. The Center for Chinese Research
Materials has received a grant of $300,000 for a three-year period from the
Mellon Foundation. Our gratitude goes not only to the Foundation, but to
the Center Advisory Committee and Funding Committee which helped us te sccure
this award., We are very pleased to have this support. It does not entirely
meet the needs of the Center, but it comes a long way towards doing so. In

Lsee Appendix E of these minutes for a report of this meeting.
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addition to the Mellon funding which begins in the Fall at the time that

the NEH and Ford Foundation funding ends, we are anticipating funding from
the State Department. This is not certain, and the amount of it is not now
known, but it does appear that the State Department will at least for ane
year and perhaps longer, support four cooperative activities, one of which

is our Center. And if it comes to pass, [ expect it to make up the shortfall
in the Center's bhudget,

As far as the Gffice of University Library Management Studies is con-
cerned, Duane Webster has already shared with us the good news that the
Council on Library Resources has continued its funding of the Management
Office, in this case for a three-vear period which, in itself, is unusual.

We all recognize our debt to the Council for its strong support of the Manage-
ment Office. We feel that the good work of the Office has repaid the in-
vestment and earned the confidence of the Council. T would remind the member-
ship that in addition to the funding from the Council, you have authorized

the ARL to devote an increasing amount to the support of the Management
Office, so that over the period of time that the $210,000 is being provided
by the Council, the ARL itself will be providing $90,000.

Let me go on now to talk about one activity which has consumed a great
deal of my time and which has consumed a fair amount of the Association's
funds. 1 refer to copyright and our efforts to revresent the position of
the Association, and [ think of libraries generally, with respect to library
photocopying and the copyright revision bill.

If you read the ARL Newsletter account of the Williams and Wilkins
decision which I wrote and sent to all of you, [ think you will find it at
some variance with the newspaper and journal accounts of that decision.
There has been, I think, a conscious attempt on the part of Some to re-
present the Supreme Court's action as a nondecision, as a ''cop-out", as a
failure to speak up. But from a legal point of view, as our attorneys are
fond of pointing out, it is a very significant decision in that it affirms
the holding of the lower Court of Claims, and therefore sets the law of the
land in this area. 5o we do have a victory, if there are any victories in
this area; as we heard in the morning program, we are all in this together.
But there are unresolved matters, From the point of view of further
negotiations, 1 think we have to say that the Williams and Wilkins decision

is in our favor.

Meanwhile, we have been participating in the copyright conference that
was convened by the Registrar of Copyrights and the National Commission on
Libraries and Information Science. Barbara Ringer and Frederick Burkhardt
have taken an 0b3&ct1ve stance, but have called together representatives of
the two sides in a series of meetings. The full group elected to have a
working committee meet more frequently and to report back to the present
group. I have been serving as a member of the working committee. Stephen
McCarthy continues to serve the Association as our consultant on copyright,
and has been participating in the work of the working committee. On occasion,
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Philip Brown, our attorney, joins with us, These mectings tzke quite a lot
of time; we are hopeful that the investment of time and money will lead to
good results, hut I would not want to promise any early resolution of the
copyright problem. [ think that the two sides are still some distance apart.
I think sometimes the publicity that comes out of these meetings suggests
that great progress has been made and that a breakthrough is eminent. 1 do
not want to be negative about this., I think there is a great deal more
understanding on each side of the other's point of view than there was, but
1 think we still have reserved the right to disagree, and ultimately we may
find that we have to continue to do so.

This leads me to sav that what one does in a session which is intended
to fry to work out differences is not the same as what one does when one
represents his position before the Congress in legislative hearings. 5o that
while we talk with our friends from the publishing community and working
group, we prepare testimony which represents our traditional view to share

with the appropriate legislative committees.

Next week when we return to Washington, we will have an opportunity to
present testimony to the Subcommittee on Courts, Civil Liberties and the
Administration of Justice, which Subcommittee of the House Judiciary Committee
is chaired by Robert Kastenmeier of Wisconsin. The Subcommittec has decided
to hold a series of hearings, the first of which were held this week, and
John Lorenz tells me that he presented testimony on behalf of the Library of
Congress yesterday. Barbara Ringer, speaking for the Cepyright Office has
also presented testimony. The hearings of the 7th and 8th of May are for
government witnesses. Next week on May 14 the Subcommittee will hear from
representatives of publishers and of libraries. The format for the hearing
is this: each side has a half hour to present oral testimony, after which
cach side will be questioned by the Subcommittee for a half hour. The in-
terested library organizations, in view of the very limited time available,
decided to try to join their testimony and to elect one spokesman for all of
our interests. In addition to the ARL the interested library organizations
are the American Library Association, the Medical Library Association, and
the Music Library Association. We have also heard from other groups around
the country and to the extent possible are accommodating their suggestions as
well.

We have, with the help of James Sharaf, attorney for Harvard University,
produced the draft of this testimony, and our initial hope was to be able to
recruit one of our own members, William Dix, to present the testimony on our
behalf. 1 *hink Mr. Dix will not mind if I mention that fact, but he has an
unshakeable cemmitment elsewhere and could not do it. But we all feel com-
fortable with the alternate that we have selected, Edmon Low, who is the
Chairman of the Copyright Subcommittee of the ALA Legislation Committee, He
is a thoroughly experienced person in the copyright area and one who has a
long history of successful testimony before Congressional committees. Mr. Low
will be accompanied at the hearing by a panel of representatives of library
associations who will backstop him in the question period. We hope by this
format to have the best of two worlds: solid integrated testimony from one
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person and a variety of approaches from others. The publ ishers, of course,
will have their own strategy for representing their own points of view.

And while we mean to have a number of vecopnmendations with respect to
the copyright revision bill and to represent a number of attitudes toward
the whole bill, one of our major interests iz in Section 108(g)(2), which
refers to systematic reproduction. We mean to have something to say on that
subject and each of the other associations is fully in agreement with 15 on
that., I will not take time to go into detail about that, butr if members are
interested in knowing more about it, I would he glad to talk with them later.

Another important development in the copyright area is the likely
establishment of another national commission, the National Commission on New
Technological Uses of Copyrighted Works. Somebody, mawbe Barbara Ringer, has
properly dubbed this CONTU which is manageable. CONTU would he administered
through the Library of Congress, if it comes into being. The Library has
sought funds for the Commission in the amount of $337,000. If those funds
are forthcoming, the Commission will get into business. The appointments
will be managed by the White Housc and candidates have been suggested by
various parties. I think it is correct that the Libraxy of Congress has
secured consultant services to do some preliminary work in anticipation of
the creation of CONTU. A very able, personable young attorney, Arthur Levine,
is working on that for the Library of Congress.

I think that is enough of the copyright issue. I would only say further
that the involvement of a prestigious and able law firm such as Cox, Langford
and Brown that serves the ARL is an expensive matter, and I donot think we
can continue to invest as much in the copyright issue as we have been doing
over the last few months. I am hopeful that after the hearings we can reducec
the rate of our effort and also the rate of our payments to our attornegys.

I would like to turn now for a moment to a Subject that has also occupied
your executive staff very heavily. This is a proposal which we have been
drafting and revising for submission to the Natiopal Science Foundation,
Office of Science Information Service. We are calling this the Interlibrary
Communication Project and 1 am glad to say that on the eve of our departure
for this meeting, we were ~hle to send copies of our report to Edward Weiss
at NSF. How promptly NSF is able to deal with the proposal, we are not sure,
but they are anxious to move forward with it and I am sure they will give it
their prompt attention. They have been most cooperative with us in the
deve lopment of the proposal and we appreciate their help.

The proposal builds upon a considerable body of work that has preceeded
it. A number of studies have been uriderwritten by 0SIS and managed by the
ARL. I will not review those for you now, but the study we aTe now concerned
with is a successor to the SILC study dane by Becker and Hayes and released
in February of last year.! The thrust of the present proposal is to investi-

TRobert M. Hayes. A System for Interlibrary ( Communication (STIC). Los Angeles,
California, Becker § Hayes for ARL, 1974.
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gate through a research project intersystem communications in the inter-
library loan area through the use of existing networks and with the
cooperation of the Library of Congress as the principal investigator. The
ARL would be the project director, the financial manager and ultimately
responsible for the final report to go into NSF. The project participants
are two networks in the East and two in the West: 1in the West, Stanford
BALLOTS and the Washington Library Network; in the East, NELINET and NYSIL.
The role of the Library of Congress is important in the proposal in that
they would coordinate the work of the network participants.

The proposal has been shared with the Board, and a number of members of
the Association have been active in its development, notably the Interlibrary
Loan Committee chaired by David Weber, as well as other members of the '
Association who have been called upon to review the proposal at various stages.
We have also been fortunate to have the advice of some outside reviewers. I
would like particularly to thank Lawrence Livingston, Council on Library
Resources, James Riley of the Federal Library Comnittee who could not be with
us today, and Alphonse Trezza of the National Commission on Libraries and
Information Science. 1 do not mean to imply that these people are responsible
in any way for the content of the proposal, but they were generous with their
time and advice with respect to it, and I think we faithfully tried to follow
the advice they gave us as we revised the proposal. It is kind of a standing
joke around the office that we are now working on the 75th edition of Operation
SILC, as we call it, and 1 am glad to say that we have finished that work.

We sent to all the ARL directors a copy of the ACE International Education
Project Task Force Report [on Library & Information Resources]. I simply want
to say that that is the work of a task force chaired by John Berthel, and it
represents one of a series of task force reports that will be coordinated by
the International Education Project being conducted by the American Council on
Education. This is an attempt to secure funding for international studies
(what we used to call area studies), but which has been broadened in scope and
direction. There is an International Education Act on the books but it has
never been funded, and this project is an attempt to awaken the interest of the
Congress in funding that. The NDEA programs under Title VI are in a related -
area, and they too are suffering funding difficulties. So the ACE Inter-
national Education Project is something in which we are interested and in
which we are participating, and which we hope will result in funding for the
support of international education, and as an aspect of that, of libraries
serving international education.

You have heard reports from some of our commissions, from a number of
our committees and a very thorough summary by Mr. De Gennaro of the Board of
Directors meetings, so I will not go into that. I would like to mention one
other funding situation and that is future funding for library programs. As
you know, the question is soon to arise whether we should argue to continue
the kinds of programs we have had under the Higher Education Act Title II-A
and B, or whether we try to support new legislation in the library area. We
have continued to feel that a one-year extension of the present programs
would be the easiest way to go. There does not seem to be very nuch incli-
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nation in the Congress to provide additional funds for programs or to do
anvthing very innovative this year. If we could secure the continuation o
the present programs, that would be about as much as we could hope to achi
However, Title II-B has already been zeroed in the House Appropriations
Committee, and an effort will nced to be made to try to restore those funds
in the Senate. You will be hearing from us and have heard from us, as a
matter of fact, in support of an urgent plea that the ALA Washington Office
has sent to all libraries.

In this connection I might note now that the Association of American
Universities has a legislation committee which 1s seeking the advice of
librarians in its legislative campaign, :nd quite a number of you who represent
AAU libraries have been approached to serve them in &an advisory capacity. I
have here the list of persons who have been so approached and T would like
vou to know who they are: Charles Churchwell of Brown: James Jones of Casc
Western Reserve:; Benjamin Powell of Duke; David Stamm of Johns Hopkins;

Eugene Kennedy of NYU, who is Chairman of our own Federal Relations Committee;
John McGowan, Northwestern; Richard De Gennaro, Pennsylvania; David Weber of
Stanford. There are a few other persons on the committee representing |ibrary
schools and other institutions,

The Board discussed briefly plans for the White House Conference on
Libraries and Information Services. The Conference has not yet secured
funding. The authorized legislation permits §3.5 million for the effort, and
if the appropriation is made, a series of state and regional meetings would
precede the national conference. The planning and administration of the White
House Conference, if it is funded, would be the responsibility of the National
Commission on Libraries and Information Science. We are, in other words, in
a posture of watchful waiting, and we will try to keep you informed through
the ARL Newsletter of developments there.

This leads me into my penultimate point here: namely, that we are trying
to keep in touch with the work of the National Commission on Libraries and
Information Science. Alphonse Trezza and I and Frederick Burkhardt, when he
is in town, let each know what the other is doing, and I hope this friendly
exchange can continue,

Let me now just conclude by saying that it has been an extremely
interesting, and very busy and demanaing several months since I succeeded
Stephen McCarthy. [ am not sure how I feel about it. I truly have enjoyed
it, but it is a tough job. And I think Suzanne Frankie would agree with me,
we have had an extremely busy spring. I think from what I have told you be-
fore, you can see that several things coincide over this period to make it,
| think, an unusually busy time -- but maybe it is always like that. We are
just going to have to learn to live with it. As [ was talking with Margaret
Child yesterday, she was trying to tell me that living in Washington is always
like that. She too, is in a position where a large amount of work descends on
a very small staff. 1[I certainly do not want to appear to be complaining. I
think though, that this has implications for the management of our work.
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I have told the Board this story. We will continue to keep the Board informed,
and we will take appropriate measures if things get unbearable.

To conclude, I simply want to express my appreciation to all the staff
wvho have been extremely supportive, and in particular to Suzanne Frankie who

does an amazing number of things well. Thank you very much.

* ¥ F *

Report of tiac ARL President

MR. DE GENNARO: My own report can he fairly brief because you heard much of

it at the business meeting. Thanks to you all we did accomplish quite a
number of imgortant things, but I do want to mention a few others. Because
of the change in the meeting date from January to October this year, I am
going to have the distinction of being the first ARL president to serve a
nine-month term, from January to October. Some people, including myself,
thought this was a good piece of luck for the Association, but actually it
does not matter much because the full year's activity seems to be compressed
into these nine months. As a matter of fact, it seems to me that I have
already served a full term, if I measured it by the time and energy that I
have devoted to ARL concerns since January.

When I was elected president last year, I looked around for a guiding
theme for my term and a few useful projects on which to focus my efforts.
The theme I selected was national trends, ARL's influence on them and their
infiuence on ARL. As you can see, the theme has been reflected in the pro-
grams for which I have been responsible. I have tried to use the vehicle of
the programs to call attention to some of the morc important developments in
the field. In January you will recall we had a program on the future of the
card catalog, which was apparently timely and so well received that we published
it under scparate cover and it is now being sold. This morning's program focused
on the whole broad area of relations between publishers, scholars and librarians
rcgarding scholarly communications. The intent here was to alert the member-
ship to this problem area and to open the dialogue with certain groups. As
many of you know, [ wrote an article on one aspect on this subject for Library
Journal on pay libraries and user charges and that sort of thing. o

In addition to that, the other big thing that I have beer pushing is the
concept of national resource sharing. We have worked hard to create a climate
to foster this idea and to get the National Commission on Libraries and In-
formation Science to marry the NPRC report with the Westat resources and
bibliographic svstems report. In addition, I have also written an article on
this which will be published in Library Journal in the next issue. The attempt
here was to call attention to this concept and to push it along a little bit.

Also on the national scene you have heard John McDonald talking about
copyright. 1 have not been involved in that. That is something that is
extremely complex and requires a kind of competence and continuity that
John can hring to it, so I have left that part of the activity to him completely.
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We have also been involved with the National Commission on Libraries and
Information Science. ARL has had an input, both through a meeting in March
at the L'Enfant Plaza in Washington, and through letters, telephone con-
versations and various kinds of backroom politicking with the officers of
NCLIS. And you will see that the program tomorrow with Alphonse Trez:ia is
geared in that direction, as is the second part of the morning which points
up again the importance of the Federal Relations Committee chaired by
Eugene Kennedy and a number of new members; they are meeting here for the
first time, and they will get active.

In addition I have accepted an appointment to the Ad Hoc Advisory Com-
mittee for the White House Conference, sc ARL, through me, will have some
input to that. It has not met yet, and there is no information about it so
I will not say any more. I will give a more complete report at the October
meeting.

I would like to conclude by thanking John McDonald and Suzanne Frankie
and the staff for all their help. I was tremesndously impressed at my table
last night with the discussion groups that there were several members sitting
around there who were quite astonished to learn that the ARL office consisted
of only two professionals. I took that as a tribute to the amount of pro-
ductive work that those two professionals turn out.

Now to conclude I have one last item; I think you should carry away
from this meeting something that I picked up from Frederick Kilgore. He was
travelling in Europe the last couple of weeks spreading the word over there
about OCLC, and he passed through UNESCO and picked up a message from the
bulletin board there that I would like to pass on to you. It was the six
stages of a praiect and since all of you have been involved in projects and
will be involved in projects, 1 thought you ought to learn this at this
meeting, The first stage is elation and exuberance; the second stage is con-
fusion; the third stage is disaster; the fourth stage is search for the guilty;
the fifth stage is punishment of the innocent; the sixth stage is distinction
for the uninvolved. And with that, I think I will bring this meeting to an
end.

& K * K
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A NATIONAL PROGRAYM FOR LIBRARY AND INFORMATION SERVICES

U“J

Introduction

MR. DE GENNARO: This is a critical time in national planning for libraries.

We have reached a point where the NCLIS statement on the broad national pro-

gram for 1ihfafi€5 is pretty much complete. It has gone through numerous
evisions. 1 have read the various versions of it, and while there are still

some things in it thdt we might wish to change, I fhlﬂk that it is a remarkably

complete and well-balanced document. particularly if one thinks of all the

various constituencies that have to be satisfied with such a document.

Unfortunately it has not yet been published in its final form, and
although Alphonse Trezza and I would have liked to ask ARL td pe the first
library organization to cndorse it in principle, I felt I could not ask an
organization to endorse a document that they had not read in final form. As
I told you in the business mecting yesterday, the ARL was very supportive of
the NCLIS document, and the matter of endorsing it in principle will be brought
up before you in October. I would like to read the resolution again that the

Board passed to emphasize our support for it.

Wishing to be supportive of the NCLIS in its projections,
the Board resolved on motion of Edward Lathem, seconded
by Richard Boss, to place before the ARL mcmba"’lp in
October 1975, when a final text is available, the
Commission's document charting a national program for
library and information services, this with a view to
securing the Association's endorsement thereof.

1 would like to say that I am goi; ¢ to ask the Association at the October
meeting to endorse it in principle and with a certain kind of enthusiasnm,
because I think that we will have by that time when you see it, a document
which does constitute the basis for a national plan. I think there is nothing
to be gained at that point for nit-picking with the details of it. I think
the 1mpcrtant thing after that is the implementation and just getting it going
and going forward with 1it.

To turn now to our speakers for this morning's prosram, I do not think
Alphonse Trezza really needs a long introduction. He spoke to us at the
last meeting and I think you all know him. Just brisfly, Mr., Trezza is the
Executive Director of NCLIS. As of Monday, he is the real Executive Director:
he has burned all his bridges behind him. As ycu all know, he was the I1linois
State Librarian; he was the Executive Director of the Lathallc Library
Association. He is really an academic lihrarian: he worked at the University
of Pennsylvania Library for six years, and his reputation and fame is still
there at Pennsylvania. We still talk about Alphonse Trezza and his regime
at the time. Without further introduction I will call on Alphonse Trezza
to make his presentation.

* &k Kk &
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MR. TREZZA: I am pleased to be here. My purpose today is two-fold: one is

to try to make sure you have some understanding of what the National Commission
is and is trving to do, and secondly, and most importantly. what it means to
you. The National Commission without question has probably solicired at this
time more opinions from the profession at large than any organization has ever
done. The Commission, in developing its program over the last three years, has
literally stumped the country with regional hearings, seminars, you name it.

We have met with every group we can think of. We have had people testify in
Washington, Chicago, San Antonio, Denver, the West Coast, all over the place.
And if you have not had your input, it is vour fault.

The summary [of the National Program statcment] was published two years
ago. First of all the original draft was published and, as you weil know,
received lots of comments -- in fact, over a thousand letters, comments, etc.
It was really amazing. That resulted in the preparation of a second draft
which had a lot of unanimity behind it. We still got some comments. The one
weakness with the second draft, as vou are all well aware, was the fact that
by the time we put the second draft to bed, it was clear that a section,
chapter, page, something on the information industry was necessary. [ think
it was kind of unfortunate looking back to put a blank page in, because what
it did was raise some expectations in both directions: fears on the one hand
and overexpectations on the other. 5o no matter what we put out in that
chapter, it was bound to get an almost violent reaction.

The Commission in its meeting last September in Denver decided, partly
through my urgings and partly because they desired it, that the time for
writing was rvapidly coming to an end, and the time for action was here. We
decided there would be only cne more draft and that was going to be it, and
then we were going to adopt it and try tc move toward the real goal which is
implementation. We could spend the rest of our lives doing drafts. Now that
is the technique they use in Washington when they do not want to do anything.
They send it back for revision; put it back in the committee again. Well,
the Commission cannot exist that way. The Commission must have the reputation
of getting things done, otherwise it is just another Washington bureaucratic
organization which serves no purpose for the Administration, the Congress or
the profession.

Consequently, the Commission set a fairly tight schedule. Do you
rememher when we published it we called it a "Time Line". We published the
"Time Line', and along with it we also issued a resolution of our support
for library legislation for this current year. As you will recall, the
Commission took a stand on the continuation and extension of LSCA,of ESEA,
of HEA, which is the first time we fully took a public stand on that.

