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ASSOCIATIQN OF RESFiARCH LIBRARIES

- -Mihutes of the 98th Meeting .
~ . .

‘ Jay K. Lucker, Presiding
The Ninety-eighth Meeting of the Association of Research Libraries convened
at the Bilt_moFe Hotel, New York City, on May 7-8, 1981, :

President Jay K.- Lucker opened the méeting by welgoming and introducing
" both the new and alternate representatives. attending their first’ ARL meeting and
the guests of the Association. )

’

iv\u. Lucker introduced James Wyatt, Program Chairman for the meeting,. and
then turned the program over to Duane E. Webster, who introduced the morning's
program\and speakers. ) . e
,\ u
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HIGHER EDUCATION'S TURBULENT ENVIRONMENT

\ Neil L. Rudenstine
) Princeton University

<
MR. WEBSTER (Offi¢e of Management Studies, Assoc1atlon of Research
Libraries): Theitheme for this mormng's session, "Resources for Managing Research

lerames,"-\was suggested By the Office .of Management Studies Advisory °

Committee’ The program is designed to reflect on the management of reseafch
libraries within a complex; randomly-changing, and often unsympathetic
environment; to explore some of the circumstances facing research library
administrators; and to take stock of the various forces that will shape the decisions
that these executives will make in the future. Within this context, the evolving role
. of* the Office of Management Studies’as a resource for ARL directors will be
highlighted.
We will begin this mornipg by reviewing some of the developments in higher
education that have implications for library managers. We will then look at some Qf,,,
the concepts, approaches, incentives, and outcomes related to planned\chang

" particularly in regard to the executive leadership role and the involvement of staff -

in academic organizations; our third speaker will examinesthe nranagerial changes
for creating and maintaining productive work environments for librarians in higher
education. There will be an opportunity for questions from the floor after each of
these first three presentations. Following the short coffee break, a panel of Office
of Management Studies Advisory Committee members will review the development
“of the OMS, its financial situation, and plans for future program emphasis. We hope
the panel's remarks will lead to a "town meeting" forum, and we encourage you to
make observations and contribute suggestions regardmg" futhre directions the
Association should be taking in library management.
$
The first speaker/this morning is Dr. Neil Rudenstine, Provost of Princeton
Umver51ty. Dr. Rudenstine d1d his undergraduate work at Princeton, and earned his
Ph.D. in hist ?ry at/Harvard His career at Princeton has included positions as Dean
of Students,” Dean of the College, and now, Provost. Donald Koepp, the Princeton
. University Librarian, has described him as better iriformed about library problems
than any other administrator with whom he has worked. In my own contacts with
Dr. Rudenstine over the last several years,-I-have seen his sensjtivity to the
cGncerns of research libraries. He displays a keen intellect, a broafébawareness of
the turbulent environment of higher education, and a determlnatlon to grapple with .
the problems confrgnting academic administrators. I am pleased to welcome to this
meeting Dr. Neil R énstine. . ‘
£
* MR. RUDENSTINE Thank you. I appreciate what Don Koepp and Duane have
said. It is a great pleasure for me to be here this’morning. The topics to- bé
addressed in these meetings are extremely 1mportant ones, and I feel privileged to.
be able to part1c1pate

Let me say candxdiy, in beginnjn that 'I have very little ‘real expertise to
offer about management or libraries. If I at all useful to ygu, it may be mainly
as: an example of the kind of person you have\to contend with continuously: another