So we towk a dramatic action. We worked on the third draft. We set a
deadline and on that deadline we stopped receiving input. As I am sure most
of you know, the one Commissioner who has the responsibility to try to do the
actual writing along with the staff is Joseph Becker. Obviously, you can
not get the whole committee to write. So Joseph Eecker is the one that tries
these things out, then we all tecar it apart. So he and I then tried to put
together draft number three, and we spent five full days going through that
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document, page by page. with every piece of paper that we received from any-
body. We had over 200 comments of different kinds. I would say about 25 or
30 were what I would call long, thoughtful reactions to the various parts of
the document, and we struggled and revised the document. We still ended the
week without a Chapter 4 hecause no one would suggest language for Chapter 4.
The information industry would not do it: the publishers would not do it: no
one would. So ne matter what you think or what you have heard, that Chapter
1 was nmot written by Mr. Zurkowski of the Information Tudustry Association,
even though some people sav it sounds like it. Maybe it sounds like it, but
shed it and we got Chapter
reaction.

hes Jdid not write it.  In ether words, we fif
kriowing thut it would raise some interesting

ite]

And do vou know what else did it? What really did it I think, was the
fact that on the blue cover, it said "Final Draft™ and my cover letter said,
"You have untii April 24 to respond" -- three weeks. In other words, now the
fat was in the fire, and now the response was loud.

It is interesting because the publishers objected to Chapter 4 as much
as some of the academic librarvies did. Some of our Commissioners reacted
negatively to Chapter 4 ~-- in fact, so much so that they actually read the
whole document carefully, and I got comments on parts of the document that
we had been kicking around for a year. There were many, many people who
never before had reacted to any part of it. Now all of a sudden they reacted
to any part of it. So that was a very positive and useful response. Chapter
4 well served its real purpose. What it did is it pointed out to everybody
that we really had a mixed and complex constituency. The National Commis-
sion's responsibility, after all, is not just for libraries -- not that
libraries are not basic, but it is broader than that. We have to keep re-
minding ourselves that we are responsible, for example, to libraries that
are involved in ARL, ALA, SLA, and right on down the line. We are con-
cerned with the worries and problems of publishers, the information industry,
who are distributors of information services, for all the people in educa-
tional technology, the broad spectrum. Obviously then, to get a document
which somehow will address itself to all of these interests is not easy.

One of the criticisms or comments you may have read in "Hot Line" said
something to the effect that the document was redundant, repetitive, and
needed a good high school English teacher to go over it. And my responsec to
the editor was, 'You bet if's repetitive and it's redundant, and it's going
to stay that way. It's a consensus document. It's not a King James version.'
It is a consensus document, and do you know why it is repetitive? DBecause
when we did not do the repeating, we were accused of giving more weight to
something else,

Now what you have to keep in mind is that you represent the intellectual
elite. This group represents the "haves,' and other people in the profession
are saying here we go again: the Commission is going to spring for the
national program which is to serve the rich at the expense of the poor
same argument you hear regarding the economy. In other words, here we are
worrying about those who already have access to tremendous intellectual
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and we are put a tremendously big program in to make it
them at tht ense of the urban person, the minority, the poor,
who is strugpling for an education, Th: - is an accusation, no

er whether vou agree with it or not. It is an issue we have to confront.
S0 tu try to reach the wide constituency, we have to make suro that we some-
how ahdr;%%j for exampie, the public librarian's claim that this is heavily
welghted to the special library ete.

(ne of the information industry said to me, "It's a beautiful library
lobbhyving piecce.” The Social Responsibilities Roundtable said, "You hardly
seratehed the surface.,” The Int ~1lectua] Freedom Roundtable says, ''You still
have not addressed the real 1ssues. You say, and everybody sa vs, "What are
vour priorities? FHow come vou didn’t list ail of your things in priority
order?’ "What's the cost?' say OMR.  "You have not run the cost. Where 1S
the deaft Jegislation,” and they go on and on, and the answer is simple. The
4 is all of that. The first part explains why the document is a con-

. reneat and re-emphasize. And the other
implementation. You got

WU T A

3 and a% s H
hcac questions I just posed are what 1 call
tthC Two issues,

[f vou read the May issue of Wilson Library Bulletin, you will find that
Mr. Eschelman has taken a fairly supportive view of the “document, which is
interesting and [ am pleased obviously. 1 just want to read vou onc little
thing Mr. Eschelman says:

There is ne doubt that the third draft ... i3 vastly more
representative of the whole information community than
the first one. And the docupent summarizes its entire

ram in two major objectives: 1) to strengthen, develop
where needed, humwn iﬁd mdterl al TE%DUTTE% which

and 2) to jein together thé library and information
facilities in the country, through a common pattern of organi-
zation, wniform standards, shared communications, to form a
nationwide network. If these are in priority order, and so
implemented the document may prove to be worthy of full support.

Sn even some of our ¢ritics are saying now that the document has moved

Inny way.

Now, what does that mean to you as a research library, because after
all, vou still have to look at that document and say, 'What's my role? What
does that do for me in the national program?' Let us just concentrate for a
few minutes on what it does for large research libraries. First of all, the
document suggests that we have to do a better job in ghaﬁlng resources, It
&L Sts we are going to have to share resources on a regional and national
asis=. Tt does no® suggest how. Remember the document is not an implement-
ation deocument; it is a long-range program. It is a program of goals or
assumptions, as we are calling them, and objectives; it is interesting to
remember that none of the five assumptions or the cight objectives have changed
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from the second to the third draft. No one has challenged those assumptions

1l
]

T
poals

~%

-

That is why in my wvervbody that saw the final
draft that we were not & document word for word, line

paragraph, page for page. Mot
King you willing as individuals
ssion's program in concept and prizciple’
uals first have to do that. If we cand

r okav, I buy it as an individual.

me as head of 7 Can I now look at it again and

say ves, I can alsc endorse this bec will help my 1nstitution: 1t will
mean that in the long run at least I am golng to be berter off than not having
1t. Your third consideration of course, is what about you as a memaer of an
organization, be it ARL, ALA, SLA or whatever organization you are 1n? Can
you endorse it in that capacity? \ind, of course, finally, can you endorse it
as a4 mesher of the torai 11 3 to me vou have got to
think in those terms, and vou have to come to your own conclusion at the
appropriate time.

for line, sentence for
even [ could do thar.
first, to support the Lationa
; You and I as
an vo the next
= o1

Iy
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As Mr. De Gennaro pointed out, hopefully ARL will take some official
action come next fall. SLA may take some action at least react in June,
and ALA alse in Junc. So we hope to have some reaction then from at least

the majur organizations.

It is .ivar thot the competition for money today is worse than it has
ever been. If we do not really develop more effective sharing, we are all
going to suffer for it. You cannot live in isolation, no matter how good
your college is today. [ am not going to say which state, becausc I do not
want to embarrass anybody, but I came in a meeting and I was shocked to hear
that in one state, a whole group of state colleges have had their book budgets
sut to zero for two full years. These colleges have not bought a single ncw
hook in two years. That is almost inconceivable; 1 just could not believe
what I heard. So i reacted emotionally. 1T said, "You mean you all sat on
your hands and let it happen? where is the march on the capitol? Why didn't
211 the other academic libraries and public libraries and special libraries
come to the rescue and paund and demand and say that's absalutely irrespon-
sible. To cut it is one thing, but to cut it to zero? How do you operate
an academic institution without a new book for two years? Inconceivable.”

But the fact is that is an economic problem, isn't it? We failed in

Qur problem is the poli al process; if we do not learn to use
ir, we will alwavs get just the crumbs. Now, we have had some successes,

but we have 41l them in the good years. I maintain from personal expericnce
in [1linois, cpav there never is ¢ good year, that there never is a bad yecar.
o Jdown to your capitol, you are still a

ook at basic funds, "departmEEEall” as they
e of thing ~-- the basic necessitices of

what ogasn,

They are all the samc. When yod g
-ow priority, because they still 1
call it, such as fire and thut sor
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Tire necessitics of 1ife as we sce it.
but [ maintain that no matter how tight
HET share of that moneyv, and we are not getting

LT, and we are never going to set it if we do not get rether, if we du not
rram which we can sell as a lang—rarxf plan which shows
ectiveness of our resources,

anitl nre
flow we are going to increase the use and off

"‘M Wi

ahout coordinared or ceooperative acquisitions. I do not
program in this country that is truly cooperative. But we
So the problem with 211 of this networking and cooperafion
~ing about is that somebody has to gLvQ and that mecans everybody.
into these things and "What arec we going to get out of it?"
answer is going te be "Nothing."
e? What can I do?" and we all did
iz a fairly basic principle.

2o ointo it and
1T, we obviously all

th hree levels: it is at the
! & at the state lev“l it federal level. The local
level would be in vour case vour 1&;31 unive 3 is a mix of funding.
It 15 cailed "halanced intergovernmental funding' as opposed to partnership.
"Ralanced intevgovernmental funding'', that is our goal. Now, how do we get
we had a report on public libraries which suggests that the
hal wild be 50 percent state, 20 percent federal and 30 percent local.
e oare nﬂhherﬁ near 1t, hut that is the goal. The report says at the moment
we are about 67 percent foderal; about four or five percent in mest states

ihility for fund:
el it

frmasype ¢ight or nine ; r;vnt in =ome states); and the balsntg, lﬁﬂal So
right now, the local is about 85 percent in round figures; in academic levels

it 15 even higher.

Therefore we have pot to make sure that when we do networking effectively,
sour institut on first must get support and a reasonable level of standards
for vour own institution. That is an organization.

Sevondly, however, within that state you are part of that state's inter-
that state's network, that state's cooperative program, and therefore,

; a responsibility to see to it that you participate in the

to the extent that yeu are providing the services. And fin: 11y,
caurag, 45 )uu go out of your state, you qualify in the federal funding.

B
\.!!4‘3!}%‘» ’

you hﬁVﬂ

The report talks about protocols, about standards, abou: interfacing,
about using computers. The important thing is to think of it organizationaily
now, instead of thinking about what I call the technical parts of it. Regarding
orpanizarion, what we are saying is you build like a pyramid; you have vour
Tocal at the hottom; you have your state; and in some parts of the country, you
have regionals; and then the national, Now, you do not need a regional in every
part of the country, We do not have to all suddenly go out and form two new
because it just so happens they do not have one in the Middle West
and one in the Middle Atlantic states. My answer to that is, so what? There
1§ no magic in regionals. If the nced is there, let it so be; if there is not,
Let s not menufacture another level of bureaucracy. We do not need 1t, That
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means you have to have another =staff, spend some more woney, not for producing
more programs, but for producing another level of bureaucracy. 1 am not con-
vinced that you need ir, but if you do need it, fipne. But do pot do it because
they have one out in the West and they have one in New England.

You have got vour pyramid. and what you have to do is develop regional
mechanisms to make this thing work. Naturally we have to identify basic
national collections, and therefore we need some funding support in the
federal government. For example, we say very firmly in the final draft of
tiie report that the Library of Congress not only is, in fact, acting as a
national library but should definitely be the national library. Without saying
it ought to be, we say it should be, definitely. Now, we have to achieve it.
We are saving that the National Libraries of Medicine and Agriculture are an
important part of the total program and must continue to have their funding at
good levels in order to produce the programs. 3

We are not saying that we are going to create a national network and say,
do away with the NIM's regional network. Neither are we saying that it
necessarily remains the way it is. Obviously, we hope it will be better, no
matter how good it is. Sothe report, in other words, 1s not saying "let’s
limit what we have got;" neither is it saying, "'Let's keep what we have got."
All it is saying is, ''Let's examine everything that .c have and let's form a
national network which interfaces organizationally, technically, and more
important , attitudinally. You know, the success of this program is much more
based on our attitude than it is any of the words,

If you will, drop your fears. Roosevelt said it, and everybody repecated
the sentence, =nad 1 could not repeat it enough. Most of the fears 1 have come
in contact with within mv own state, lllinois, in developing our network., wore
hased on fear for fear itself, and none of them have ever been realized. Have

dith. Take a chance. Dare to be different. Dare to stop worrying about your
own institution and think of the other person for a change. I know somc of
you are on the "have" ends and you are giving constantly, but instead of
stopping giving, demand that that giving be properly recognized and supported
at the appropriate levels. That is what you should fight for, not to cut it
off. That is an attitude again.

What you are saying is what I am doing is right, bur if you keep taking
away, we are going to wither and die because we cannot exist if you are con-
stantly pulling out everything we have got. So you have got to make sure that
we can continue to serve you by giving us the support we deserve because we
are doing a job. As you can see, it is an attitucc again, instead of saving,
"okay, we are going to set a fee and that's it." It is like a wall. Should

“we decide on the level of fees and say that it is only a certain service

level that people can expect for a tax -- Temember none of the service is free.
A-c we moing to define the level and say no one can expect service beyond this
lezl, except if they pay for it? That is certainly a possibility, but most
¢~ 1.4 are saying at this point that that is not what we are really after. We
ir- .caiily after a continuation of the maxim.m possible library services to

_rve the people of this country when they neoed it, without yucstions about
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why they nec. it, because that 1is their business. And we have to make

surec we know where the material is, how to deliver it, how to identify it.
how to improve that so that we spend our money not on mechanisms, but on
services, and we use mechanisms and computers as our servants and not our
masters, that we use an organization again, not to freeze us into a pattern,
but to make it effective and flexible enough so we can change it. That is
the challenge.

The Commission will do its best once a program is out to work towards
implementation., The plan is like this: on Friday or Monday morning the pro-
gram document will be delivered to the Government Printing Office. If all
goes well and the schedules are all met, sometime towards the end of June,
the published report will be available and will be distributed widely. Ve
will then move from phase cne, which is the writing, to phase two, which is
implementation. You will notice the paragraph in the preface which says

"this is a long-range planning document. It is a dynamic document which will

undergo constant scrutiny and change. The Commission envisions that within
two years a revised cdition will come out. ¥ welcome your suggestions and
constructive criticisms. In other words, it ‘s not something etched in glass
or stone or bronze, whatever you like. It is the beginning and not the end.
It is the beginning of implementation of a national program, and not the end
of putting in writing what we think we believe., At this moment, we think it
represents our best thinking and our best efforts. And two years from now,
it may be quite different.

Reactors

MR. HOPP: Let me simply state that my reaction to the report is going to be
a personal one primarily from the vantage point of a state-supported mid-
western university. I realize that it is quite easy to get caught up in th
evangelistic rhetoric that we just heard, which Mr. Trezza is capable of
doing, of course, very well. And my remarks for that reason may border on
what may be interpreted as nit-picking, although 1 do not intend it for that.
I think that what I want to do is to share some :oncerns on behalf of a
research library, and for the record. T think it would be too bad, given
this opportunity to comment on the report, if we did not express at least a
point of view from a research library.

I want to preface my remarks by saying that at the end of what 1 am
about to say I do indicate that I support the document, whereas during my
remarks it may seem to the contrary.

The general framework of the national program is built on five major
assumptions, at least one of which speaks to the library and information
resources as national resources which should be developed, strengthened,
organized and made available in the public interest. The program also has
what is referred to as two major program objectives, the first of which is

""to strengthen, develop, or create where needed, human and material resources...
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And then there are stated in the recommended national program eight pr
objectives. 1 want particularly to focus on one great omission in thesc
objectives which appears in the recommended program, and [ stress "reconmended
program' because at least in some instances I think people will turn to the
program and read that, and will not necessarily refer to the introductory
suppoiting statements that lead up to the program. And I think for that rcason
that 1 want to focus on the recommended program itself.

ggran

A network will be no stronger than the resource libraries that suppert
it. We can create a network and have a good communication system, but unless
there are information materials in the network, the services cannot be per-
formed, which is a roundabcut way of saying that the strength of any national
program is going to be the major academic and public research libraries of
this country. For this reason, it is surprising that the National Commission
states in one of its eight basic objectives the following, and I am quoting
here:

The private sector (and I think they are primarily talking
about the Information Industry here) has thus far received
little assistance from the federal government to help
strengthen its ability to serve more people ... It is
essential thast they be incorpurated in the National Program.

Yet nowhere in tte elyht Basic objectives is theve a similar statement of the
need to suppert the ma’.g research libraries vhich truly are national resources,

and are o facto zoil be the backbone of any national program. I would
like Lo voi. 1 lncal cxanmple.

in Minnesuta, we have a statewide network which is call MINITEX, and any
citizen can epter the state network by going to his local public library and
thereby get the information he needs. Of the information requests that enzer
the system, over 80 percent of them are met from the resources of the University
of Minnesota Library. Of course, the network depends upon the teletype system,
its photocopied materials, and its Bell Telephone lines, and many other elements
that make up the total, but without the University of Minnesota Library, at
lexust the Minnesota network would be largely incffective.

I am concerned therefore that the National Commission in outlining its
national program, fails to give recosnition to the need for the federal
government to assist in the sustenance of the research libraries of this
country. 1 find this, I think, one of the most disturbing things about the
Commission's report. In objective six the report states, that the federal
government should help strengthen the private sector's ability to serve more
people. However, later as it talks about the nationwide network and the nced
to make unique national collections available (and again, it is talking here
about the nouveauv riche snd the Harvards and the New York Public), proposing
also that the federal government "help strengthen their ability to serve more
people," the report simply suggests that the federal government should offer
to compensate such institutions for performing added services, implying that
it was up to the instituticns themselves to determine whether they wanted to
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accept or reject a national responsibility for dEVPIQplng and %uctglnlng

their own collections, I find that a disturbing incons isteney. Later in

the record in fine print on one of the charts relating to fédé -al support,
reference is made to the giving of grants to help susrtain unique collections

in public and private libraries, but this is in fine print in one of the charts.

I would not want to omit at least passing reference to my copcern that
there appears to be something less than an impartial view of the copyright
problem. My reading of the report is that the National Commission appears
to be overly concerned about the economic incentives to the Information In-
dustry. This, admittedly, is a complex issue. However, the purpose of the
Commission as stated in its guiding ideal is, '"to eventually provide any
individual in the United States with equal opportunity of access to that part
of the total information resource which will satisfy his educat ional, working,
cultural, and leisure-time needs and interest, regardless of the individual's
Iocation, social or physical condition, or level of intellectual achievement."
The National Commission, it seems to mc wight very well take a stand on the
copyright issue that promulgates the fair use concept, Anything less thun
that will not serve the best interest of libraries and their users.

Finally, with respect to the organization of the national netwoik, I
supr t the emphasis of the state ~stems as the fupdamental building blocks
of tne national network. The nat...wide system that is proposed must be, a
workable, viable program with praper sharing of responsibility between the
federa! and state governments and the private sector. It prabably ascrives
more initiative to public libraries and to the state agencies than is warranted,
cspeclally in some areas of the United States. I f£hink the record will show
that as many multistate networks have been generated by the research libraries as
by state agenCL es working together or by any influence of the federal governmen:,
and nowhere in the report does the Natiopnal Commission give recognition to
the leadership made by the research libraries.

The report, in my opinion, does not give sufficient emphasis to multi-
state systems, although Mr. Trezza did refer to this and said where it i
needed , how it could ¥ : funded. Therefore, the report largely overlooks in the
national program the 1cality of existing or emerging systems.. I believe these
multistate systems will play a vital role in the future, and | hoped that
the National Commission would give more recognition to then.

* % Kk &

MR. DIX: This, it must be made clear again, is a personal reaction rather
than an ARL reaction, of course. 1 do not know how many of you have seen
the ""Final Draft'' but as Mr. Trezza said, it has = number of basic points
that have not changed since earlier editions. But the final draft in one
sense scems to me to say a great many good things. Certainly, nme of us
here would quarrel with what [ take to be its basic cortention as stated in
the Introduction: ''The Commission considers libraric= .and the materials

they contain, to be part of a national knowledge resource, that must be
strengthened, integrated and sustained for all the people of the United States
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to use as necded in the course of their personal and economic pursuits.

1

This theme is stated in various ways in different parts of the record,

but not I think, with any intent to weaken or dilute the force of the three
operative verbs; "strengthen", "integrate', '"'sustain."

L]

The statement Df the r@ie Qf the federal government seems clear. The
flElel? measures that will insure thé continuation of libraries and infor-
mation services. This scems to me a neccessary plan that we all certainly
endorse, and I think that in conglderlng some of the details and the specific
plans, we should not forget that it is very important to have a national
governnental ly-established Commission stating scme of the basic¢ things that
we believe and have been saying. The report goes on to say that the cooperation
which is required '"is most appropriately fostered through federal legislation."
Now the statement on university and research libraries, of particular interest
to the ARL of course, seems to me a straightforward cnough summary of our
problems. as far as it goes. )

On the other hand, Chapter 4, which first appears in the March 10 final
draft, is or was pretty outrageous, it scemed to me, in its assumptions, and
various other references to the information industry inserted in other parts
of the report at that time seemed to me most unfortunate. [ am sure, however,
that these parts have now been substantially rewritten. I have seen a re-
written version of Chapter 4 which does seem to me to remove a great deal of
the objectionable material, although I do find the rather slippery assumption
that the so-called "private scctor' means the commercial information industry
an awkward kind of use. The first paragraph of the new Chapter 4 makes it
very clear that the information industry as it is used here is a part of the
private sector. But then it goes on and keeps using the phrase 'priviate
sector" to mean what I take to be the commercial sector, and [ hope we will
get in the habit of calling it the commercial sector. We are all parts of an
information industry, I think, and I do not shutter at the word "industry"
as applied to all of us. But there is a special subgroup that we are taiking
about here in Chapﬁer 4, which is the commercial money-mak:ing sector. I think
we ought to keep saying 'commercial" and ''money-making'" because it makes an
important distinction. Well, enough of that. I do not think we need quarrel,
in other words, with that whole part, since I think there was enough response
immediately so that the Commission has secen fit in its latest draft to remove
apparently most of the objectionable kinds of things. I think it would have
been a perversion of a public trust if the Commission had 21lowed itself to

be used in some way by these people.

All of these sections of the recport are, of course, the background for
Chapter 6, "The Recommended National Program." With the eight listed priority
objectives, I think one again can find little fault. Let me read them, since
you have not seen them:

Objective 1: Ensure that basic minimums of library and

information services adequate to meet the
needs of all local communities are satisfied.
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Provide adequate special services to special
constituencies, including the unserved.

Ohjective

Objective 3: Strengthen existing statewide resources and
systems.

Objective 4: Ensure basic and continuing education of
personnel essential to the implementation
of a National Progranm.

Objective 5: Coordinate existing federal programs of
library and information service.

Objective 6: Make the private sector (comprising organizations
which are not directly tax-supported) an active
partner in the development of the National Program.

(This is that ambigucus use of the private sector again, I think.)

Objective 7: Establish a locus of federal responsibility
charged with implementing the national net-
work and coordinating the National Program
under the policy guidance of the National
Commission.

Objective 8: Plan, develop, and implement a nationwide
network of library and information service.

As I say, I do not think we can quarrel with those objectives as they
are stated. As Mr. Trezza says, this document has to be really rather bland
in most ways. Any of you who work some with international organizations,
remember that the more people you have got to satisfy and to get agreement
from, the blander the document tends to get, and [ do not see any renedy for
that.

However, there are several areas in these program objectives where 1
think we in the ARL should be alerted as this program is developed and spelled
out in detail. I am not quite clear where support of the great scholarly
research libraries is spelled out in these numbered objectives. This is a
point thai Mr. Hopp made.

In objective two, there is talk about providing "adequate special
services to special constituencies." They talk about the biind persons, Indians,
other special groups, but not scholars. And if they are not a special cca-
stituency, where do they fit in this whole program? Where in this program does
one turn to make sure that the country's research resources for the study of
China, for example, are being developed, coordinated, and maintained properly?

Two, we should have some concern, I think about the emphasis being placed
upon the states as building blocks, particularly in funding. I am just worried
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about the emphasis; I can see how it got there: the state is a natural unit

in terms of legislation; as a bibliographic unit, it does not make any sensc

at all, as we know; and I think the problem is going to have to be to merge

the funding possibilitics of the states with some way of jumping across state
boundaries easily for a variety of things relating to bibliographics and services.

Objective three speaks of "the understanding that the federal govern-
sent would fund those aspects of the National Program that are of common con-
cern nationally, in return for a commitment on the purt of the states to accepty
in cooperation with the local governments, a fair chre of the responsibility
for funding libraries within their own jurisdictions.” This is a reasonable
pattern. Does it cover all the needs of the research library? Again, will
the combination of governments support NYPL adequately, or will the federal
government, Massachusetts and Cambridge combine to support Harvard? I rather
doubt it, and yet Harvard is a national resource and a national institution,

Three, both of these institutions and others are mentioned by name in the
next section outlining the network concept where it is suggested that "the
federal government would offer to compensate sucn institutions for performing
added services.'" I think we shall have to make sure that the plan, as it

"develops, provides not merely some sort of handling charge or fee, but also
continuing support, recognizing the value of the collections themselves, In
other words, I see nothing here that suggests the thinking of ways of com-
pensating these great, unique, special resourccs. Nothing is kept in mind
other than something like the New York system, by which a really very modest
and token fee is applied to reimburse for the charge of lending something.
What we need and what we have to have is some mechanism by which the federal
government itself pours substantial money into solving the problems of the
great research libraries of the kind represented in this room, not necessarily
hy handouts to individual libraries, but, as I have been saying for a good
while, by massive central programs of activity which will enable us to do
better the things we need to do and relieve certain resources for us to do
things locally.

Going on to objective seven: "Establish a locus of federal responsibility".
This is terribly important, and we in the ARL have a substantial stock in seeing
that the right kind of "permanent operating agency' emerges. This report does
not recommend what that agency should be, and probably should not, but we think
we want to give a lot of attention to that part.

Objective eight: '"Plan, develop, and implement a nationwide network" is,
of course the key section. [ personally think that the plan which is outlined
here is broad and loose enough to permit the development of a national network
along lines which are compatible with the measures seen necessary by ARL
libraries in order to serve their constituencies, but there will have to be, I
think, continuing input by ARL as these plans are flushed cut and as information
is developed. This input, at the minimum I think, should be a continuing
series of sharp questions which Mr. Trezza has asked for, formulated by an

appropriate ARL group.
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These are samples of the kinds of questions I think we should keep
addressing to the Commission: Precisely how and through what specific
legislation does the Commission plan for future action implemented by the
Commission to move us to the realization of an effective operating national
lending library, beginning with journals and perhaps moving along to other
areas? We have talked about this for ycars. We have obviously got to have
it. It has, I think, very little to do with all of the state areas. [ think
this is something where individual libraries can go directly to the center.

The report uses this language; it speaks of this in connection with sequential
service levels. I have some doubt that a national lending library should serve
only as a library of last resort after a rather laborious process of going up
through local and state levels. It did not seem to be necessary for Boston Spa,
and T do not think it should be. We will have further talk about that this
morning.

What T am saying is I think ARL should be asking questions about such
issues of that sort. Another one: may we see and discuss (and 1 am sure we
will at the appropriate time) one or more precise models of a national machine-
readahle data base containing impeccable and authoritative bibliographic in-
formation, series numbers, perhaps journal titles; with plans for its funding,
its current management and the variety of services which it can offer to all
of us. This is the key, 1 think, to the whole thing. How do we get thecre
from here, in other words. : a

It seems to me then of the greatest importance to work very closely with
the Commission. [, myself, think (and I partially blame myself for this), we
have not worked as closely as one would like. I had a personal opportunity
to do some rewriting of a draft a year ago and then went off to the hospital
and did not do it. 1 think we have got to help and not just point out the
lacks, but make suggestions as to how we can fill them in. We need to help

worthy objectives which it has enunciated. We look to Frederick Burkhardt,
Alphonse Trezza and our associates on the Commission to move us out of the
woods here. We are in a kind of a Big Thicket, and we need guidance. I
think Mr. Trezza's ecvangelistic impulses arc very appropriate in this East
Texas setting. I think that we will get a great deal out of all of these
activities of the Commission. I do not mean to sound overly critical. I do
think, though, that I endorse really everything that Ralph Hopp has said.

He put it better than I have, except I think perhaps he gave too much praise
to the state concept. That I have my own doubts about.

* ® k *

Discussion

MR. DE GENNARO: 1 knew that we had selected the two best ARL reactors. I
think that although they claim to be just speaking their personal views, I
am sure that they really expressed many of the concerns that all of us have
in this yoom. I thank them both very much for their efforts and their
presentations. And now I think we would be ready for questions and dis-

cissions.
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MR. SPARKS: I have a fundamental, philosophical problem with this document.
It fails, I think, to observe a social dynamic of the United States. Two
hundred years ago when we established this republic, we did recognize private
property as one of the principles or dynamic forces in the society. Now ever
since Teddy Roosevelt's time and the early decades of this century, there has
been a tension in this country between public policy and private property.

We see this in the income tax and corporate profit tax. We saw it in the
labor unions in the 30's and the social legislation that has been set down
since then. But this document really does not recognize that social dynamic,
and we get into trcuble about the private sector because we are using a jargon
term; we are not really referring to the fundamental tension which exists here
between private ownership and public need. This is, I think, the basic
difficulty of this country.

I speak as a person representing a private institution. I know my Board
of Trustees will see their fiscal responsibility towards the property which
is the preserve of that institution, and will see the work of this Commission
in terms of that private ownership. I do not mean to suggest by this that the
resolution of this tension is an impossibility. But I think to work constructively
toward the future, we have to recognize that tension, and we have to devise the
means of balancing those two forces in the library economy of the nation.

This is amy fundamental wrestling with the document, exemplified perhaps
in the question where we do recognize constitutional rights to private property
as they are rscognized in cepyigght? And do we recognize constitutional rights
to privacy? But there is a lacuna here; there is something missing, and what I
would like to do is to raise this question on the more genmeral level of a social
dynamic of the United States, of the nation we live in, and without at all denying
the public purpose that is behind the document.

MR. TREZZA: A general comment on the statement about the reasons we say things
about the academic or research libraries: the point that Mr. Sparks just made
is one we are worried about. That is, you have to word it in such a way that
it does not say you have got to do it. So then when you say you may do it, you
say then it is wishy-washy. That is our problem. As I told you, this dynamic
document is changing constantly. The latest wording intends to suggest the’
provision of the means for protecting unique and major resources to enable them
to serve more people than their primary clientele. To achieve this the federal
government would offer to compensate the institution, which in turn would have
the option of accepting or rejecting this national respmns;bllity S0, in
other words, we are saying, "you are a private institution!' You have the right
to say, "I don't want to play." How do we balancé this off? This is one of
the limits we face in the whole document. How do you balance, in the one way,
the right of the institution to maintain autonomy or reasonable autonomy, at
least, and to maintain its viability? This is a constant problem. Tzat is

the reason we say that where this will be important is when we start ‘mple-
menting. As we start writing the implementing language in the legisiation,

that is when we have to make sure that there is full support for every word,
because it is going to be the law. In a document talking policy, it is a
little bit different. We are going to be at the (well, "mercy" is too strong
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a word) of the people in government who write rules and regulations. So at
that stage, we are going to have some of these problems.

Now, just one morc point while T am up. - The Commission has already
moved in four areas for implementation, and you have been involved in, I
think, all four. One is copyright. As you well know, the Commission, along
with the Office of the Register of Copyrights in the Library of Congress,
have been trying to get the librarians on one side and the publishers on the
other to work toward resolving some of the problems in copyright. Secondly,
the Commission worked towards implementing a continuing education progranm
on the local level, and ARL is involved in that. Thirdly, the Commission
sponsored a meeting a month or so ago in Washington where ARL was heavily
represented, where we discussed the whole problem of resource sharing on a
regional and national basis. You will hear some of that after I get through.
And fourth, we are cooperating with the Council on Library Resources and the
National Science Foundation on a nationai bibliographic control project which
is aimed at, again, working toward one of our goals. And we are now con-
sidering a proposal for the Library of Congress which the Commission would
hope to fund in moving even more in this direction.

So we are actually moving, and everytime we start to get some idea ve
want to push toward, we make sure that the proper constituency is involved.
And in almost every single case so far, ARL has been a part of it, We will
continue to make you a part of it; I can guarantee it.

MR. AXFORD: 1 would like to pursue Mr. Sparks'point just a little bit. I
think he did an admirable job of giving a historical perspective to a very
interesting problem; it is one in which we are already trying to come to

terms with what you might call '"federal government interference' with the
administration of both public and private institutions. But I think it is
only fair to point out that if we do not like the cost of affirmative action
programs, the cost of equal-pay-for-equal-work progranms, the paper work, the
reporting, the intrusion of the Department of Labor und HEW into our operation,
there is one simple solution, and that is to keep out of the federal trough.
Now I have suggested this at several institutions, but they do not want to
pay the price of that. This may be something that we will have to consider:
once you accept public money, then you are going to accept public interferecnce
in the administration of your institution. Now that may be & choice.

what I might suggest is that there may be an institution or two in which
ijnstitutional autonomy, the rights of ownership of private property, may Seem
more important in terms of even national goals, than participation in a net-
work which will effectively transfer a good deal of decision-making elsewhere.

MR. SPARKS: I understand what you mean. Let me put it on a local level.
Over in Elkart, 15 miles away from Notre Dame, is Miles Laboratory, one of
the best pharmaceutical laboratories in the country. We have a microbiology
and a biology depar¢ment, and we all subscribe to the same journals, and the
thought has occuried to beth Notre Dame and Miles Laboratories that we do not-
need to have this duplication. But sharing resoures means sharing clientele.
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That is the other side of the coin, you see. You have to say, 'Well, we are
willing to accept the scientists that are working at Miles as clients for us,
and they are willing to accept a certain number of our students and pro-
fessionals over there as clients for their laboratory.' That may not be all
bad, but this comes about by that instrumentality which breaches the frontier
of private property, which is the contract.

Now we do this between private institutions and people constantly; we
have from the beginning of the republic. And we have donc this between
states in interstate compacting, for example. This, I think, leads us to some
thing. When we get into the practical matter of dealing with private property
and public utility, we can make use of this context. I was not trying to be
a rescinder; I am not trying to be a dog in the manger here, but just to point
out that there are some basic principles involved.

MR. BOS5: I think it was very helpful to have Mr. Dix and Mr, Hopp look more
carefully perhaps, than any of the rest of us did who had access to this
document, and to report their views. 1 think from the reactions I saw, those
views were representative of many of us, although I know all of us will have
an opportunity to see the final document before our October meeting, at which
we will be asked to respond as ARL.

I would like to recommend for consideration by the membership and the ARL
Board that we follow a pattern not unlike today's pattern -- that is, to have
a small panel of reactors attempt to synthesize for the benefit of the group
as a whole, so that our October discussion will be facilitated. I think that
it was a very excellent way to focus on the critical issues involved in the
document.

MR. DE GENNARO: Your suggestion will be duly noted. Arc there any other
questions or comments?

MR. LORENZ: 1 would like to clarify the schedule as outlined by Mr. Trezza.
As T understand it, the full Commission will be getting copies of the final
copy as prepared by GPO in advance of the Commission meeting in Philadelphia,
May 22 and 23. At that time, the Commission will have an opportunity, really
for the first time, to consider these latest revisions in the document. 1
understand from Mr. Trezza that further changes can be made in the galley
before it is a final document that is printed and distributed. I think some
very good suggestions have been made today, and T would say if some of those
could be synthesized, they might still be useful at the Philadelphia meeting
of the Commission.

MR. TREZZA: Actually if you have any language in specific parts of the
document that you think might be useful, even if I got them by the end of the
day or Monday, I might still be able to work some in. This should involve
primarily previding backgrournd for Chapter 4. The rest of the document
everybody had seen over a period of time. Chapter 4 has gone through one

very major revision within a week of its release, then a second revision which
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was, again, fairly major, and since that time, one more. So that chapter
has been revised five times in three weeks, 2nd 1 want you to know that the
people that responded to it and whose ideas we used were first of all, at
least three of our Commissioners who gave us detailed comments on different
parts of it. Mr. Townsend Hoopes representing the Association of American
Publishers, Mr. Psul Zurkowski representing Informatieos Industry Associaticn,

Richard De Gennaro representing ARL, Ren Weil Tepr~.: ' ., abstracting and
indeving services. We got some commes:is at the v - v slnute, not on
Chapter 4 particutarly, but on the fuzpg as a »» ot - vcom NELINET. 1 will use one

idea from that one so it dces represent this cipstisuency. That is the reason
why it is repetitive, and that is why it s» 3i “nings over and over and over.

It is a very difficult thing to constartly edit this thing day by day by day.

I spent 25 minutes on the phone this morning calling in all the changes 1 have
done on the road.

I have been in constant touch with Dr. Burkhardt and Joseph Becker, so
we are constantly working on this document. So what you are going to get is
a document which, I think, will be generally supportive of what you want.

We give it to GPO Mondav. That same day it will be mailed to each Commissioner.
The Commissioners will have an nppaf*unlty between that time and the time of
the meeting in Philadelphia to review it. By then, we are going to ask thenm
to give us any comments by phone right away so we can start working thenm in
bafore the Commission meetings, and then the Commission will take one last
look. The changes they are going to make are not final. There are a lot of
changes you can make in one word here, a little emphasis here, or drop a
sentence here. These are things you can do. To the extent we do too much of
that, it will delay our printing schedule. That is all right; I would rather
delav the printing schedule a week than to have one word go in which might
overshadow the rest of the Jocument. That is our concern. So all I ask is
that when you read the document, try to read it as a whole. Try to remember
that if we say something which may look strong, for example, in Chapter 4

(by the way, it is now Chapter 3) we may have szid something equally as
strongly in some other chapter about somebody else, and so read the whol:.
document .

We try to emphasize it as a living document which will be revised ¢
continual basis. Otherwide, it is not long-range planning. We are goir .
try, in other words, to offer to everybody the idea that you and I shouju
constantly involve ourselves in long-range planning, constantly thiuking of
the goal, the objectives and how to get there, and changing almost day-by-
day to achieve it, because what we are interested in is not confrontation,
but conciliation; we are interested in achieving the goal which we are all
working for.

We are known as professionals for one reason: to serve the people of
the country. We are not only to serve our particular clientele. That is
why I keep saying if we at least all agree that we all have the same goal
in mind, at least we will take everybtody's criticisms in the right spirit.

MR. AXFORD: Do you see any trouble in incorporating Mr. Dix's suggestions
that you get ''commercial™ in there and clear up that ambiguous use of

"private sector'?
80
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MR. TREZZA: "Commercial' is in there, but so 1s "private scctor.'" You

see the problem yvou have got is more complex: the special libraries have

a very strong view on the use of "private sector;" the Information Industry

has another; the pihlichers have a third; you have a fourth. What I am saying
is our uSe is a combination of all these concerns. Two days were spent writing
language on that whole item, What we have had to do is use '"private sector
not-for-profit" and "private sector for-profit,” and we have used that dis-
tinction. Trying to clarify it we will say '"the for-profit part of the sector,”
which reaily is commercial, and ther it will say the "not-for-profit part of
the sector" which is what your private institutions are, you see. So we have
cleaned that up. We use "special" and we have crossed out "commercial,” and
use "organization'" and we use 'information;'' you cross it out and used 'private
sector'' and when you get 'private sector,' yOu cross it out and use "information"
and "industry," and it is really an interesting problem; and I am not sure I
want to go through it again.

MR. DE GENNARO: Well, I think this is a good place to conclude this part of
the program. [ want to thank once again our speaker, Alphonse Trezza, and

the two panelists for the excellent job that they have done.
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SHARING RESOURCES: NATIONAL CENTERS AND SYSTEMS

lﬂtdeU”EIﬂﬂ

MR. DL GENNARO: This morning, we heard points of view from Mr, Trezza,
William Dix and Ralph Hopp, and the next hour or so, you are going to hear
another set of points of view from three other speakers. I think the whole
question of point of view is terribly important, and to illustrate that, let
me read you an excerpt from a review of Lady Chatterly's Lover that appeared
in Field And Stream Magazine. It says, and 1 quote:

This fictional account of the day-to-day life of an English
gamekeeper is of considerable interest to outdoor-minded
readers as it contains msny pages on pheasant raising, on
apprehending of poachers, ways to control vermin, and other
chores and Juties of the professional gamekeeper. Unfor-
tunately, one is obliged to wade through many pages of
extraneous material in order to discover and savor those
sidelights of the management of a midland shcoting estate,
This beok cannot, however, take the vnlace of J.R. Miller's
Practical Gamekeeping.

50 you see, viewpoint does make a difference.

I am going to call first on Basil Stuart-Stubbs to provide us with a
historical background on this whole question. 1 do not need to introduce
Basil Stuart-Stubbs from the Un:iversity of British Columiba, and 1 do not
need to introduce Arthur Hamlin. I do not even think I need to introduce
Vernon Palmour, but since he may be new to some, let me just say briefly
that he is» with the Public Research Institute. He was the Vice President for
Westat, Inc. He has a M.5. in Statistics from the University of Wyoming. He
has completed course work for a Ph.D in Mathematical Studies at George
Washington University. His most recent study was done for the National
(gmmlq%zan and is entitled Resources and Bibliographic Support for a Nation-

;v Program. He has done three studies for ARL: A Study of the
.+¢5, Costs and Magnitude of Interlibrary Loans in Academic

; ies, rethods of Financing Interllbraii_;aan Services, and Access to

};r1"a;§al Resources: A National Plan. So you see, Mr, Palmour is well

qualified to speak to us on these subjects.

* # * %

MR. STUART-STUBBS: 1 would like you to join me in recalling a time in North
America, now nearly beyond memory, when the population was half of what it
is today, when there was fewer than ten miles of pavement in the entire con-
tinent, when there was Ffewer than 18 million horses and 10 miilion bicycles
and just a few awkward motorized vehicles bumping along the dusty roads.
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century when Will :
was cur Prime Minister. Iﬁ Lndt vear V h4ulé\ was contend
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T s with o+ ponvis

upr1%110 agalnqt the U,Si prasence in the Philippines, and Laurier was m
ent to dispatch to the Boer War. While thousands

of foo.nard) adxenturﬂr: f!@t ed tc the Yukon peld fields, Amundsen was
. ! and IK:T'T’J WilE ]
>d 1§ no connection
time, but 1892 soaw the id\ii sound recording and aspirin.
In that vear Horatio Alger, v, Scott Joplin published his first
composition, %1bfllu% LﬁﬁplPtEi his first symphony, Jim Jeffries knocked out
Ruby Boh 7i: and out in a small town in Chio a boy called Keyes
Metealf oie tenth birthdav., These random facts, 1 hope, give you
some {eoiing i threc-quarters of a century past.

preparing for
an expedition t

Then - now, librarians were given to gﬁrvening ec lnnag one of which
was held in Atlantic City in March. This was the first joint meeting of the
Pennsylvania and New .Jersey Library Associations and th; New York Library
Club. Late one evening the librarian of Princeton University ro=- o 1: ak.

He was a bright and energetic man, just like the next in the l;ne a cession,

L_... rﬂ-

Richard Boss, on this side of his fortieth year.