g
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doubtful specimen, from the world of academic administration — someone who is
part of the problem, as they used to say in the '60s, rather than part of the solution.
I do believe strongly in good management, and I have an intense interest in
libraries. But I unfortunately have had no actual training in these fields. My only
specialized training in life has been in the field of Renaissance lyric poetry — where
I wandered cheerfully for many yéars among sonnets, elegies, and epithalamia. With
that as my background, you can imagine what an endless fund of information -and
insight I am likely to be able to draw upon as I confront the managerial muddles of
daily existence. -
L
The only fragments from my remote acddemic past which INind incréasingly
relevant to my present position are those late sixteenth and seventeenth century
heroic epics: long labyrmthlne, endless tales w1th an incalculable number of
chiaracters and impenetrable plots; where the hero ™ with whom I identify —
wanders from one dark wood to another, from ‘error to error, and blunder to blunder;
until thoroughly lost, and totally thwarted by a conspiracy of magicians, tempters,
giants, ahd elves, he gives himsélf over to tife dream of retirement to a sweet
_ pastoral world where "preservation" is not a problem; where "circulation" means the
ability to get around in a charming sort of way; where "acquisitions" have to do with
nmiembers of the opposite sex; and where none of the rules for anything ever change,
because there is no Library of Congress. '

o

Since this pastoral dream is, élas, only an illusion, let me turn'to the realities

" of our institutions. With respect to the. universities, for example, how can we
- characterize the .situation they are likely to be confronting in the 1980's? 'What are
some of the imtiatives they are likely to undertake in response to this situation? In

(' my remarks, T will be concentratmg mamly on developments that will be affecting

universities in their entirety, in the hope that you will trace most of the more
specific implications for libraries and librarians. I see a complicated picture, and.it
looks something like the folléwing:

First, - and this will come as no surprlse — I certainly do not expect
substantial positive changes in the economy of universities. If anything, the
financial situation has a slightly greater chance of being worse, rather than better,
In the immediate future. As we know,-universities are inherently labor-intensive.
Though parts of universities may be able to -automate and increase their
productivity, and therefore help to catech up with inflationary tendencies,
universities really fall into the category of handicraft industries. The basic, céntral
teaching and research functiohs are really more like the central functlons of a
symphony orchestra than they are like an industrial corporation. You cannot play a
symphony twice as fast to increase productivity — it does something to the quality.
So, too, there are only so many students you can pack into a .classroom. One
researcher, or even a group of researchers, can only produce first-class research at
a certain rate of speed; if you try to hurry it up, you begin to lose the very business
you are supposed to be about, from a "quality" point of view. These are really
handicraft industries, lagging, by definition, behind the rest of the economy. For
this reason, the cost of education hgs a tendency to rise faster than the cost of most
.goods and, services, even when the economy is doing well. In difficult times, this .
_differential almost inevitably increases. Faced as they are now with fresh cutbacks
"in the federal and in the state budgets, with high inflation, with reluctant taxpdyers,
with families and students who find it increasingly difficult to keep pace with
rapidly rising tuition and other fees: — faced with all these, as well as with the

. .
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intrinsic financial dilemmas of any handicrdft industry, universities simply have to
_assume that their financial circumstances will continu€ to be very difficljlt indeed.
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" Second, it may be thought that institutions with large endowments may be
better off than institutions without endowments. In some theoretical way — and, I
suppose, some practical way — this is true~ having an endowment is certainly better

_ than not having one. However, it is not generally well understood — although -«

. librarnans are likely to be'painfully aware of the fact — that institutions which are

aependent upon endowment income are peculiarly vulnerable in a time of inflation,
and the more of your revenue that depends Lﬁ>on endowment income, the more you 1
are being eroded, The reason is only too clear: if inflation averages 10-12 percent -

. In any given' year,.then a university must reinvest at least that much from
endowment earnings simply in order to maintain the purchasing power of its fund.
After a reinvestment of this magnitude, there is not likely to be very much left over