Accor.ing to one reporter, Ernest Cushing Richardson delivered,

a forcible and scholarly plea for the escablishment of

what the speaker termed a ‘'National Lending Library’

for libraries, either independent or as = department of

the Library of Ca.gress, intended to bring to students

and investigators the material necessary in their work

and unobtainable in local libraries, and to form the

center of 2 yreat or: inized system of interlibrary loans

Unfortunately the full text of Rich: .rdson's remarks are nowhere recorded,

ard no action scems to have been taken by the meeting which heard this re-
volutionary proposal for the first time. However, Richardson was not the
sart to let matters rest. A few months later the annual meeting of the
American Library Association in Atlanta presented him with another opportunity
to put forward his idea. There was a record attendance t° © year: 215
delcgates, including a solitary Canadian, Charles Gould, . Librarian of
MeGi 1l University. The President of the Association was Wwilliam Coolidge
Lane, the Librarian of Harvard University. Both these men were in the
audience at Kimball Honse when Richardson spoke again, this time under the
rubric of 'Cooperation in Lending Among College and Reference Libraries.

He noted that of the 8600 periodicals listed in Bolton's Catalogue of
Scientific Periodicals, two-thirds were not to be found in any 11brary in
the United St=ates, and that of the remaining third, a third again sted in
but a single copy. Howev-r, he did not propose that libraries LommLﬂLC to
build their %Uh%cfiptiﬁn l1sts indiscriminately in order to remove this
obvious weakness in national resources. On the contrary, he predlcted that
such an approach would lead to senseless duplication and result in the waste,
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Cansi,

oot decnade that (o llowed, both William Lane and Charles Gould joined
ion as vigorous proponcnts ¢f a nutional lending librarv. 1
taree men were all President of the Americ Library Association during that

prnest roharads

poriod. and wsed the office as a platform from which they attempted to per-

e af the value of such a scheme. lere is Gould on the

‘n, the whole continent to be divided
into a {ew great regions or districts, and that in zach
after careful consultation and due consideration, a truly
o) xisting resources, or de

I
reat library is developed out of e

»s¢ regional libraries would serve as a rescrvoilr
all the libraries of the district might freely
would cooperate unrestrictedly with each other

n ef exeouinge, loan, rurchase of rare or particularly
costly works. It would em eyually reasonabl  rthat they
would materially help to dispose of the voxir . =rion as to
the storage of so-called 'dead' hooks.

Frach
T

drraw,

[T

And here is Lane, speaking in the same year at . Jdication of a new
Titirary building at Oberlin College, an event which Keyes Metcalf might
catl becanse he was working there in 1508:

‘entral Lending Library could profitably collect books
to be leat -- expensive individual bgooks which may
already exist in several libraries, but which those
Vibraries are unable to lend and will be meore and more W
compelled to retain for the use of their own readers, and

secondly, works, ¢ pecially scts of the publications of

the dearned societies, not already owned anywhere in America.

Here are two directions then, in which our preposed
{

i o - - i, - H i ~ . . 1z = .
Lanc even spoke about the chacacter of the build poas being different

oo

2]
w—~
]
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on absolutely
snt, hut

altogether devoted

fr@ﬁ any now lu existencs.

urally, it may be entirely
F;rgpr@aF Its interior wi 5
tle estimated the the cost oi th saitial building to be
Metcalf was indeced in the auedionie that day, T believe you will ¢
do the delicious ivony of the the itian of har-ord, glving the forars
librarian of Harvard the speciticat New Lngland bepository
Library.

R

- E
{:‘
i

—

i

The nest year t .0 Amoerican Lihrnry As-owclation

amd Charles Gould was on hif cht argue for

cause the =c Q;e of such institu o be avowedly con-

not intesnational.”

Danuda, be
tinental if

here we are in liouston, and i¢ is 1975. Whatever happened to
these good oid frshioned i0as? [ hesitate to render thi rd i becanse
{ was .ot arcunc: %0 the turn of the century, but myv reading of the vellowing
i pﬁct that a well-meaning spohe-

the L o¢ar, Journal le:
the Library “of Congress 1a
for a tionul leading llhrcrv t@ a Sudc
"
L

:ible for bringing the

£

‘ 1liam Warner
Frnest Richardson,

o Room at the
ready to meet his

hop had been a cataloger at Princeton, woI
by 1902 he had become the Superintendent of the
" neogress, and, as sometimes happers. he

¢ Section, the

'E’«

A the Bretton Woods conference, the College “erenc
cessor Lo AGRI, after listening to Lane and Gaulig passed a resolution
sti the Couscil of the American Library Association to set up
pcc;ul c.mmittee tc pursue the subject of a national lending library.
Bishop was, in fact, thc Chairman of that Section, and feit that in that
position h= could not oppose the will of the majerity.  But {n7lowing the
| he prepared a paper in general ornosition o the Richirdson scheme
' 1 «ire it d in December. This

s

mecting
and s ed It to the
is what I said:

ler'

tld

frecty and is nrepared

The ational library already les
to continuc this policy. It loes not retfuse to lend

volumes in sets of transactions or other serials. It .as
placed no limit on the number ~F v@lumca it will lend tc
one institution at one time oo has duplicates of many

important sets and will davbtl;av acquire more. There

is no reason to expect that | + purchases will grow less.

No library created out of hdﬂﬂ cou.l for yecars to come
supply anything like the number of books wanted on inter-
tibrary loan which the Library of Congress can sw ﬁlv,

If then the Library of Congress will try to do thes

thing~ for individuals and for libraries, is it nDt on the
way toward becoming a national lending lxhrgry for libraries?
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81



ately, the intervening decades scem to have a

n this fale of lost
Gould. T quote,
*areat distane
an init
ibility of a
st11] some merit to

“hrary for o s

y L U ohave boen cohausting the
Canada and exhausting ourselves in the pro-
soport to the National Librarian,
eve it is his intention, out of his con-
lems, teo publish the study i icroform.
jTise any

AT Tl

Lary loan
cwoderivered a4l
ssioned the studv. T beldl
_our i(uiiv;dtuil space prob
despite its bulk, there is nething in it that would su.

Gf Vo have heen reading the collected works of Palmour, Thom=oan, ¢t al;
interiibrary loan in Canada is very much like interlibrar loan in the United
ciception of the fact that we s ot

States, with the possible ceg te turn to
librarics in tais country for about 11 percent of the iter we O 2T -
15 only two of the items loaned hy Uanadian librav.es are sent to
Jooatd 114 .5 Wy 4 balan gf trade P’iﬂ' g

However, univer=ity libraveies in Cooada are in roughly the same situation
as ounivy '1+x Libravic . i c@ncerned. That

.5, 1w inferlihr;ry 1Gan
QPDHLlDILQﬁ of collec tlonf:}

of the sohscr:ptrons

‘curzryi AS a natural ro-

other types of libruaries ns
s made by Canadian un: -

cach wr.  Roughly or air of

versity libraries are ddC i other  oovers.te 'ibraries, a third are
went and special !obracies, and a reath vy cellege and public Libraries,

But spe are not that maay university libraries in Canada -- about 6u -- and
of those only a handful khave ccllections exceeding a million volame Those
af s <ho e at the top of our insign” Ticunt heap arce the major net lende:

- 4othe country, and it i+ bepinning to hurt. Indicetions arc that it will
AUTE N s che rate of borrowing by govermment libraries 1s
wotlo g dtoan rate of 20 percent a vear., and by special libraries

4 year, and university librarzes arve the favorite

W

more, hec

at i ot ot 1]

sousces
ke
about twu t} irds of the itcus provided by university libraries are periodicals,
which is higher than the 48 percent figure for United States university lib-
rarics as determined by Palmour. Of thosc periodicals loaned or copied, a
third had been published since 1970, another fifth had been published since
1965 and another tenth since 1960; in other words, nearly two-thirds had been
pubiished in the last 15 years. Despite the fact that our country has two
official languages, over 90 percent of these journals loaned were in Fnglish.
Journals in the . fc, health and social scicnces account for about one half
of the transactions. At the same time, the survey revealed that the National
Library of /anada and the Canadian Institute for Scientific and Technical

yamined the content of items loaned and borrowed, and learned that

S

"U
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Information, formerly the National pivipng at :
sen’ about 17 percent of all itim% “ali kinds in

Canuda.

The \atlanJl Librarian reports that about a
1 i CQULHtEd of the Natvional Unxun
: pwn collection, which

“1nad1 an in Our expc in
has heen very ¢ , although we ar- in thé ;
Turnaroun. time on 1nt~r11ﬁ11r' toan from Oitawa 1s better fhun
immediate neighbors, providing the weather s vand and

the

some of our mog
n the com - .nicacions huﬁLnLa% ig on strike.

no one
natloni

1it 1{‘&{‘

ekl

Tihrari-

all of this nointe “n *he practics
codieals bank, pres: (i1t on the
services alc dy in the capital ¢i o o bank

redirectis o interlibrary loan trudeic away trom the
where de. - d budgets are making it more and more dif
conventic interiibrary lean operationsz. T = traffic
toward a . :ility which was 3rganlzeg to achicve i
ciently: whe delivery of periodical articizs, p

cipally of recent origin. Since two- thirds of

1

ment and special libraries are in periedical fo

are concentrated in the Toronto-Ottawa-Montrea:
bank would improve their information services ma

Thus, in the Canadian situstion I .. the major heneficiaries of o
natinnal.periodicals leonding collection us the government, special and other
cmal: librariez of all types. These are the libraries for whom it is im-
practical or impossible to sustain comprehensive sub-cription lists, but
whose clientele have need of access to the Jnufnal literazture. [ do not
partricilarly see as a great a benefit to the ui versity librariecs, cxcept i.-
sofar as their share of the interlibrary loan fraffic would be diminished.

[ doubt that the universities will be able to cancel subscriptions in graat
numbers as the result of the existence ot a central, compralionsive collection.

So far the experience of the tUan'er for Re=carch Libraries has not brought
about a massive tode of cancellations among members. {n mv home province our
three . .versities have becen trying to rationalize our serials list, and we
must Lave Spent abeut $25,000 in staff time to come up with a few thouss
doilr rth of journals which we felt able to cancel.  The hard fact .»
that o 1= are vital te academic 1V owy scllections and to the quality of
service such libraries can render the = emanding clientele. Tt is
because of this that I believe that = . ishers need not fear the existence
of a national lending library for pc ~ 5, Those who are present sub-
scribers will ot be able to drop Cil .thout feeling acute pain, and
thoso who are not subscriters now are not able to become sul.scribe rS, cither
hecause they do not hiave the money and cannot get it, or becruse theirv use
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of ke subscriptions unnecessary.

To swmoup, 1 do think that we have tatked leng enough .hout national
‘ending collections, whether cevtralired or regionalized, that we have srudied
n ibrary loan enough and E.aw enough ahout user necds, enough about rthe

1
ster of llt;’llﬂfdf¥ lDdﬂ traffic, enough dhadt borrowing patt& S amony

ruaea of ' . in the same dirccticen,
and that -2 one indic atLd long ago Ri haid;nn, Lane, and Gould. 1
t : 1 he tokon now not to lebrate the centennial their

Thank ven.

M 2 H the only thing can say after hearing that 12 T am glad we are
i the auins cal thought, in that we are talking about
the thiny anvway, fPfILE what T am going to say with a couple

ram 1t sald that T was talking on the NCLIS
to be talking about a study that we did
sure it is the NCLIS perspective by any

enta, T rthink in
ve.  Actually, 1 oam

e rs
for the National Commissien; T am not
meins,

[ also enjoyed a comment yesterday by Professor Machlup who indicated

i he was not poling to draw recormendations; he was only golay
tdence that he found. We had roat pleasvre in the first
atudy we Jid for ARL, when essentially we just ¢ red at the character of
lllxlll} ro leans, Subdequently we have had r5 try to put those findines in
some form ol recommendations. We did not alwavs have the data we really
would like to have had to support some of the recommendations, but in the
end the recommendations represent cur best guesses or else consensus from
a4 number of people,

Lhat in
to present the

3

And so [ would like to rually talk about the last in a series of Westat
studies, and [ ean say that because Westat i1s no longer in the business of
apdieting library studies.  1his stude evow out of the National Program for

“Heory and Information Services as proposed by Jie National Commission. &S
L Rlave v heard, one of the ¢ignt program objectives of the Commission,
15 rg ''plan, dchl@p and implement a nati. nwide network of library and in-
formatior service, This nationwide network is further defined in the pro-
gram document as a single unified system oncomp ssing state networks, multi-
state networks, and specialized networks 1 the public and private sectors.
Ancicipating a national network as a priority program ohjective, the National
Chmindssion contracted in June of 1973 with Westat to investigate the role of
resource centers and bibliographic centers in such a network. Based on
analyses of existing centers the study was to recommend a plan for future
development of a national network of resources and bibiiographic centers for
55 to text , tapes, graphics, and other library materials.

H ¥

The impeti:s for this study was a growing concerw for interlibrary loan.
Recognizing the inequities and inefficiencies of the present interlibrary
loan system, the Nationa! Commission sought improved techniques on providing

a8
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erllbr:fx loan service. Furthermore it wnas stated that thes
¢

r e tee
shenld be applliu in a scries of state, regional, and tupl;al resource

,.-
n“ﬂ

CenTa: components in the nationwide network. The bibliographic centers
were to serve as filters in the notwork providing the binliogra p};c Contro
a

1ic
necessary. The study report was completed in August of 1974 and was
by the National Commission recently through the GPO. The title eof th
esoand Bibliograpiic Support for s Nationwide Library

report is
Drngr il

[ would like to draw vour attention to some of the major recommendations
in the study as it stands, and to wind up by making just a few comments on
the two-day meeting that took pluce early in April, where we did discuss the

recommendations presented in the study and atterpted to ¢get Some consensus
from the group there representing the library community. The approach taken

in this investigation relied heavily upon the earlier ARL research on inter-
tibrary loons, which I believe most of you ore familiar with. In this study
we collected only a small amount of new data. These data were primarily
from special and public lihraries, trying to get a handle on the

marnitude of interlibrary loan ctivity from these vroups. Information was
ials, obtained from state agencies to try to get a handle on the network .
activity already going on, as well as a look at anticipated operations.
Visits werc mace to most of the existing multistate library networks in

¢ a good understanding of what services they are now providing
and will attemnt to provide in the future. But in the end our main thrust
in the study wes to define a structure for organizing resource centers and
bibliographic centers. 7T had a feeling after a couple of these studies
that there was very little in the world of networking that has not been
satd in the past. But hopefully, we did have some recommendations on how

to implement this which will be useful.

order to ha

pats

Ne

As far as alternatives in the study, those tnat we looked at were rveally
concerned with how to link existing resource centers, although we certainly
did not iygnore the possibility of the need for new resource centers. But for
the most part, we are talking about the existing libraries as resource centers.
And 50 the primary alternatives that we considered were various ways of
linkirg resource centers and the bibliographic centers into some meaningful
network. The process of going beyond the lozal level for both location and
vhysical access is best accomplished by a hierarchical uetwork, although not
pecessarily for all kinds of material. This aven more evident with re-

gard to bibliographic scrvices; clearly not every institution can commence

the development of a MARC-type data base, for instance.

We look to the application of comput:r technology to allow the develop-
ment of required data bases by a few centors, mostly at regional levels. I
do not have to highlight the high cost of duplication and technical pro-
resqlng to this group; it is well-known. Physical delivery Df materials is
-eady accomplished in many areas, even within many states, in hierarchical
Jgtemsi One of the more Jifficult aspects of designing hierarchical net-
works is the determination of the appropriate level at which funds should be
allocated, and I should mention that this is one area where perhaps we stepped
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out of hounds in terms of the data we had and the problems:
¢ .

ith existing building blocks. It one would lock at

onomic peoint

4 erarc
from strictly that of a systems point of vicw or from just an ec
f E

much rore centralized approach than ycu would
st now. But I am not sure

" view, then one might adopt 3
by develeping from the building blocks as the
of that.

For example, ene alternative chat vo looked at was thet
bibliographic center scrving the entice Ty, in oour
felt that the size and the magnitude of the servi

investig an we

¥

e was the driving force
e center. The framework that

els: local, state, multistate (being
4 zone which was reallv geared for the delivery of materials, pro iding for

phvsical access), and then the rezing which is a multizone level in this

case, and the national level. The «nded approach attempted to account
for the current patterns and dev nt= rhat we now see in this country,
and to try to draw them together =+ I v¢ said.

The major recommendations of tiie <tudy T would just like to reoview
brieflv. T will essentially give them in the order that they appecured in
the summary of the report, then I will go back and give a little detaill on
a couple of them.

i That a Natlonal Library Network be cstablished under the
"national library coordinating
three coordinated systems:

vy

seneral dire

I
ction of
agency' compr £

8]
ized of

5. 4 Resource System designed to poovide gual
roportunity of access to all nceded materials
through the designation or dcvelopment of
libraries or other information facilities

which will provics such access.
Y. A Biblionraphic System designed to provide a
wiique authoritat-ve binliographic description
of hnldings to be uscd for shared cataloging
and location filer.

¢. A Communications System to provide on-line
communicatiion of bibliographic data and requests
for data and services betwcen the various levels
of the network

The emphasis of our study was on the first two: the resource systom
and the bibliographic system, sc I am not going to say much at all about
the communications system, The second recommendation in our report .s:

2. That the Library of Congress be designated as implementor
and coordinator in the expansion of the MARC data base to
provide the comprehensive authoritative bibliographic data

o 86
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3. Thar opcrational responsibility for the network should
25t largely st the regional level made up of four
feyional Library Suppert Centers.

', That in eontrast to the bibliographic funciion which will
i1 1 level primarily,
sul -units of the multi-

sones be established

U 2 S . ~ [ S - 1
pendbvlginil 5Td.05 A00ULG w03

and/or other indepe -Zent libraries or agencies in the

e ¢ library
i
state as a point of access to the network.

[

and in this, T should say certainly to this grc

Le worked out

think these would be things thut would
and in the states.

6. That individusal libraries be designated as resource libraries
within each level of the network, and going along with this,
there would be some form of required compensation.

Now to just briefl
mencioned there would b

v comment un the resource gystem, 1 have alrcady
e

on the local libraries t
e

nrimari!v = hierarchy of service points, building
hrough the state networks and resource zones and the

-egional facilities. We discussed that the country be divided up into four
regions. There is nothing magic about this number. As I said, the driving

force is primarily that for bibliographic data basc requirements, we felt
that four was a reasonable number. Certainly when we look around, we see
OCLL -- they are already playing a major role in this; also there is the
Washington Library Netwerk, MIDLN'T, and others thet are already involved
in these activities. And so, viether four Tegions will emerge or not, we
do not know, but for purposes = ““3v record, we talk in turms of about four.

Within these regions we talkea in terms of the delivery zone, which con-
sists of nothing more than perhaps four or five connecting states, and is
primarily for the actual delivery of the documents. Interlibrary loans would
continue to be generz:od at the local level. They wouid pass up through the
state. There would be some protocol as to certiain functions required within
the state before the request would come into the zonal level and finally in-
to the regional level. Each state would play an important part in that. I
have already mentioned they would designate either a single state resource
center or perhaps a group of centers which would have three priuary network
functicns at the state level: 1) to serve as a backup resource to the in-
state libraries; 2) to serve as a state outlet into the zonal and regional
ievel; 3) to serve as an input channel for loan requests coming into that
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state. And this simply savs the zonal or delivery level might consist of
Five state resource centers, assuming that these states had only designated
a single resource center each. Compensation to the state resource centers
would come from the federal library network or the federal government for
loans outside the state, but loans within the state would have to he

pl
ce
Nt

for by the state. Th ed for continued strengthening of the state
~ould mot hoeoo 1 ~opionnl network that T am
1hout

{and again using this number Ffour just as uan
example), we envision regional library support centers. These would primarily

might well be one of the resource
access of materials as well.

i

as regional resource centers to
fill requests which will be transmitted through the zonal levels and still
remain unfiiled.

[T

At the regional level we also suggest something we have called a Reg 1
Last tlopy Depository. [ am not sure that was a proper terminology. This 1
came about from the public library side. There was great feeling from some of
the large public libraries that there was a need for cssentially a warehouse a
the regional level for storing items they nced to get off their shelves.

i

Fipally, a national level would exist, heing made up of designated vresource

libraries. Certain strong topical collections would be considered as national

1
resources. Also at this level, the existing national libraries and the C:ater
for Research Libraries would play an important role. For periodical materials we

recommend the development of a national periodical resource center as a com-
ponent in this network in line with what we have already done in the study for
ARL.. Unfortunately, one of the weaknesses in the report for the Commission was
our somwhat inconsistent handling of the idea of a periodical system involving
some center. Some of you recall that these two investigations overlapped; we
were busy trying to write the ARL r2rourt, and essentially we sort of short-
changed the idea of a periodical center in the subsequent report for the
Commission, essentially alluding to the ARL study. I think that has been
corrected now, as-1 will talk about in just a few moments. But essentially this
concept of a periodical center included in the ARL report was also in the more
recent (ommission report.

Mow, to quickly turn to the bibliographic side of the system, I do not
think I have to say much about this. There is a number of aciivities going
on; you are probably more aware of most of them than I am. The ariving force
behind our suggestion of dividing the country into these regions was really
the bibliographic activities, as I have already said. The primary provision
of bibliographic services, such as location and cataloging data, would be the
responsibility of these four regions, but the development of the data base
would primarily be the responsibility of tha Library of Congress. We would
envision an expansion of the MARC-data whish would include high quality
cataloging data coming from other sources as well, This data base wnuld be

2

pow

]
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on-. . ne, and be drawn upon heavi
ailable ]
I

A I“;f‘t 1Uﬁ
i

i1

I will not (HNWFWT now an how al]l the other
I ; in. Ohviously, they

Finally. the report did
[ must admit, an the Fﬁ%f
a Ilt*lv it in terms o

i would like to wind up by just commenting briefly on *hé tw0=dav

ﬁéﬁring which took place in April. 7 National Commi:
‘epresentarives trom the ity oo comnunity and several

0o

VL

to Washi: . o~ 'noa two-day coaference

le :

: 2} determine i
of how they support “he C@mmi;;ion‘ﬁ s natlanal ﬂet=
recommend to the Natisnal Comnm i it eps to be taken

3
y-~

from this

[ wot] just like to review briefly
that these

conference, and [ prefuce this by making

R |
are really just a consensus ol opinions of thé parti;,gf rey do not
represent decisions made by the Commission. The comments are divided acc cording
to categories of materials. During the two days we broke up into three
different groups, one for monographs, onc of serials and one for the nonhook
materials, termed '"nonbibliocentric materials" by the group. What 1 am going
1o review arc categorized by these three basic types of materials.

Basically, in the nonbibliocentric materials category, they felt thut we
really did not have enough data or cnough understanding to know how to prepare
a national plan to handle these kinds of materials. The group felt that priority
studies need to be umlertaken to collect and assemble sufficient qualitative us
well as quantitative information and define the field. The group %uhp ested
that experts in the areca assist the C'ﬂml%%’ﬁﬂ in trying to better design this
area.  (And really we felt Thit the rupmrf shopuld indicate that nunblbilﬂg ntric
materials arc part of the Commission's tota, approach to :tharing of resources,
and that this =hould be clear in the pro .am document. Now T am not tulkinn

about the Westar study).
ondly, there was a lot of discussicn i all these groups about serial.,

as yau can imagine. After the first day 17 wus not clear thare was much con-
sensus av all, but by the second day, T felt that it really turned out quite
well., Hegarding seiials, the feeling was that for planning purposes it may
weil be wise to have serials in the discrete resource cat~ygnry. A relatively
small portion of currentlw published serials meet the bulx ¢f the neeid
generated by most user grgupsg A national resource center, cither for all
erials or for less exteasively used serials, should have provision for access
to thesc publications. T think the principle was essentially that of tying
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touether the ARL study on periody

recommendation we made in the Commiss

er and other accss

-tions, including serials, would
idunl libravies.

into account i
rhaps the

1

] oEr in the b
should "ave special attent

ion in national

, hur not nece
ssources with units at local.

. Bt should be required to show
~umport hefore participating in the na.fonal network.

sariiy 50,

ional and national resources should be tederally funded. Designation
Js fers will involve consideration of adequacies of resources
2ad t. Performance criteria should be established for each network
ievel. The use of LC MARC =tandards should be required to facilitate record
interchangs and building of the national data base. It is desirabl- to po
forward on tho basis of existing apparatus and organization to the degree
nossible, rather than waiting for a full national bhibliographic system.

[
i~

Whiie there is 3 .t jon ahout the desirability of having two
sepurate etworhs, here referring to one for cerials and one for monographs,
i ion, building on existing

at the national

therc are advantages
strengihs in each
level. From a practical point of view, building by s seemed desirable.
fhe coordinating agency at the national level would s the standards to be
lowed by monograph:c resource centers. That essentially summarizes the
ling of this group that was called together to review the Westat study fer

[T

MR. HAMLIN: As the last speaker T will be very brief .o
little bi* on the informal report given y .sterday. It :
climax to speak af er the basic element of the task force
approved. When asxed to take this task force assignment. 7~ woiis
prised. T had given up dreams of being the leader of a task Pr-ce. ask
force to me meant armor and heavy arms, self-propelled, speediny across the
landscape like 2 General Patton figure, two guns in hand out there in the
Front. And 1 called Stephen McCarthy right away and wondered if we should
report the next day. He said we could take it a little easier than that,
that was not quite the idea, And after a night's sleep on it |~ secemed
almost obvious that the goal of the task force was sinply to -uggest that

we follow the Frglish example and come up with a recommendation for a reason-
able facsimile of the NLL Poston Spa journal operation. At that time you
know, it was just becoming more than a journal operation. It was includiag

9]
et oan ans
e has b
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the monographic literature, and now has the name of the British Library
Lending Division. That v cl essful operation under the real genius
of NDonald Urguhardt that it was a i ation for the three of us to take
;h bit in our teeth and make a recon deat;g , not just for a natinsmal period-
resources center, but a full-fledged lending operation fer all tvpes of
=rial. But onec of thw wiser memhtri of the task force pulled us up short
thought we ought to held to our assigned task, and therefore, we did make
recommendation which vouco :

]

5

o

approved vesterdayv.

*,wgntxvc Baard mémbcrﬁ rsvis&d‘ we had some brief
arch Libraries.
: I thznk must be considered,
One is the Institute for Scientific Information, which you perhaps
wmber as the publisher of Current Contents. ISI has & facility for
supplving on demand journal articles anytime, 24 hours a dav, seven davs a
woek.

wo did

fhis is gguq however, only rfor a relatively few thousand journals,

and only for really current material; T am not aware that they had much of a

backfile. Ard so, that does not do the joh at all. A more productive resource,

ﬁf cours is the 11.5. Book Exchange. But there again, vou can not count on
ctring what vou want. It does have the backfile, and so on.

So the Center for Rescurch Librarles with its limited program in exist-
ence today seems to be a natural instrumenc to be considered in setting up
anything for this country. Well, as you know, the Center did take the bit in
the teeth. The Center has approved a rogram which was announced in their
newslotter which many of you pot last week, for furnishing journal irtifleg
frem about 1965 to date including the humanities and the medical science
The Center is going much more into this than previously.

In going intoe this ficld, | am sure there will be sensitivity about the
photographic reproduction of m1tvr=d1 in copyright. That will disturh some
people, and also the publishers will be concerned that subscriptions will bhe
curtailed. I am sure you pecple know these are false worries, and that we
are geing to be fighting as hard as ever for our dollar< for our hooks and
Journal budgers. There may bhe some movement of our funus, but I will not go
into that. These are problems that we just considered.

MR. ATKINSON: I have a comment on the perspective from Mr, Polmour. 1 must
apologize that T have not gone over the full text of the repert, bhut the
limited experience we h ve had with on-line systems seems to me to be in con-
fiict with the proposa:: for a national network and system. 1 detect a fund-
amcntal misconception un how on-line files work. In fact, that is the same
misconception that people have with a main entry in an on-line L.bliographic
file, being what it is. In a manual mode the ra2in point of entry that the
protocols talked about in networks are simply wot valid when you are dealing
with an on-line system. That is, when T lock on an OCLC screen or oie of
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nee to me, nROr would

it is 1in Dartmouth.
Aactwork when the o
1

with the ability 1o
] a cholce of
- well be

tha place where it

and most

Lhe goriit,; Lo

woe work in, set up tho

hureau
ainich,
1 think that is a very funda-

plan it or not. That is the way

files that vou arg
mental thing that
it works.

"

T ol B ST T
cn LO's contribation

o the catajoging of at all to degrade the
L, the amount of the total aloging being placed into the natic
mav well prove that the Library of Congress accounts far 2
the contributed national cataloging effort.

socormdiy, o

-+

Ayt RER R IaH
MHL o PALMObN

=3

an the en-line svstem, we wrestl
: true, if vou have an on-line system,
going directly to whe has it. Yet I think that
ses. it is not going to he a completely auto-

© Regarding

with that at some length

you have the capability of

Ty 1he ipitin .

cortainty I the al phases,

mated on-line svstem. 'n terms of trhe total number of libraries, only very
Few will have terminals. And to maintair the state structure, it mdy turn

out that the financing will drive some of :his, that therc is some need for
that protocol, because T do not think that the resource centers or the net-
wark minavers. whoover they are, wauld want every library going directly

re with you wholeheartedly, 1t

jast bocguso They have a tevminal.  But [ o1y

dors present a problem.

we .~ i would like to underscere something to which Hr. fal

hri o reference in his earlier discussion and ailuded to apain just
sensed in the meetipy in washington that “here was a rather funda
public librarians, end
g ro this cive-level hierarchical structure,
rae feeling =1 the part of the -tate librarians seems to be that this tra-
ditional hisracchy pattern, developing within the varions states should be
throagh to a national program. [ have some concern that the

differonce in point of view among state Pihrariians,
academic librarians with regard

cxtended clour
Five-level hierarchy would somchow hinder a prompt response, and there shouid
he provision for an institution to cnter at the level where they w 1d most
likely find their r.ferial, and that iarye research libraries would probaply
eould possihly

access at the highest tevel of the system. Thosce whose neads
b~ suppiied in the immediate locality would enter a substantially lower
{evel. But thers was never re.lly muck involvement in discussions regarding
this becauvse the differences in nerspeetive were so dramatic, with a heavy

; by tue public and state librarians at the

‘g on monographic aceess
and the heavy emphasis on serials access by the academic librarians.
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I think it is very important to underscore those differences in perspectives,
because I think they may have well been stumbling blocks in the deve lopment
of any kind of national system that will attempt to satisty all these

different types of needs.

MR. DE GENNARO: If there are no other comments let me just sum up by saying
that this has been a consciousness-raising session this morning. The first
Com-

part of the morning is to raise your consciousness about the National
mission on Libraries and Information Science, and the second part is to
emphasize the importance of the National Periodical Resources Center as a
component of that national system, a component that, I think is important to
research libraries. I want to thank vou all very much for your attention and
attendance, and I think I will conclude the meeting at this point. Thank you.
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APPENDIX A

REPORT OF THE COMMISSiON ON ACCESS TO RESQURCES

Interlibrary loan continues to be an importamt concern, but the
Commission agrees that a second area of improving access should be investi-
gated, access to the resources within each institution.

A number of obstacles to easy access have been identified, zmong them:

(]

(1} A1l material not cataloged

{23 Cataloging hacklog

73) Filing backleg

(4) Complexity of library (lack of assistance and graphics)
{5) Misleading location information

{6) Temporary removal of cards from card catalog
(7) Decentralization of collection

(8) Condition of stacks

(2 Slow reshelving

(10} search service

(11) Sraff attitude {maximizing success of patron)
(12) Nature of turnstiles and ID cards

(13) Bindery schedules

ARL should seek to investigate what member libraries have done about
theiT obstacles by conducting a '"Spec Survey." A number of the areas may
already be sufficiently studied. Those that warrant further iavestigation
could be assigned to imndividual member institutions to undertaske eor; where
competence to undertake the studies is too limited, a contract could be
negotiatéd with a research organization outsice ARL.

The Office of Management Studies would appear to be the appropriate
coordinating agency in either case.

The Office of Management Studies has approached a granting agency with
a proposal for a Service Development Frogram. Funding prospects appear
quite bleak for a $75,000-100,000 venture. The Commissicn on Ascess, on
the other hand, has found that there is considerable enthusiasm uionz ARL
Directors to undertake the study of one or more of these areas if other
libraries are committed to address complementary areas.

The Commission will expand on this idea at its May meeting, tentatively
set for 5-8 p.m. on Wednesday, May 7.
&

Hugh Atkinson
John Berthel
Richard Boss, Chairman

April 21, 1975
= % * %
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APPENDIX B

:ON UNIVERSITY LIBRARY STANDARDS

REPORT OF THE ARL/ACRL COMMIT

Significance of University Libraries

The tapid growth of American university libraries since World War Il
is one of the most remarkable changes that hus occuzrred in higher education

l

during the present century. An explanation of the emphasis on stxrong
1 ! contained in a report issued by the Amperican Ceunzil on Education.

In its An Assessment of Quality in Graduate Education, the report states:
"Ihe library i1s the heart of the university; no other single nonhuman factor
is as obviously related to the quality of graduate education. A few
universities wizh poor library resources have achieved considerable strength
in several departments, in some cases because the universities are located
close to other great library collections such as the Library of Congress and
the New York Puhblic Library. But institutions that are strong in all areas
invariably have major national research libraries.”

The reasons for the explosion of academic library collections in all
the American states and Canadian provinces are complex, including such
important factors as the establishment of numerous new institutions, the
transformation of Former agricultural and engineering colleges to the status
of general universities, the emrcllment of millions of additional students
in colleges and universities, emphasis on faculty research and scholarly
productivity, changing methads of instruction, cxpansion of book budgets,
extensive foreign acquisition programs, the steadily growing rate of
publication of books and journals, and, perhaps not least, the prestige
accruing to a university possessing an outstanding library.

Era of Library Cooperation

In recent years, umiversity and other research libraries have sought
for ways and means to hold in check the mounting flood of printed materials.
National, regional, and local union catalogs have been created to locate books
in other libraries, there are cooperative purchasing agreements, on-going
plans for subject specialization among libraries, programs for the centralized
housing of little-used books, projects foxr microfilming large masses of
material for preservation and to reduce bulk for storage, and a widespread
system of interlibrary loars has developed.

As a genmeral principle, individuval wniversity libraries are no longer
regarded as separate and independent entities, the development of each pro-
ceeding without consideration of its neighbors. Instead, libraries have
come to view their holdings within a larger frame of reference, as elements
of a national resource, the sharing of vhich can be of immense mutual benefit.
Large cooperative enterprises during the past 30 years have demonstrated

09
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ceveral facts: universitv libraries .re able and willing to support programs
for the improvement of library vesources, the concept of libraries combining
for the acquisition ¢f re h materials is feasible and desirable, and the
research resources of American university Iibraries are a matter of national
concern.

In relation to intevlibrary cooperation, it must be recognized that
currentiy there are sorious imbilances in borrowing and lending among
university and resecarch libraries. The load and corresponding expense borne
by the largest libraries are disproportionate. The most equitable solution
to the dilemma appears to be a system of state subsidies, such as prevails
in Illinois and New York. Je

The foregoing facts are directly ov indirectly relevant to the matter of
standards for university libraries.

Interest in and the need for university library standards have long
been evident. Equally apparent have been the obstacles in the way of de-
veloping a set of criteria acceptable to professional university librarians.
Among the difficulties are the lack of agreement on the definition of a
university, skepticism among librarians as to the desirability of setting
up formal standards, and the question of whether standards showld be primarily
quantitative or qualitative.

A solution to the first dilemma--what is a university?--appears to have
been provided by the recently published classification of the Carnmegie Com-
mission on Higher Education, based on several years' research. A total of
1§ categories of institutions of higher education are defined in the Commis-
cion's classification. For the purposes of the ARL-ACRL Joint Committec on
University Library Standards, it is proposed to restrict a code of standaryds
to the first four categories, all doctoral-granting institutions, described
as follows:

1. Doctoral-granting institutions with heavy emphasis on research.

These are the 50 leading institutions in terms of federal financial
support of academic science in at least two of the past three years,
provided they awarded at least 50 Ph.D.'s (plus M.D.'s if a

medical school was on the campus) in the las® year.

2. Doctoral-granting institutions with moderate emphasis un research.
These institutioms were on the list of 100 leading institutions in
terms of federal financial support in at least two out of three of
the above three years and awarded at least 50 Ph.D.'s (plus M.D.'s
if 2 medical school was on the same campus) in the last year.

3. Dg:tmiagsgrantingfﬁﬁstigutions with m?d?fate,EmPhﬂﬁié_GD,§P§th&1
programs. These institutions awarded 40 or more Ph.D.'s in the
Tast year (plus M.D.'s if 2 medical school was on the same campus)
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or received at least 31 million in total rederal fipancial support
in the last year.

4. Limited emphasis ¢ Dn doctoral programs. Thes2 institutions awarded
at least 10 Ph.D.'s in the last year, with the exception of a few
new doctoral-granting institutions which may bLe expected to increasce
the number of Ph.D.'s awarded within a few years.

A further limitation is proposed. A “university" for the purposes of
the recommended standards will offer doctoral programs in not less than threc
of the four major areas adopted bv the American Council on Education for
classifying doctoral degrees: humanities, biological sciences, physical
sciences, and social sciences. Further, in groups 1 and 2 above, doctoral
programs will be offered in not less than 20 of the 30 areas, and in groups
5 and 4, not less than 15 areas as defined by the National Research Council:

Arens of Graduate Study!l

Mathematics

Phvsics and Astronomy

Chemistry

Earth Sciences

Engineering

Agriculture and Forestry

Health Sciences

Biochemistry, Biophysics, Physiology
and Biostatistics

Anatomy, Cytology, Entomology,
Genetics, Microbiology, Embryology

Botany, Zoology, General Biology

Psychology

Anthropology and Archeology

Sociology

Economics and Econometrics

Political Science and
International Relations

History

English and American Language
and Literature

Modern Foreign Language and
Literature

Classical Language and Literature

Philosophy

Speech and Dramatic Arts

Fine Arts and Music

Business Administration

Home Economics

Journalism

Law, Jurisprudence

Library and Archival Science

Architecture

Education

Other Professional Fields (Count
as 1 field of study)

Another rcason for the suggested cut-off point is that collegiate

institutions below the above four categories are within the province of the
ACRI.'s Ad Hoc Committee to Revise the 1959 Standards for Coliege Librarics,

now actively at work.

Concerning the second roadblock to the adoption of a statement of
university library standards -- the resistance and even downright opposition
to any formally stated criteria -- the following points scem relevant:

1 . . .
Source: National Academy of Sciences. National Research Council. Doctorate
Recipients from United States Universities, 1958-1966. Washington: National

Kcadony of Sciences, 1967, pp. 5-11.
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(1} Standards exist for college, junior college, school, public, professional,
and other twvpes of libraries; why should university libraries be an exception?
(23 Failure by university librarians to participate in the preparation and
adoption of standards is resulting in the task being taken out of their hands
by budgeting, appropriating, and governing bodies -- such as state bourds of
higher education, state departments of education, and regional accrediting
associations -- which make their own standards, usually unsatisfactory in
nature to librarians. (3) University librarians, especially in newly
developing institutions, need basic criteria and guidelines to follow as
poals, internally and externally, for planning growth, for dealing with
university administraters, cte. (4} All standards should be stated as

miriimal to avoid the criticism that standards level down instead of upgrading.

The matter of choosing between quantitative and qualitative standards is
complex. Ideally, perhaps, qualitative criteria are preferable. Mcasuring
quality, however, is far more difficult than measuring quantity, involving,
for example, detailed checking of standard bibliographies, judgments by
subject experts, compari=ons with similar coilections cisewhere, analyzing
in detail the content of collections, and, not infrequently, simply using
subjective opinions. Often so-cilled qualitative standards turn out to be
rhetorical exercises, largely meaningless in applications to practical
situations. Furthermore, as Clapp and Jordan stated, 'When standardizing
authorities omit or refuse to set standards in quantitative terms, the
budgeting and appropriating authorities, who cannot avoid quantitative bascs
for their decisions, are compelled to adopt measures which though perhaps
having the virtue of simplicity, may be essentially irrelevant" -- another
argument for librarians to develop relevant measurcs.

For the foregoing reasons, the standards for university libraries pro-
posed for adeption by the ARL and the ACRL are stated concretely. To make
the recommended criteria even more specific and down to earth, the proposed
standards are based primarily upon the best current practices as reported
by leading American university libraries in University Library Statistics
(ARL, 1969), supplemented by such sources as Clapp-Jordan's "Quantitative
Criteria for Adequacy of Academic Library Collections," Metcalf’s Planning
Academic and Research Library Buildings, the Washington State Model Budget

Analysis System for Libraries, and the ARL's annual Academic”Librarg;Siatisﬁ}gs.

An important factor, affecting both quality and quantity, is location,
though its impact may be difficult to determine. A university placed in the
center of major library resources may be able to rely extensively upon the
holdimgs of other institutions, while a university remote from large
libraries will have to depend mainly on its own resources. An example of
the first situation is the ambitious cooperative program recently announced
by Columbia, Harvard, Yale, and the New York Public Library. Examples of
isolated institutions are numerous, e.g., University of Colorado, University
of Illinois, and University of Texas. In any case, cooperation has limitations.
Every great research library must maintain a large degree of independence. A
university library that leans too heavily on its neighbors is unlikely to
provide satisfactory service to its students and faculty.

102
98



O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

The basic areas in which the Joint Committee is proposing adoption of
standards are as follows: Tresources, personnel, space, finances, public
service, and administration.

1. Resources. At least 10 criteria may be used in measuring a library's
resources: (1) total volume holdings, (2) total volume holdings in relation
to student enroliment, (3) volume holdings in relation to graduate student
enrollment, (4) volume holdings in relation to number of faculty members,
(5) volume holdings in relation to major subject fields for undergraduates,
(6) volume holdings in relation to fields of concentration at the masters
level, (7) volume holdings in relation to fields of graduate concentration
at the doctoral level, (8) number of volumes added annually--average of last
Five years, (9) number of current periodical subscriptions, (10) number of
current serial subscriptions. It would also be practicable to look at
volumes added in relation to total holdings. For certain fields requiring
currency of information, a volumes-added figure may be more significant than

volumes held--a factor which tends to measure retrospective strength.