' from the annual yield. At Princeton, we estimate that we can generally expéct the
« spendable income from “endow ment earnings to rise at a-rate of about 6 percent a.
year. But if average costs are rising at a rate of 10-12 percent — or, as in the case
of energy or scientific journal subscriptions, at a- much highér rate — then it is easy
to see the enormous gap-.that swiftly opens up between revenue$ and expen.dltures.
" As a colleague of mine recently said, everything that depends on.endowment géts
N worse off every year.
. . In addltlon to the endowment "squeeze," nearly all' of our 1nst1tutlons ‘will be
- affected — one way ‘or another. — by the coming, highly-publicized demographic
squeeze. The.primary. eollege-going pdpulation — the "pool" of 18-year olds — will
decrease progresswely throughout the 1980's, simply bécausé there were fewer and
fewer chlldren born in the 1960's and early 1970's. In.fact, the number of 18-year
olds.will be between 20-25 percent fewer by the time we reach 1990. Equally
important, ana this is not so ‘often recognized the mix of students among the
18-year-old populdtion will be a very different mix. It was not just that thre were
altogether fewer .prospective students born in the i60s and early '70s, it is also,that
the upper-middle class and middle-middle class families had dlsproportlonally
fewer. Thus, the proportion of low-income, inner-city 18-year olds -~ many of them
: mlnorlty students and many of thefn Spanish-speaking — will grow significantly,
wven as the total number of 18-year olds declines. These low-income and minority
students will malnly be attendrng just those secondary schools which have ,been
hardest hit in their capacity to provide quality education. So American hlgher
educatign will be facing not simply a dramatic drop in. the number of potential

. college students, but an equally dramatic change in the mix, with a larger and larger

+ proportion be1ng less well trained.
We cannot really estimate with much accuracy the total effect of this

[ emerging development, becduse we do not know, for example, the extent to which

‘ the losses in the number of college-bound 18-year olds. will be offset by larger

enrollments of continuing education students, nor*do we know how our secondary

schools will respond to their own particular educational challenges ip the 1980's.

Nonetheless, we can be quite certain that a good number of 'institutions — p0531b1y a

great number — will suffer serious enrollment -declines, witit4inevitable declines in

income, and an inévitable reduction in the number of faculty and staff they can
afford. In. addition, many universities will modify substantial portlons of their -
curricula. in order to meet the needs of their changing studént populations -

N
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t . .
whether the needs be those of older continuing education students with quite special
Interests, or those of younger students who may require considerable work in basic

. skills.

v -
.

. If the undergraduate scene is' complicated, the conditions -for graduate
*  education can be described only as distressing.. The most recent and best study of
the prospects for graduate education, primarily Ph.D. programs in arts.and sciences,
shows quite clearly that we can expect the situation to become more and more
difficult over the course of the next 15 years, essentially because academic job

<3

openings will become scarcer and scarcer. -

K Since our tenured faculties are relatively young in average age —.having been
mainly promoted in the boom years of the 1960's and early 1970's — there will be
fewer than average retirements in the next decade and a half. At Princeton, for
exanhiple, we used to project an average of 12 retirements a year from a tenured
faculty of about 400; between now and 1990, however, we.project an 'avgage of only
SIX retirements a year. Prospective Ph,D. students, in other words, must look
forward to a arasfic reduction in the ‘number of tenured positions available in the
profession. If we combine this faet with the fact that the cost of graduate

- _education is rising very steeply, that fellowship support is steadily declining, and
"that compensation in the academic profession has suffered more seriously during
these last inflationary years than the compensation of any other major profession,