A majority of these criteria was adopted by Clapp-Jordan, and in sone-
what modified form by Washington State's Model Budget Analysis Systenm, in
measuring library holdings. The general formula developed by Clapp-Jordan
has been widely applied for nearly a decade and for the most part has
demonstrated its validity as a practical device for testing the strength of
a library's collections. With certain simplifications and modifications,
as specified below, therefore, the basic formula is recommended as the ARL-
ACRL standard:

1. Basic collection (undergraduate level)...... 85,000 volumes
(Clapp-Jordan: 50,750 volumes)

2. Allowance per F.T.E. faculty member ........ }00 volumes

3. Allowance per F.T.E. student ............... 15 volumes

(Clapp-Jordan: 12 volumes)

4. Allowance per field of undergraduate
concentration e e 350 volumes
(Clapp-Jordan: 335 volumes)

(¥4

Allowance per master's field, when
no doctorate offered in field ............ 6,000 volumes
(Clapp-Jordan: 3,050 volumes)

6. Allowance per master's field, when
doctorate is offered in field ............ 3,000 volumes



7. Allowance per doctoral field! 24,500 volumes

A standard for total holdings would alsc be reasonable. In the ARL's
Academic Library Statistics for 1973-74 the median number of volumes held
was 1,553,192 for the 82 ARL members. A madian of 1,500,000 vnlumes is
recommended for university libraries in groups one and two; 1,000,000
volumes in group three; and 750,000 in group four. 1If cataloged, or other-
wise processed for use, government publications should be included in the
volume count.

A deficiency in the Clapp-Jordan formula is the lack of provision for
growth of the collection. It is a truism that constant growth is essential
to keep a library alive. This factor is recognized in the Washington
standard, with a provision stating that "A minimum number of acquisitions
per year shall be established equal to five percent of the estimated number
of units [volumes] of library resources held at the start of each fiscal

le s . , o e . . .

For standardization purposes, the fields defined in the American Council on
Education's statistical compilation of earned doctorates can serve. They are
as follows:

Humanities Biological Sciences  Physical Sciences  Social Sciences
Architecture Agriculture Astronomy Anthropology
Classical Anatomy Chemistry Business and
Languages Bacteriology Engineering, Commerce
nglish Biochemistry Aeronautical Economics
Fine Arts Biology Engineering, Education
french Botany Chemical History
German Entomology Engineering, Civil International
Journalism Forestry Engineering Relations
Music Home Economi.s Electrical Law
Philosopliy Nursing Engineering, Library Science
Religious Educa-  Pharmacy Mechanical Political Science
tion and Bible  Physiology Engineering, Other Public Administra-
Russian Psychology Geography tion
Spanish Public Health Geology Social Wortk
Speech and Veterinary Mathematics Sociology
Dramatic Arts Medicine Metallurgy Social Sciences
Theology Zoology Meteorology Other
Foreign Lan- Biological Physics
guages, Other Sciences, Physical Sciences,
Other Other
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year.'" The five percent figure is intended to serve as a "floor factor" and
"would come inta effect when 100 percent of formula was reached and the
institution's growth in enrollment or programs would allow for an increase
of less thaj the five percent."

The experience of our largest university libraries indicates that the
five percent figure may be unrealistic when collections exceed a certain
size. For example, in 1973-74, Harvard University Libraries, with 9,028,385
volumes, added 297,283 volumes (gross). The five percent formula would have
called for the addition of 451,420 volumes. Similarly, Yale, with 6,350,824
volumes, should have added 317,541 volumes; actual additions were 190,750
volumes (gross). For the largest libraries, ap alternative would be to adopt
the Washington State formula on rate of growth and after 100 percent of the
formula has been reached, continue to add five percent annually to the target
size.

The net number of volumes added amcng the 82 libraries included in
Academic Library Statistics ranged from 198,724 to 28,733, or gross figures
from 297,283 to 32,132 volumes. The median for the 82 institutions was
78,671 volumes gross and 71,525 volumes net. It is proposed that the
minimum standard be set at 100,000 volumes annually for the first two
categories of the Carnegie Commission's classification., and 50,000 volumes
for categories three and four.

An important factor that should not be overlooked is that the growth of
collections should bear a close relationship to the development of academic
programs. Some areas make greater demands than others, and new offerings
will require an immediate library response.

Pcrzadlcals -

In actual application, the Clapp-Jordan formula for current periodicals
has been found low, producing figures substantially under the holdings of
strong libraries. A more realistic formula is proposed herewith for
periodical titles:

1. Undergraduate collection ...........c.ccvovevorcn.-. 500
(Clapp-Jordan: 250)

o

Per F.T.E. faculty number ........ . . ceecenrcncasss 2
(Clapp-Jordan: 1)

3. per field of undergraduate concentration ........... 6
(Clapp-Jordan: 3)

4. Per field of graduate concentration--master's ...... 20
(Clapp-Jordan: 10)

5. Per field of graduate concentration--doctoral ...... 200
(Clapp-Jordan: 100)
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Among the university libraries included in Academic Library Statistics
for 197.-74, the number of current periodicals received ranged from 2 low
of 7,631 o a high of 100,000 -- the latter figure suspect because it prob-
ably did not differentiate between periodicals and serials. The median was
19,343. As a standard, 20,000 titles are recommended as a minimum total for
institutions in categories one and two and 10,000 in groups three and four.

Also calling for standardization is usage of the terms 'periodical” and
"serial." In some university libraries, the two are not differentiated; in-
stead, all are reported as "periodicals,'" producing grossly distorted figures.
Serial publications in a university library collection may outnumber
periodicals by more than two to one. An acceptable definition is offered by
the U.S, Office of Education's National Center for Educational Statistics, as
follows:

A periodical is a publication that is issued in parts which
usually contains articles by several contributors. It generally
has a distinctive title and the successive numbers or parts are
intended to appear at stated intervals and usually for an in-
definite period. Serials include periodicals, newspapers,

annual reports, yearbooks, memoirs, proceedings, transactions

of societies, and mav include monographic and publishers' series,.

An alternative is the definition of periodicals used in LIBGIS' "Library
General Information Survey," and adopted for the ARL's annual summary of
Academic Library Statistics:

A periodical is a publication constituting one issue in a
continuous series under the same title published at regular

or irregular intervals, over an indefinite period, individual
issues in the series being numbersd consecutively or each

issue being dated. Newspapers as well as publications appearing
annually or less frequently are included in the definition.

1t should be noted that this definition does not differentiate between
periodicals and serials, and for that reason the first definition is pre-
ferable.

‘Microforms

Several formulas for measuring the size of collections attempt to include
microforms in the volume comnt. The problem is of great complexity because
of the varied nature of microforms: microfilm rolls, microfiche, microcards,
microprint, ultramicrofiche, etc. Clapp-Jordan propose that "fully-cataloged
material in microform will be measured in volumes as though it were in
original form." The Washington State formula states that "one reel of
microfilm or eight micro-cards or -microfiche' should be counted as a volume.
The U.S. Office of Education's Library Statistics of Colleges and Universities
uses another method of counting microforms: one reel of microfilm is equal
to a unit [volume] of library resources; for all other microtext material,
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five pieces equal one volume. Even more complicated is a plan proposed by
the New York State Education Department's Advisory Committee on Planning for
the Academic Libraries of New York. 1In the Committee's "Guidelines for
Assessing the Adequacy of Academic Libraries of New York State' (1973],
microforms are counted as volumes, using this formula for counting a unit or
volume of library resources: one reel of microfilm, eight microcards, eight
sheets of microfiche, four sheets of microprint, and one-seventh cheet of
ultrafiche.

It is all too obvious that these various schemes add up to total con-
fusion, leading libraries into a dense thicket from which there is no escape,
r.sulting in astronomical figures which make comparisons between individual
libraries impossible. Adoption of such plans is apparently a consequence of
the pressure on newer libraries to acquire large numbers of "'volumes" quickly.

The Annual Report of the Library of Congress has continued to separate

various catcgories of material in its statistical analysis of holdings.

Three types of microforms are recognized ip the breakdown: micro-opaques,
microfiche, and microfilm (reels and strips). This topic was debated at some
length in the ARL meeting in Washington, D.C., on January 6, 1969. (See:

ARL Minutes of the Seventy-third Meeting, p. 35, 53-56.) At the conclusion
of the dis.ussion, the ARL mecmbership voted approval for continuing to count
microforms as a separate category.

[t is proposed, accordingly, that the 1969 action of the °~ sociation of
Research Libraries be reaffirmed, and that the annual ARL Acadenic Library
Statistics continue to include analyses of microform holdings under four
categories: reels of microfilm, number of microcards, number of microprint
sheets, and number of microfiches.

(A strong supporter of the idea of counting microforms as volumes pro-
posed that only complete bibliographical units be included in such a count,
e.g., whole volumes of periodicals and entire books, eliminating single
periodical articles, chapters in books, and ephemeral pamphlets. In short,
one should apply the same criteria for defining a volume as for material in
traditional formats. The logic of such a scheme is obvious, but the admin-
istrative difficulties are too serious for the Committee to recommend 1it.)

I1. Personnel. Personnel standards may involve such factors as {1) Ratio of
professional to nonprofessional staff; (2) Size of staff in relation to
student enrollment; (3) Size of technical staff in relation to acquisition

“rate or to growth of collections; (4) Length of work week and work year;

(5) Status of professional librarians; and (6) the influence of centraliza-
tion and decentralization on size of staff.

Professional-Nonprofessional Ratio

Research studies have demonstrated that two-thirds or more of the work
in an academic library can be done successfully and economically by non-
professional personnel, including student assistants. That appears to be

- the prevailing distribution among American university libraries at present,
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though ratios as high as four or five clericals to one professional have been
proposed. The compilation of Academic Library Statistics for 1972-73 for ARL
members revealed that the percentage of professional librarians ranged from
21.9 to 48.6 with an average of 33.3 and a median of 32.6. As a university
library standard it is recommended that the professional staff should not
exceed one-third of the total srarf. (In Canada, the current range is fronm
16.5 to 29.6, with an average of 21.4 per cent.)

A further refinement is proposed. that is, the creation of two groups
of staff members aside from the professional librarians. In addition to the
professional and clerical categories there should be a "professional specialist”
staff, composed of systems analysts, planning officers, photoreproduction
specialists, information scientists, business managers, and other specialized
technical personnel, who do not require graduate library school education,
but whose training has been at a high level in another area.

Following the recommendations of Asheim's manpower study for the American
Library Associatien, which defines five levels of library personnel, it is
suggested that the clerical staff be divided into two categories: (1)

technical assistants, who perform "simple, routine tasks and epecial skills

tasks' for which technical-assistant courses and post-secondary training in
special skills may be required; and (2) Tlibrary clerks who are assigned
typing, filing, and operation of business machines, for which business school
or commercial training will constitute proper preparation.

Staff in Relation to Enrollment

In the Washington State standards, claborate formulas have been developed
for determining the number of staff required for public services and for
technical processes. The public service standard is derived from the number
of FTE students at various levels: underclassmen, upperclassmen, masters
candidates, doctoral candidates, and registered outside users. The size of
the technical processes staff is obtained by this formula: "Add the number
of units of library resources estimated to be added in the year to which the
calculation applies, to the total units held at the beginning of that year
plus the number of units estimated to be deleted." A rather complex
mathematical formula is then applied to the '"weighted units to be processed"
to gain a total FTE technical processes staff. A similar scheme was devised
by the University of California library system to establish staffing needs
for public services and technical processes. Similar formulae are being
developed for the SUNY libraries in New York and the Nebraska state colleges.

The University of California System approach to budgeting for library
staff was selected by the Washington State libraries to serve as a basis for
determining needs. According to this analysis, "In technical processes, the
approach assumes that it becomes progressively more difficult to process
materials as the size of the collection increases. It also assumes that this
is partially offset by economies of scale which occur as the size increases.
In public services, the assumption is made that demand on library resources
increases as the level of the student's program increases.”
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According to University Libwary Stat ist ics, among the 5O libraries
survey-ed , the Tatio of yrofessioral staff members to enrol Inent varied from 1
to 41.64 to 1 to 675,72, with a median of 225,24, These figures incl uded
borh publlc service and techryical processes per-sonnel, For total staff,
professional and clerical, the melian figure vas 1 to 89. The median figures
for professional staff exceeds the one-third maximum previously re commended .

Application of any ratio of libraxy staff to student enxoldmemt should
pe flexible for these reasons: TInvestdgations indicate that the size of
staff is ditectly affected by a large yumbez o€ branches, i,e., by institutiomal
pol icies relating to centraldzatdon or decentralization of library services;
the library's rate of growth . which may require mote or fewexr stif £ menbers
in technical services; and by~ the "climate" of a given institition, which
my result in far heavier use of one library thun &nother.

Concerning the staffing of techmical services, libraries axc obv iously
in a perdod of transition, arl f ired formulas may be of doubtful validity
fron a long range point of vien. The coming of MARC tape-produced cards
from the Library of Congress , the computerized, on-lipe catalog maintained
by the Ohio College Library Center (0C1C), and SOLINET, a similar progran
for the Southeast, are likelys to affect drastical Iy the staffing of rechnical
departments in individual lipraries in the neaxr future.

Another possible answer to the question of stif £ size was offered the
Committee by a prominent uniwers ity librarian, who belicves that the "only
reasoriably valid approach" is "to link professimal staff size to the nunb er
of terured faculty, because the latter number Is perhops the best indicator
of the character of an institution, and it seems Iogical to link the 'academic'
capacity of a library to the mst important acalemic {rdicator in the
institution." No suggestion was made, however , as to proper ratios or per-
ceratages , if this device were to be adopted.

Hoxk Schedules.

A table in University Library Statistics, p. 72-74, shows that in the
50 institutions reporting the weekly work schecule for the profess iorul staff
varied from 35 to 40 hours, withs an average of 38 .44 . Whether this ds 2
propex sphere fox standardiz ation may be debatable. Schedul es my bé neécesSsary
as a componient of good managenerst, But they should be matters for local
decisdons. Experiments in p=ogress irm a numbeT of imstitutions provide
flexible arrangements for professiongl staff members in harmony with improved
status, a trend which should be enceuraged. Rigid work'schedules are in-
compatible with the librariam's research and scholarly activities. Administrators
and staff members dedicated o individual research, mssociat ione ac tivities ,
writing, and special projects may carry Wirk schedules comnsider-ably in excess
of theé nporm. '

Staff Perquisites.

A vacation allowance of one monthz ox 31 days shoyld be the minirmum fox
al1 full-tine professional s-taff members on 12-nomth appointmerats. Sab - -
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baticals for research projects, study leaves, hospital and health insurance,
tenure, and retirement benefits should be identical to those for which the
teaching faculty is eligible. Termination of contracts for -professional
staff members should be handled in accord with the AAUP's 1940 "Statement of
Principles.”

Status of Library Staff

After prolonged consideration, a Membership Meeting of the Association
of College and Research Libraries adopted in 1971 a statement of "Standards
for Faculty Status for College and University Librarians.'' [A copy of this
document is included in the January 1975 Minutes.] Subsequently, a committee
of the ACRL, the Association of American Colleges and the AAUP drafted a
"Statement on Faculty Status of Csllege and University Librarians." The

" statement has been endorsed by the ACRL, AAUP, and 32 library organizations.

The ARL Board voted to "endorse in principle faculty status for professional
librarians, and commend to the attention of all college and university
administrations the 'Joint Statement on Faculty Status of College and
University Librarians.'" In the belief that general adoption of these con-
cepts will upgrade the library profession, help avoid a drift toward union-
jzation of library staffs, and minimize or reduce the troublesome divisive-
ness becoming prevalent in many institutions, the Joint Committee recommends
endorsement of the principles of the ACRL statement as an important element
in its general code of standards. Wherever possible library staff practices
should relate to the university's general practices. Individual grievances,
for example, should be handled through university grievance channels, after
departmental grievance procedures have been exhausted. In the areas of
appointment, tenure, promotion, and staff development, the librarians,
organized as a faculty, can operate much the same as teaching faculty,

though the criteria may vary. In other areas of library policy and practice,
on the other hand, there may be many factors, inside and outside the library,
that must be considered in decision making. The university librarian
(director or dean) should have freedom to take action on the basis of advice
from various sources: library faculty comnittees, department heads, teaching
faculty, and other university personnel.

Each library or library system should develop a written personnel policy
covering recruiting, employment practices, performance evaluation, grievance
procedures, promotion and tenure, and staff development, in conformity with
the foregoing principles.

III. Space. University Library Statistics reveals serious discrepancies
between ideal or theoretical standards for space and hard existing facts.

For example, among the 49 university libraries reporting, the seating capacity
as a percentage of enrollment averaged only 16, in contrast to the usually.
recommended minimum of 25 or 30 percent. Nevertheless, the failure of many

librarie® to achieve adequate standards for various types of space is a sound

reason for proposing adoption of satisfactoxry norms. On the basis of the
findings of two leading experts in this field, Metcalf and Ellsworth, there-
fore the following basic criteria are proposed for the three chief elements:
book, reader, and staff space: '

+
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Metcalf declares, in discussing space requirements for book stacks,
that the first rule should be: 'Beware of formulas." As a tentative
suggestion, however, he states that "Not more than 12 volumes per square
foot should be used for larger undergraduate collections of up to 100,000
volumes. Thirteen is safe for considerably larger collections and 15 for
universities with great research collections and open access for graduate
students and faculty only. Up to 20 can be used for a great research library
with very limited stack access, narrow stack aisles and long ranges."

An alternative formula is recommended by Bareither and Schillinger:
First 150,000 volumes: .1 SF per bound volume; second 150,000 volumes: .09
SF per bound volume; next 300,000 volumes: .08 SF per bound volume; all
volumes in excess of 600,000 volumes: .07 SF per bound volume.

Bareither and Schillinger note that "There are certain materials other
than books stored in libraries that require stack space," A conversion basis
is recommended for these materials, as follows:

Conversion Ratio
Type of Material Unit ~Unit to Volume

Roughly Classified Pamphlets Item” 15 to 1
Music Scores and Parts . Item 15 to 1
Sound Recordings Record 6 to 1
Microfilm Reels Reel 4 to 1
Maps Map 9 to 1
Archival Materials Cubic Feet 1 to 15

A pamphlet, score, or one groupimg in a manila folder equals
one item. A grouping in a manila folder may consist of one
paper or related papers.

For reader space, Metcalf concludes that "for undergraduates 25 sq. ft.

for each seat in a reading area or for open carrels in a book stack should

be adequate.... Thirty sq. ft. for the use of a master's candidate, 35 to

40 sq. £t. for ome writing a doctoral dissertation, and from that up to as
much as 75 sq. ft. or even more for a private study for a faculty member.”
Motcalf adds: '"In general, it is fair to say that in our State universities,
if provision can be made for 25 percent of the students at one time in the
university library, that would be adequate,z

s ) B - ) ‘
Harian D. Bareither and J.S, Schillinger, University Space Planning. Urbana:
University of I1linois Press, 1968. p., 65. -

ZKéyes Metcalf and R.E. Ellsworth, Planning the Academic Libxary, p. 59,
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Under the heading of "Space for the Staff," too many variables are
present. for any fixed criteria for administrative personnel. For the public-
service staff, Metcalf recommends a minimum of 125 sq. ft. per person for
circulation and reference department heads and “'occasionally for some other
professional assistants," and ''100 sq. ft. per person on duty at one time."
For all "groups that can be lumped under the heading 'processing,’ 100 sq.
ft. per person," Metcalf finds, "is an absolute minimum...for housing and
equipment, plus another 25 sq. ft. for the section head of each section with
as many as five persons."

The question of lighting has many complex aspects and it may be detutable
whether it is practicable to state any standards. Metcalf "'is not convinced
that anything over 25 to 30 foot-candles is required except in limited areas,"
though he recommends that "a new library be wired so that 50 foot-candles of
light intensity on reading surfaces can be made available anywhere without
complete rewiring." )

IV. Finances. Various attempts have been made to set up standards for the
financial support of university libraries, e.g., relationship of total library
expenditures to total university expenditures for general and educational
purposes; relationship of total library expenditures to salaries and wages,

to books, periodicals, and binding and to general expense; student per capita
expenditures for books, periodicals, and binding for total library expenditures;
financial support in relation to stages of library development; and the dis-
tribution of book funds by subject fields and by types of material.

The 1959 ALA Standards for College Libraries states that "The library
budget should be determined in relation to the total budget of the institu-
tion for educational ard general purposes.!' The program of library service
outlined in the standards proposed ''will normally require a minimum of 5 per-
cent of the total educational and general budget.'" The 5 percent figure has
been widely applied also to university libraries to measure adequacy of support.

In its Guide to University Library Standards (1965), the Canadian
Association of College and University Libraries recommended that the following
factors be taken into account in assessing the necessary standard to financial
support: (a) size and quality of bookstock; (b) total student enrollment;

(c) extent and growth of graduate studies; (d) rate of growth of the institution;
(e) amount of faculty research; (f) extension projects; (g) introduction of
new courses. In a complementary repor® CACUL recommended these levels of
support: (1) "Ten percent of the institutional operating budget should be
considexed a minimum for the ordinary operation and development of established
libraries, in universities with well established curricula, during the next

10 years." (2) "New institutions, and others which are undertaking new
programmes, should raise their library expenditures to considerably more than
10 percent of the institutional operating budget until the necessary library
services are established." Possible reasons for the relatively high percent-
age levels proposed by CACUL were that at the time the standard was set the
Canadian libraries had more catching up to do in their development and a
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number of new universities hast been founded.

It should be noted that some university presidents object to a percent-
age standard for library budgets on the ground that there is great diversily
of "institutional enviromments™ and of “'missions" among individwal imstitutions.

In realistic terms, one has to recognize that the university library's
share of total funds is generally well under the old ACRL €ive percent figure
and far below the Canadian utopia of ten percemt, University Library Statistics
reveaied that among the 50 libraries reporting, the range was from 1.6 to 8.6
percent for total library expenditures in relation to tota university expendi-
tures for general and educational purposes. The average was 3.5 and thie median
3.6 percent. The Joint Committec believes, nevertheless, that the five percent
standard s still reasonable as a minimum for the maintenance of high-quality
libraries,

On the matter of the relationship of total library expenditures to salaries
and wages, tou books, periodica and binding, and to gemeral expense, reference,
again to lUniversity Librarvy tics shows a wide spread, For salaries and
wages, the range was from 43.6 to 67.8 percent (the median was 56): fior books,
periodicals, and birding, from 21.2 to 50 percent (median 36.5); and for general
expense, from 2.5 to 2&.5 percent (median 5.5). As a standard, it is proposed
that the range for salaries and wages should be hetween 60 and 65 percent; for
books, periodicals, and binding between 30 and 36 percent; and for general

expense, between five and ten percent. It is recognized that the use of auto-
mation and other forms of mechanization may require a percentage increase in
general expénse.g

University Library Statistics reveals far greater differences among
libraries in student per capita expenditures for books, periodicals, and
hinding, and for total library expenditures. Institution A, for example,
spent more than ten.times as much per capita in both categor ‘es as institution

1

The 1973-74 expenditures of 23 Canadian university libraries ranged from
a high of 11.78 to a low of 5.02 percent of institutional operating

expenditures, with an average of 7.61 and a median of 7.49.

ZThé U.$. Office of Education's Library Statistics of College and Universities,
1971, covering more thean 2,500 American college and university libraries, found
that 57 percent of operating funds was spent on salaries and vages and 34 per-
cent on books and other library materials. For comparative purposes, Canadian
universities in 1973-74 spent an average of 57.1 percent on salaries, 30.7 on
acquisitions and binding, and 12.2 for other expenses.
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B at the bottom of the group. To be meaningful over a period of time, any
standard would have to be expressed in an index or constant dollar figure.
Without more extended investigation and research, the Joint Committee will
defer any recommendation for standards in this area.

Concerning the distribution of book funds by subject fields and types of
material, numerous studies exist. In their University Library Administration,
Rogers and Weber conclude that "One type of book fund, the departmental allot-
ment, is passing from the scene in most universities. Established at a time
when funds were more scarce, such allotments insured a share of meager funds
to each department. With greater affluence in book funds and with a more
competent library curatorial staff, the raison d'etre for such funding and
the very considerable red tape that accompanied it have vanished. Blanket
order arrangements have conmtributed to the relinquishment of the allotment
system also because many bools are acquired across the whole range of disciplines."
(p. 108)

A stvonug exception is made to this statement by another experienced
university library admimistrator, who maintains that "we have excellent
backing from our faculty because they have some say in how funds are spent.®
The happy affluence described by Rogers and Weber has also disappeared, at
leasit temporarily, for mamy libraries.

Three steps are recommended for the management of available book funds:
first, the development and adoption of an acquisition policy statement is
reconmended for every university library. By specifying the depth of coverage
in all subject areas with which the library is concerned, the collections will
be built up according to a logicai, well-conceived plan, rather than aimlessly
and without clear purpose. The extent ol coverage will naturally vary widely
in different institutions. Second, departmental allocatiens of reasonable
size for current monographic material may be made to insure faculty
participation in book selection. Third, emphasis should be placed on the role
of librarians as book selectors; collection development should be a partnership
between faculty and librarians, but the overall responsibility should rest with
library selectors.

V. Public Services. Potential areas for standardization in the public service
areas are somewhat limited. Circulation statistics, for example, are generally
suspect, mainly because they may indicate a mere fraction of actuwal library use.
Much consultatiom of open-shelf collections is unrecorded. A research study
some years ago, sponsored by the Council on Library Resources, estimated that
the nonrecorded use of books in libraries may be three to nine times as great
as the formal circulation figures, varying a¢cording to policies governing

stack access and open-shelf collections available to readers.

Readers' services assume a variety of formc: reference and research
assistance, circulation of library materials, photographic services, inter-

library louns, teaching the use of books and librarics, exhibits, audio-visual
services, etc. Few of these are susceptible to standardization. Most widely
accepted is the interlibrary loan code first adopted in 1940 and since revised
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from time to time to meet changing conditions.

A matter of frequent agitation among students is demands for longer
hours. Nothing less than 24 hours per day will satisfy some nighthawks,
but practical considerations of expense and staff must influence library
administrators. Modern concepts of library architecture encourage self-
service on the part of library users and minimum supervision. Well-planned,
new buildings provide for a single public exit, equipped with turnstiles,
through which everyone clears in leaving the library. The need for a full
staff throughout the building is eliminated, especially when few readers
are present. Reference and circulation services should be provided, however,
during all hours in which the library is open, though reduced staff will be
able to maintain these services during less active periods, such as late
evening hours,

Anong the 50 libraries reported in University Library Statistics, the
schedule of hours open ranged from 74 to 121.5 per week, with a median of
exactly 100. The median figure would appear to be a reasonable standard.

In the same tabulation, student per capita circulation, general and
reserve, varied from 9.55 to 109.18, with a median of 39.41. Generai
circulation alone ranges from 4.31 to 82.98, on an annual basis, with a
median of 28.31. Despite skepticism about the validity of circulation
statistics, they are somewhat indicative of the extent of library use. If
that point is granted, a minimum general circulation (home use) of 30
borrowings per year and of 40 for general and reserve circulation are required
to demonstrate that the library is a vital institution on campus. Circulation
figures will be influenced, of course, by types of library buildings and
length of loans.

The public service aspects of departmental and divisional libraries have
long called for recogmition and standardizing principles. On every university
campus discussion goes on concerning the relative merits of centralized versus
‘decentralized systems. Practices vary from completely centralized systems
with all library operations in one building, to a central library supple-
mented by dozens or even scorxes of departmental libraries located elsewhere.
Whatever policies are adopted in reference to centralization or decentralization
of library services, the following rules are recommended:

1. Books and other library materials should be purchased or
department, and not by individual departments.

2. Materials should be classified, cataloged, bound, or
otherwise processed centrally, except certain nonbook
materials.

* 3. Books, pamphlets, periodicals, or other publications

received and preserved should be recorded in the central
library catalog. Exceptions may be made for certain non-
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book materials, such as maps, prints, sound recordings,
slides, sheet music, and picture collections. Deviations
may also be rcasonable for the processing of material in
nonwestern and nonzlphabetic languages, and because of
local conditions, such as availability of space.

Every book acquired by the university or any of its
departments should be considered a part of the library's
collections. This principle applies also to the numerous
“"bootleg libraries' which have grown up on university
campuses during the post world War II period, purchased
from foundation and government grant funds to individuals
an? *eaching departments.

Pyaptnental or college libraries and librarians should
beisng to the central library organization, and be under
the supervision of the chief librarian, who should be
responsible for administration of the entire system.

There should be free interchange of material among all
libraries on a campus.

In such matters 43 fiours os service, physical facilities,
and qualifications of staff, departmental and divisional
library standards should be in general conformance with
central library practices.

Vi. Administration. Every university library should he governed by a state-

ment of policies, including the following provisions:

1.

A clear definition of the relation of the librarian to
the university administration.

A definition of what constitutes the iibrary resources of
the university, specifying that they comprise all books,

pamphlets, periodicals, and other materials purchased or
acquired in any manner by the university and preserved and
used in libraries to aid students and investigators.

Placing the administration of all library resources and
services wherever located under the university librarian.

A description of the librarian's duties, making him/her
responsible for the selection, acquisition, and preparation
for use of all library materials; for the selection and

direction of the library staff; for the preparation
of budgets and reports; and for the performance of such other
duties as are commonly included under university library

administration.
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Endorsement of the ALA "Bill of Rights' and "Right to Read"
statements.

Appointment of a faculty-student library committee to advise
the university librarian and library staff on programs of
library development and services and to bring faculty-student
points of view to the administration of the library. Such

a committee should be appointed by the president with advice
from the librarian or elected by the. faculty senate or com-
"parable body and report periodically to the president and
the senate. Its personnel should represent a broad cross
section of the faculty, the members should serve staggered
terms with regular rotation, and it should function in an
advisory and not administrative capacity.

Clifton Brock, Jr.
Gustave A. Harrer

John W. Heussman

Jay K. Lucker

John P. McDonald
Ellsworth G. Mason

Robert B. Downs, Chairman

March 1975

* * * %

117

113



APPENDIX C

REPORT OF THE NATIONAL PROGRAM FOR ACQIIISITIONS
AND CATALOGING LIAISON COMMITTEE

To provide LC with some helpful data prior to its Congressional budget
hearings this year, the NPAC Committee distributed a questionnaire to all
ARL members designed to elicit information on the savings to research
libraries in fiscal year 1974 as a consequence of NPAC and of LC cataloging
generally. The questionnaire was imperfect in that it failed to take into

budgets as a consequence of which the number of titles cataloged with LC

card copy by some of the responding libraries is only slightly larger now
than before the NPAC program was begun. In a few instances it is smaller.
The average increase in titles cataloged with LC copy (60 libraries responding)
was 10,654. The difference in the cost of cataloging with LC copy compared
with original cataloging varied greatly but averaged $7.19 per title, The
use of LC cataloging copy generally in fiscal year 1974 saved 59 responding
libraries $12,644,188 and the increased use of LC cataloging copy in that
year compared with the use of LC copy in fiscal year '67 saved $4,943,325

for 51 responding libraries. Actually the savings resulting from increased
use of LC cataloging probably was higher if a rough calculation is attempted
based on our former experience that the use of LC copy by research libraries
ranged between 40 and 60 percent of their cataloging prior to 1967/68 and

the finding of the committee charged by the House Appr priations Subcommittee
to investigate the NPAC that libraries were reporting use of LC cards for 75
percent of their cataloging. On this basis the saving to these 51 libraries
alone through increased use of LC copy may well have been between §5,000,000
and $6,000,000.

Another more complicated questionnaire was completed by a small
sample of ARL libraries, namely, the Boston Public Li%rary and the 7
libraries of Illinois, Michigan, Oregon, and Yale, based on an analysis
of cataloging performed during the months of October, November and 7
December, 1974 for publications received from countries not yet covered
by NPAC and of publications from NPAC countries in categories excluded
from cataloging by LC., In that three month period the five libraries in
the sample cataloged, or held to await LC cataloging copy, 3,941 imprints
from the countries not included in NPAC. Of these titles 1,910 were from
_ South American countries. 1C card copy was not available for 1,222 of the
1.910. Other countries for whose imprints LC cataloging coverage was poor
or net prompt were Greece, Hungary, Ireland, Israel, Lebanon, the Philippine
Republic, Poland, Syria, and Turkey. Of 186 imprints from the People's
Republic of China, LC cards were available for 78, This last figure seems
to reflect some improvement in coverage but obviously not as much as desired.
‘The Library of Congress has plans for improved coverage of some of these
countries in the near future as will be explained below. ‘
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Imprints from the NPAC countries in the 33 excluded categories totaled
495 in only 10 categories. Of these, 213 were dual imprints and multiple
imprints and LC card copy was available for more than half. Poetry pamphlets,
collected primarily by one of the five libraries in the sample, represented
the second largest category with 106 imprints. Dissertations, primarily
from the German Federal Republic, was third with 43. It would seem that the
exclusions are well chosen if the sample is at all representative and that
an effort by LC to acquire and catalog publications extensively in any of
these categories would be of marginal value.

The Library of Congress is to be complimented on the extent and fre-
quency of its reporting on the NPAC but there are several quite recent
developments of interest. In keeping with its frequently stated objective
of expanding its European coverage, LC has asked its appropriations sub-
committees for approval of an extension of its European shared cataloging
to include Hungary, Iceland, Ireland, Poland, and Portugal and has requested
funds for 11 additional positions for the NPAC program. The House report
on the LC appropriation bill has not yet been received but it would seem
overly sanguine to hope for any significant increases in funds for new
positions this year.

As the data produced by our questionnarie Seem to indicate, the area
that most needs inclusion in the NPAC is South America. The Library of
Congress agrees that the South American countries should have high priority.
An accessions list for Brazil is now being produced and should appear soon.
Rod Sarle, who had been brought back to Washington to work on a statement
replying to the report on the NPAC of the House investigating committee, has
been sent back to Rio. He returned via Columbia and Venezuela where he has
made arrangements for procurement agents to work on increasing the flow of
publications from those two countries. These individuals are expected to
make a thorough sweep of exchange sources and to work with dealers in pro-
curing new titles.

The effort to expand Chinese cataloging continues. Statistics reported
by the 10 ARL libraries cooperating with LC in a special study indicate that
LC is not getting or, at least, not cataloging, 25-30 percent of the titles
these 10 libraries are receiving. Mr. Applebaum feels that this statistic
is somewhat skewed by the fact that some of these titles are reprints of
Chinese materials produced by the ARL Center for Chinese Research Materials
which LC had cataloged locally long ago but for which cards had not been
printed. To increase Chinese acquisitions, however, Frank McGowan is leaving
to spend a month in Hong Kong and Singapore. He will be working with Hisao
Matsunmoto, LC's Tokyo field director, to improve the intake of Chinese ,
publications. In addition to meeting with booksellers, Mr, McGowan will effect
contractual arrangements with individuals, as is being done in Columbia and
Venezuela, to work on improving the flow of Chinese materials.

Another study being conducted by LC with the cooperation of 12 ARL
libraries is aimed at reducing the number of U.S. imprints for which LC
cards are not available. The contribution of the ARL participants have
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been very helpful in identifying new publishing houses not yet included in the
Cataloging-in-Publication program as well as those publishers who have not
been romplying faithfully with their agreement to participate in the program.

Finally, the Committee wishes tc offer its thanks to all the libraries

who completed the two questionnaires, both of which required a great amount
of record keeping and, in some cases, involved difficult cost calculations.

Philip J. McNiff

Howard Sullivan

Joseph H. Treyz

Frederick H. Wagman, Chairman
! April 28, 1975
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APPENDIX D

REPORT OF THE TASK FORCE ON A NATIONAL
PERIODICAL RESOURCES PLAN

7 The Task Force on a National Periodical Resources Plan recommends
that the following resolution be adopted by the Board of the Association of
Research Libraries:

The Association of Research Libraries recommends the immediate establish-
ment and continued support by the federal government of a national periodical
resources library as a practical, effective and vitally needed aid to scholars
and other research personnel in universities, business, industry and govern-
ment. The proposed periodical library should provide, within relatively few
days, journals published anywhere in the world which are needed for use in
the advancement of knowledge or meeting the nation's pressing technical,
economic and social problems.

No existing library, not even the Library of Congress, now acquires all
the publications which arc needed for the research and informational needs of
the country. Even the combined library resources of a state or a multi-state
region are insufficient to satisfy the informational resources of that area.
For example, New York State has the largest collection of library resources
of any state in the nation and a highly organized interlibrary loan system
through which every library can exploit the collections in all of the others,
yet it reports that readers and researchers are now requesting an average of
150 publications per day that cannot be found in any library in the state.
Add to that figure many more unfilled and unfillable needs, unmeasured
simply because the researcher’'s experience has taught him that there is so
little prospect of finding the title that there is no point in making the
request. The situation is even worse in other states and regions, with
equally extensive needs for access to information but with fewer and smaller
libraries.

A first and major step in remedying this situation is the provision of
a central periodical libraxy to which any library in this country can turn
for loan of an issue or photocopy of an article with certain knowledge that
the request will be filled within a few days. Various studies and experience
with a similar service in Great Britain indicate clearly that a number of
regional depositories are not essential, and that one national unit, virtually
complete in research holdings and well staffed and organized for quick service,

.will meet the needs of this country.

Much data and research have demonstrated beyond question that a great
many publications, though essential for the information they contain, are
infrequently needed in any one library. This fact makes it practical for
ail libraries in the nation to share the use of one or a few copies of such
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titles with very little likelihood of conflict because the same work is
needed by two libraries at the same time. It means that a national
collection of titles augmenting local library collections, if centrally
located and organized for fast access by imterlibrary loan, can enable every
library to provide its readers quickly and easily with materials which are not
available in the local collection, Since one such national collection is
affordable and self-sufficiency for every library, state, or region, is

not, the establishment of a national central journal library for this pur-
pose is not merely the only possible solution, but a practical and effective
one that is quickly achievable.

Eventually the United Stafa% must fcllow the example Qf Great Britain

nDt cnly w1th Journals, but cher types Gf pub]xgatlons But Jaurnals are
the one ‘category most urgently needed by all libraries and their users; it
is also a need that can be met with reasonable economy and speed. '

It should be noted that a membership financed facility of this type
already exists in the Center for Research Libraries. This gives service,
within its limited means, to the member libraries which support it. It is
currently receiving over 12,000 journals and has a collection of three milliom
volumes which could be put to national service. Furthermore, it has an
efficiently organized staff and operating procedures designed for effective
loans to distant points. It has working agreements with certain resources
outside this country to draw on their holdings. Its location in Chicago is
reasonably central and most e¢ffective for all communication needs.

Therefore, the Association of Research Libraries also recommends that
the planning of the proposed National Periodicals Resources Center include

exploration of utilization of the Center for Research Libraries as the
foundation for the new center.

Joseph E. Jeffs
Gordon Williams
Arthur T. Hamlin, Chairman

May 1975

* * % *
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APPENDIX E

GETTING TO KNOW THE ARL
Report of the Discussion Session May 7, 1975

The May 7, 1975 evening program at the ARL membership meeting in Houston
was intended to provide an opportunity for an informal exchange of information
and ideas among ARL directors, elected officers and the Association staff. In
addition to the officers and staff providing general information on the functions,
organization, gcvernance, services and resources of the Association, the members
used the occasion to present their views and advice on the present and future
activities of the ARL.

) Thg meeting format consisted of simultaneous group discussions at six
dlfferénF tables; each group had a discussion leader and recorder, The groups
were to rotate every half hour enabling ARL directors to participate in several
of the group discussions.

Following is a list of the groups and some of the topics discussed:

TABLE 1: Functions and Operations of the ARL Executive Office
Leader: John McDonald
Recorder: William Dix
Topics: Liaison with associations, government organizations, higher
education community and the profession.
Federal legislative activities.
Coordination of commissions, committees, and task forces.
Administration of on-going projects.

TABLE 2: The ARL Commissions

Leader: Virginia Whitney

Recorder: Edward Lathem

Topics: Role of the Commissions.
Composition, operating and reporting procedures,
Current activities.

TABLE 3: ARL Board and Association Governance
Leader: Richard De Gennaro
Recorder: Ralph Hepp
Topics: Nature, composition, operation and reporting mechanisms,
Opportunities for participation in the governance of the
Association,
Issues under consideration,

TABLE 4: Committees and Task Forces of the Association
Leader: Suzanne Frankie
Recorder: William Budington
Topics: Role of ARL Committees and Task Forces. -
7 Composition, operating and reporting procedures.
Activities of current groups.
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TABLE 5: Office of University Library Management Studies

Leader: Duane Webster
Recorder: Stanley McElderry
Topics: Current funding picture for OMS,

Current programs and future plans,
Administration, operation and reporting mechanisms.

TABLE 6; Systems and Procedures Exchange Center and OMS Training Activities
Leader: Jeffrey Gardner

Recorder: Russell Shank

Topics: SPEC services and resources.

Plans for SFEC surveys.
Training Film Program.
Performance Review Training Project,

In general, membership reaction to the meeting was very favorable. Dis-
cussions regarding the functioning of the Association included ideas regarding
mechanisms for better communication among directors and with the Board and
Commissions, and the need for increased opportunities for greater membership
participation in Association activities. Among the issues identified as
warranting special attention were a need for better information on user needs,
greater attention given to services, performance measures, and more reliable
data on operations.

One specific suggestion has resulted in the appointment of a task force
to review the roles of the Board and the Commissions. Policies and practices

regarding appointments to committees and task forces will also be reviewed.
Additional actions on other ideas are under consideration.

The response of the membership indicates an interest in having additional
opportunities in the future for review and discussion of issues and activities
of the Association.

Suzanne Frankie
June 20, 1973

% % %
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APPENDIX F

ATTENDANCE AT 86th MEETING

University of Alabama Librarics
James F. Wyatt

University of Arizona Library
W. David Laird

Arizona State University Library
Donald Koepp

Boston Public Library
Philip J. McNiff
Boston University Library

John Laucus

Brigham Young University
Donald K. Nelson

University of British Columbia Library
Basil Stuart-Stubbs

Erown University Library
Charles Churchwell

University of California Library
(Berkeley) Richard. Dougherty

University of California Library
(Davis) Bernard Kreissman

University of California Library
(Los Angeles) Page Ackerman
University of California Library

(San Diego) John R. Haak

University of California Library
(Santa Barbara) Donald Davidson

Case Western Reserve University Libraries

James V. Jones

125

121

Center for Research Libraries
Gordon R. Williams

University of Chicage Library
Stanley McElderry

University of Cincinnati Libraries
Harold Schell
University of Colorado Library

Ellsworth Mason

Colorado State University Library
Le Moyne W. Anderson

Columbia University Libraries
warren J. Haas

Cornell University Libraries
J. Gormly Miller

Dartmouth College Libraries
Edward C. Lathem

Duke University Libraries
Benjamin E. Powell
Emory University Library

Don L. Bosseau

University of Florida Libraries
Gustave A. Harrer

Florida State University Library
Charles Miller

Georgetown University Library
Joseph E. Jeffs

University of Georgia Libraries
Warren N. Boes



Harvard University Library
Douglas W. Bryant

University of Houston Libraries
Stephen R. Salmon

Howard University Libraries
Kenneth 5. Wilson

University of Illinois Library
Robert Oram

Indiana University Libraries
W. Carl Jackson

University of Iowa Libraries
Leslie W. Dunlap

lows State University Library
Warren Kuhn

John Crerar Library
William S. Budington

Johns Hopkins University Library
John H. Berthel

Joint University Libraries
Frank P. Grisham

University of Kentucky Libraries
Paul Willis
Kent State University Libraries
Hyman W. Kritzer
Library of Congress
John G. Lorenz

Linda Hall Library
Thomas D. Gillies

Louisiana State University Library
George Guidry

McGill University Library
Marianne Scott

University of Maryland Library
Howard Rovelstad

University of Massachusetts Libraries
Gordon W, Tretwell

Massachusetts Inst. of Technology Libraries
Margaret A. Otto

University of Michigun Library
Robin N. Downes

Michigan State University Library
Richard Chapin

University of Minnesota Libraries
Ralph H. Hopp

University of Missouri Library
Harry Butler

National Agricultural Library
Richard A. Farley

University of Nebraska Libraries
Gerald A. Rudolph

New York Public Library
James Henderson

New York State Library
Peter Paulson

New York University Libraries
Eugene Kennedy

University of North Carolina Libraries
James F. Govan

Northwestern University Libraries
John P. McGowan

University of Notre Dame Libraries
David E. Sparks

Ohio State University Libraries
Hugh Atkinson

University of Oklahoma Library
James K. Zink

Oklahoma State University Library
Roscoe Rouse
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University of Oregon Library Temple University Library

H. William Axford Arthur Hamlin

University of Pennsylvania Libraries University of Tennessee Libraries
Richard De Gennaro Richard Boss

University of Pittsburgh Libraries University of Texas Libraries
Glenora FEdward Rossell Merle N. Beylan

Princetor University Library Texas AEM Miiiversity Library
William 5. Dix ' Irene B. Hoadley

Rice Lniversity Library University of Toronto Libraries
Richara L. O'Keeffe David Esplin

University of Rochester Libraries Tulane University Library
Ben Bowman John H. Gribbin

Rutgers University Library University of Utah Libraries
Virginia P. Whitney Roger Hanson

Smithsonian Institution Libraries University of Virginia Libraries
Russell Shank Ray Frantz, Jr.

University of Southern California Library University of Washington Library
Rov L. Kidman Marion A. Milczewski

Southern Illinois University Library Washington State University Library
Ralph E. McCoy G. Donald Smith

Stanford University Libraries Washington University Libraries
David C. Weber William Kurth

State University of New York at Wayne State 'Iniversity Libraries
Albany, C. James Schmidt Vern M. Pings

State University of New York at University of Wisconsin Libraries
Buffalo, Eldred Smith ' Joseph H. Treyz, Jr.

State University of New York at Yale University Libraries
Stony Brook, John B. Smith Donald B. Engley

Syracuse University Libraries
Donald Anthony

ARL Staff:

Executive Director

Assistant Executive Director

Director, Office of University
Library Management Studies

Management Research Specialist

John P. McDonald ... ... oearvnennrrorannannn
Suzanne Frankie .....ccoreravasonronnneins
Duane E. WebSter .......eessssvvsnronenonss

Jeffrey Gardner ....c.cccoeeeonrirrenaanes
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Guests

Fdward Booher. MclGraw Hill

Margaret Child, National Endowment for the ilumanities
Robert Downs, University of Illinois

Herman H Fussler, University of Chicago

Sam Hitt, President, Medical Library Association

Lawrence Livingston, Council on Library Resources

Robert Lumiansky, American Council of Learned Societies
Beverlv Lvnch, Association of College & Research Libraries
Frit:z sachlup, New York University

Vernon Palmour, Public Research Institute

James E. Skipper, Research Libraries Group

Alphonse Trezza, National Commission on Libravies & Information Science
FEdward Weiss, National Science Foundation - OSIS

Members Not Represented:

University of Alberta Library
University of Connecticut Library
University of Kansas Library
Naticnal Library of Canada

N National Library of Medicine
Pennsylvania State University Library
Purdue University Library
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Lri

COMMITTEES AND TASK FORCE

H

OFFICERS, BOARD OF DIRECTORS, COMMISSIC N
OF THE

ARL Officers and Board for 1975
Richard De Gennuro, President
Virginia P. Whitney, Vice President & President-elect
Ralph H. Hopp, Past rresident
Page Ackerman (Oct. 1977.
tichard Boss (Qct. 1977)
William S. Dix (Oci. 1976
Gustave Harrer (Oct. 1576)
Edward C. Lathem (Oct. 1977)
Stanley McEldetrry (Oct. 1975)
Russell Shank (Oct. 1977)

ARL COMMISSIONS®

1. Commission on Development of Resources

Pagie Ackerman (Oct. 1977)
Basil Stuart-Stubbs (Oct. 1975)
Gustave Harrer, Chairman (Oct. 1976)

b

Comnmission on Organization of Resources

Joseph Dagnese, (Oct. 1977)
John McGowan, (Oct. 1976)
Edward C. Lathem, Chairman [Oct. 1977

3. Commission on Access to Resources

Hugh Atkinson, (Oct. 1977)
John Berthel, (Oct. 1976)
Rfichard Boss, Chairman (Oct. 1976)

4. Commission on Management of Research Libraries

Richard T upherty, (Oct. 1977)

Warren hlht {t.t, 1975)

Russell J+ani | (Oct, 1977)

Stanley McElderry, Chairman (Oct. 1977)

Lo ]

ARL Executive Committee

Ralph H. Hopp, Past President

John McDonald, Executive Director

Virginia P. Whitney, Vice President § President-elect
Richard De Gennaro, President, Chairman

*ihe Commission on External Affairs was tempararily suspended in February 1975.
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ARL STANDING COMMITTEES

Committee on Access to Manuscripts and Rare Books

William Bond

William Cagle

John Finzi

Herman Kahn

Ray Frantz, Jr., Chairman

3 E

Committee on Center tor Chinese Research Materials

Edwin G. Beal, Jr.

Roy Hofheinz, Jr.
Ying-mao Kau

David T. Roy

Eugene Wu

Philip McNiff, Chaeirman

Committee on Copyright

Howard Rovelstad, Chairman

Committoe on Federal Relations

Warren N. Boes
Richard Couper
Joseph Jeffs

Paul Willis
Eugene Kennedy, Chairman

Committce on Foreign Newspaper on Microfilm

Gustave Harrer

Bruce Peel

Gordon Williams

John Lorenz, Chairman

Committee on Interlibrary Loan

Richard Chapin

Ruth Kirk

John Humphry

Jay Lucker

David Weber, Chairman
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or Acquisitions and Cataloging Liaison Committee

National Program

Philip MeNiff

Howard Sullivan

Joseph H. Treyz, Jr.
Frederick Wagman, Chailrman

Committee on Negro Academic Librivies

Arthur Hamlin
warren Bocs, Chalrman

Committee on Nominations

ARL Vice President, Chairman

Committece on Preservation of Research Libraries Materials”

ARL_COMMITTEES ON FOREIGN ACQUISITIONS

Africa

Peter Duignan, Hoover Institution on War, Revolution and Peace
Beverly Gray, Boston University

Conrad Reining, Georgetown University

Julian Witherell, Library of Congress

Hans Panofsky, Northwestern University, Chairman

Middle East
George N. Atiyeh, Library of Congress

James Pollack, Indiana University
David H. Partington, Harvard University, Chairman

Eastern Europe

Paul Horecky, Library of Congress
Joseph A. Placek, University of Michigan
Marion Milczewski, University of Washington, Chairman

*To be reconstituted ,
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Far East

Weying Wan, University of Michigan

Eugene Wu, Harvard University

warren Tsuneishi, Library of Congress, Chairman

South Asia

Richard D= Gennaro, University of Pennsylvania
Paul Fasana, New York Public Library

Maureen Patterson, University of Chicago

Louis A. Jacob, Library of Congress, Chairman

Southeast Asia

Charles Bryant, Yale University
John Musgrave, Michigan

Latin America

Nettie Lee Benson, University of Texas

Donald Wisdom, Library of Congress

Catri W. Deal, University of Illinois, Chairman

Western Europe

Norman Dudley, University of California-Los Angeles
Ten-Tsai Feng, Boston Public Library

William H. Kurth, Washington University-St. Louis
Howard Sullivan, Wayne State University, Chairman

ARL TASK FORCES

Task Force on Future of the Card Catalog

Hugh Atkinson

Richard De Gennaro
William Welsh

Joseph Rosenthal, Chairman

Task Force on Naﬁipna}rFeriodi§§l Resources Plan

Joseph Jeffs
Gordon Williams
Arthur Hamlin, Chairman

132

128



Task Force on Criteria for Nonuniversity Membership in ARL

lf

Ben Bowman

John Gribbin

Philip MeMiff

William Budington, Chairman

Task Ferce on NEH Research Tools Program

Richard Dougherty

James Henderson

Hyman Kritzer

David Laird

David Sparks

fillsworth Mason, Chairman

ARL-ACRI Task Force on Uﬂivef%1f¥ L1br1r\ rqnddrd%

Clifton Brock

Gustave Harrer

Jay Lucker

Ellsworth Mason

John McDonald

Jasper G. Schad

Robert Downs, Chairman

REPRESENTATIVES

ANST Committee Z-30 ... ... viveeseenenrirenseneancssase.--s.Bugene Kennedy
CONSER Project ...... e r e eteieaciietrtacianaaensaaa-ss...John McGowan
Joint Committee on Union List of Serials ..o.vvenerunennn. William Budington
Joint Statistics Coordinating Committee ...... ;i.g,i...!i_Rufer Hanson
Library Relations Committee of the Natlonal

Microfilm Association ............v.evevseonasnssaa...-.Ralph E. McCoy
United States Book Exchange ..................c..c.n......JoOhn Berthel
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APPENDIX H
MEMBERSHIP OF ASSOCIATION OF

May 1975

University of Alabama Libraries

P. 0. Box S

University, Alabama 3548
James F. Wyatt, Dean of
(205) 348-5298

6

Liby

rie:

gl

L%

University of Alberta Library
Edmonton, Alberta, Canada T6G 2EZ
Bruce Peel, Director
(403) 432-3790

University of Arizona Library
Tucson, Arizona 85721
W. David Laird, Librarian
(602) 884-2101

Arizona State University Library
Tempe, Arizona 85281

Donald Koepp, Librarian

(602) 965-3415

Boston Public Library

Boston, Massachusetts 02117
Philip J. McNiff, Librarian
(617) 536-5400

Boston University Library

Boston, Massachusetts 02215
John Laucus, Director
{617) 353-3710

Brigham Young University

324 Clark Library

Provo, Utah 84601
Dornald K. Nelson, Director of Libraries
(801) 374-1211 Ext. 2905

University of British Columbia Library
Vancouver, B.C,, Canada V6T IW5

Basil Stuart-Stubbs, Librarian

(604) 228-2298

RESEARCH LIBRARIES

Brown University Library

Providence, Rhode Island 02912
Charles Churchwell, Librarian
(401) 863-2162

University of California Library

Berkeley, California 94720

“Richard Dougherty, Librarian
(415) 642-3773

University of California Library

Davis, California 95616

- Bernard Kreissman, Librarian
(916) 752-2110 Ext. 2167

University of California Library
Los Angeles, California 90024
- Page Ackerman, Librarian

(213) 825-1201

University of California Library
The University Library

La Jolla, California 92037

~John R. Haak, Acting Librarian
(714) 452-3061

University of California Library
Santa Barbara, California 93106

- Donald Davidson, Librarian
{805) 961-3256

Case Western Reserve University Libraries

Cleveland, Ohio 44106
James V. Jones, Director
(216) 368-2990

Center for Research Libraries

5721 Cottage Grove Avenue

Chicago, Illinois 60637
Gordon R. Williams, Director
(312) 955-4545
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University of Chicago Library
Chicago, Illinois 60637
Stanley McElderry, Director

{(312) 753-2933
University of Cincinnati Libraries
Cincinnati, Ohio 1o 45271

Harold Schell, Dean, Library Admin. §

Director of Librs. (513) 475-2533
University of Colorado Library
Boulder, Colorado 80304

Ellsworth Mason, Director

(303) 492-7511

Colorado State University Library
Fort Collins, Colorado 80521
Le Moyne W. Anderson, Director
(3@3} 491-5911

Columbia University Libraries

New York, New York 10027
Warren J. Haas, Vice President & Libn.

(212) 280-2247

University of Connecticut Library
Storrs, Connecticut 06268
Norman D. Stevens, Acting Director
{203) 486-2219

Cornell University Libraries
Tthaca, New York 14850
J. Gormly Miller, Director
(607) 256-3689

Dartmouth College Libraries

flanover, New Hampshire 03755
Edward C. Lathem, Librarian
(603) 646-2236

Duke University Libraries

Durham, North Carolina 27706
Benjamin E. Powell, Librarian
(919) 684-2034

Emory University Library

Atlanta, Georgia 30322
Donald L. Bosseau, Director
(404) 377-2411 Ext. 7691

131

University of Florida Libraries

Gainesville, Florida 32603
Gustave A, Harrer, Director
(904) 392-0341

Florida State University Library

Tallah?%SEE " Florida 32306
Charles Mlller, Director

(904) 644-5211

Georgetown University Libra

Washington, D. C. 20057
Joseph E. Jeffs, Director

(202) 625-4095

University of Georgia Libraries

Athens, (eorgia 30601
Warren N. Boes, Director

(404) 524-2716

Harvard University Library
Cambridge, Massachusetts 02138
Douglas W. Bryant, Director

(617) 495-2404

University of Houston Libraries
Houston, Texas 77004
Stephen R. Salmon, Director
(713) 19-2340

Howard University Libraries
Washington, D. C. 50059
Kenneth S, Wilson, Acting Director
(202) 636-7234

University of Illinois Library
Urbana, Illinois 61803
Robert Oram, Associate Librarian
(217) 333-0790

Indiana University Libraries

Bloomington, Indiana 47405
W. Carl Jackson, Dean of Libraries
(812) 337-3404

University of lowa Libraries
Iowa City, Iowa a 52240

Leslie W. Dunlap, Dean of Library Admin.

(319) 353-4450



Ilowa State University Library

Ames, Towa 50010
Warren kuhn, Dean of Library Services
(515) 293-1442

Jehn Crerar Library
Chicago, Illinois 60616
William S. Budington, Director

(312) 225-2526

Baltlwaré Haryland 21218
John #i. Berthel, Librarian
(301 366-3300 Ext. 437 or 562

Joint University Libraries

Nashville, Tennesses 37203
Frank P. Grisham, Director
(615) 322-2834

University of Kansas Library
Lawrence, Kansas 66044

John L. Glinka, Acting Dean of Libraries

(913) 864- 3601

Unlvefélty of Kentucky Libraries
Lexington, Kentucky 10506

Paul Willis, Director

(606) 257-3801

Kent State University Libraries

Kent, Ohio 44242
Hyman W. Kritzer, Assistant Provost &
Director of Libraries (216) 672-2962

Library of Congress

Washingotn, D. C. 20540
John G. Lorenz, Acting Librarian
(202) 426-5205

Linda Hall Library

Kansas City, Missouri 64110
Thomas D. Gillies, Director
(816) 363-4600

Louisiana State University Library

Baton Rouge, Louisiana 70803
George Guidry, Jr., Director
(504) 388-3969

McGill University Library
Montreal, P!ﬁ Canada H3C 3Gl

LA
Marianne Sco tt Director
(514) 392 %

University of Maryland Library

College Park, Maryland 20742
Howard Rovelstad, Librarian
(301) 454-3011

University of Massachusetts Libraries
Amherst, Massachusetts 01002

Richard J. Talbot, Director
(413) 545-0284

Massachusetts Inst. of Technology Libraries

Cambrldge Massachusetts 02139
Natalie N. Nicholson, Director
(617) 253-5651

University of Michigan Library

Ann Arbor, Michigan 48104
Frederick H. Wagman, Director
(313) 764-9356

Michigan State University Library
East Lansing, Michigan 48823
Richard Chapin, Librarian
(517) 355-2341

University of Minnesota Libraries
Minneapolis, Minnesota 55455
Ralph H. Hopp, Directer
(612) 373-3097

University of Missouri Library

Columbia, Missouri 65201
Dwight Tuckwood, Director
{(314) 832-2739

National Agricultural Library

Beltsville, Maryland 20705
Richard A, Farley, Director
(301) 344-3779

National Library of Canada

395 Wellington Street

Ottawa, Ont., Canada KIA ON4
Joseph Guy Sylvestre, Librarian
(613) 992-0401
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National Library of Medicine

Bethesda, Maryland 20014
Martin M. Cummings, Director
(301) 496-6221

University of Nebraska Libraries
Lincoln, Nebraska %8508
Gerald A. Rudolph, Dean of Libraries
(402) 472-7211

New York Public Library

New York, New York 10018
Richard W. Couper, President
(212) 695-3231

New York State Library

State Education Department

Albany, New York 12224
John A. Humphry, Asst. Commissioner for
Libraries (518) 474-5930

New York University Libraries

New York, New York 10003
Eugene Kennedy, Dean of Libraries
(212) 598-2140

University of North Carolina Libraries
Chapel Hill, North Carolina 27515
James F. Govan, Director
(919) 933-1301

Nothwestern University Libraries
ar 60210
John P. Mcfawan, Librarian
(312) 492-7640 T

University of Nctre Dame Libraries
Notre Dame, Indiana 46556

David E. Sparks, Director

(219) 283-7317

Ohio State University Libraries
Columbus, Ohio 43210

Hugh Atkinson, Director

(614) 422-6152

University of Oklahoma Library
Norman, Oklahcma 73069

James K. Zink, Director
(405) 325-2611 or 2614
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University of Oregon Library

Eugene, Qregon™ 97403
H, William Axford, University Librarian
(503) 686-3056

University of Pennsylvania Libraries
Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 19174
Richard De Gennaro, Director
(215) 243-7091

Pennsylvania State University Library

University Park, Pennsylvania 16802
Stuart Forth, Dean of Univ. Libraries
(814) 865-0401

University of Pittsburgh Libraries .

Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania 15260
Glenora Edwards Rossell, Director
(412) 624-4401

Princeton University Library
rinceton, New Jersey 08540
William S. Dix, Librarian

(609) 452-3190

Purdpg University Library
Lafayette, Indiana 47907
Jospeh M. Dagnese, Director
(317) 749-2571

Rice University Library

6100 S, Main
Box 1892
Houston, Texas 77001
Richard L. O'Keeffe, Librarian

(713) 528-4141 Ext. 312

University of Rochester Libraries
Rochester, New York 14627

Ben Bowman, Director

(716) 275-4463

Rutgers University Library

New Brunswick, New Jersey 08901
virginia P, Whitney, Librarian
(201) 932-7505

Smlthsonian Institution Libraries
Constitution Avenue at Tenth S5t., N.W.
Washington, D. C. 20560

Russell Shank, Director

(202) 381-5496




University of Southern California Library
Los Angeles, California 90007

Roy L. Kidman, Librarian

(213) 746-2543

Southern Illinois University Library
Carbondale, Illinois 62901

Ralph E. McCoy, Director

(618) 453-2522

Stanford University Libraries

Stanford, California 94305
David C. Weber, Director
(415) 497-2016

State University of New Ygrk at Albanv
1400 Washlngton Avenue
Albany, New York 12222

C. James Schmidt, Director

(518) 457-8540

‘State University of New York at Buffalo

Libraries

Buffalo, New York 14214
Eldred Smith, Director
(716) 831-4205

State University of New York at .Stony Broek

Stony Brook, New York 11790 T
John B. Smith, Director § Dean of Library
(516) 246-5650

Syracuse University Libraries

Syracuse, New York 13210
Donald Anthony, Director

© (315) 423-2574

Temple University Library
Philadelphia, Pennsylvania
Arthur Hamlin, Director

(215) 787-8231
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University of Tennessee Libraries
Knoxville, Tennessee 37916
Richard Boss, Director
(615) 974-4127

University of Texas Libraries
Austin, Texas —78712
Merle N. Boylan, Director
(512) 471-3561
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Texas A & M University Library
.ollege Station, Texas 77843
Irene B, Hoadley, Director

(713) 845-6111

University of Toronto Libraries

Toronto, Ont,, Canada M5S 1A5
David Esplln Acting Dlrector
(416) 928-2292 -

Tulane University Library
New Orleans, Louisiana 70118
John H. Gribbin, Director

(504) 865-5131

University of Utah Libraries

Salt Lake City, Utah 84112
Roger Hanson, Director
(801) 581-8558

University of Virginia Libraries

Charlottesville, Virginia 22903
Ray Frantz, Jr., Librarian
(804) 924-3026

University of Washington Library

Seattle, Washington 98105
Marion A. Milczewski, Director
(206) 543-1760

Washington State University Library

Pullman, Washington 99163
G. Donald Smith, Director
(509) 335-4557

Washington Un1vey§1ty Libraries
St. Louis, 63130

Missouri
William Kurth, Librarian
(314) 863-0100 Ext. 4523

Wayne State University Libraries
Detroit, Michigan 48202

Vern M. Pings, Director

(313) 577-4020

University of Wisconsin Libraries
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