- these matters demonstrate the extent to which graduate education in the arts and -
scignces fits the classical definition of a deeply depressed industry: a long,
expensive, and rigorous training period 1s required to earn one's credentials, leading
to @ professional environment in which there are almost no jobs to begin with, few
prospects for advancement, and"an even smaller number of the horizon — with
rather modest financial rewards to boot. In the face of all this, we should expect a
awindling supply of applications for arts and science Ph.D. programs in the 1980,
ana we should expect™to see some fundamental restructuring of -much graduate
education, including the actual loss of a number of Ph.D. programs throughout the
country, - . - ! :
Finally, resources. ‘While all of this is happening, universities will, I believe,
have greater and greater difficulty finding, first, adequate YTunds for student
financhx aid (at ‘both the underglraduate and/graduate level); and, second, adequate
funds for basic research in the sciences and engineering. We all Rnow that the
federal cutbacks in these programs .are already beginning to be felt by many
- institutions, and this effect is by no means only or mainly an economic one, Without
strong federal’ grant and loan programs, many students and their families will not be
.able to afford the expemse of a university education, especially the expense of
high-cost private institutions. Without strong federal support—.f9r basic research, the
intellectual capital of the nation's scientific enterprise, the productivity of its
industry will certainly be-eroded over time. The health of our libraries, moreover, is
obyiously directly related to the health of our sponsored research enterprise; they
are closely linked financially as well as intellectually, because a signifycant portion
of.the indirect cost monies collected from sponsored projects is dedicated to gendbal
library support. At Princeton, this is a sizeable contribution, amounting to several
hundred thousand dollars this year.'In other words, if seientific research falls off,
there are bound to be repercussions for our libraries, as well as for neanly, all other
parts of our institutions. )

—
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*What I have described so far are a number of the major factors we must take
Into account 1n any effort to describe the situation facing universities in the 1980's,
- Although 1 have highlighted those matters which are likely to be the most ,
- troublesome for us, I believe this emphasis is realistic. Many '"objective" and
relatively, predictable develOpments will be.adverse in nature, and there is nothmg
to be gained from ignoring them. At the same time, ‘1 also b ve that some
'favorable changes can — and almost certainly will — take place, dep ﬁdlng on how
our nstitutions respond to the problems they ate facing. If eur 1ns ?utions are as
.good as I think they are, they are going to resist in the right way=- not blindly and
foolishly, but with energy and initiative. Indeed, some quite good things may flow
even from our adversity. Even'if we do reasonably well, however, our circumstanees 3
.will be, at best, extremely demanding, and resources w1ll be anythlng but plentiful. ¢
- I suppose the only thing 1 would remind you of is that some new initiatives may not
make life any less expensive; in my experience, almost every gdod thmg we do —
- especially everything to save costs — ends up being at least as expensive, if not
more so, including automation. If we “take this as a promlse, and bear in mind the
other factors I have described, we ought to ask more dlrecfly what implications they , -
hold for.the management and administration of our universities and our research
libraries. In this respect, 1 want to mention just four rather basic lmpllcatlons,
followed by a few more particular ones. ,

First, it seems clear to me’ that we n&xst plah for a considerable Rmount of
complicated ana significant institutional change. The, worriesome items I mentiored
earlier in-this talk are all absolutely fundamental to the structure and functioning of

_universities: changes 1n the number and "mix" of und rgraduate students;- probable
modifications of undergraduate curricula; a Steady déédline in the number of arts .and —
Science Ph.D. students, together with changes in the stablllty and design of many

+ graduate programs of study; probable reductions in the support for basic research, as
well“as for student financial aid, and so forth. Uhless we take the initiative, .
positively transforming some of these situations, while adjusting skillfully to others .
? in such a way as a minimize shock and damage, we run the risk of suffering great .
losses in institutional quality. Only recently, universities were befng described as :
entering a period of "steady state'; but I.feel certain thgt,, at. least in many »
important respects, the commg perlod will be neither very steady nor very stately ’
] %
. My second basic point is simply this: in the midst of so much relative scarcxty

" and so many forced budget redictions, there will simultaneously be increased and

often qulte legitimate pressure for expanded capacity. Instrumentation in many of
the sciences grows more complex and expensive every day. New .important
academic disciplines,continue to develop:r The demand for computer resources is
spiralling. Libraries must have more space, more sophisticated bibliographic and
other information, etc. It is often Said that we are entering a "no growth" phase,'
but this idea — as we all know — is obv1ously mlsleadmg‘ There is, and must be,,
selectife growth all the time,-if you want to be as good.in 1990 as you were-in 1980.
But this process, ol course, creates SeI‘IOUS managerial dilemmas: how do we make
the case for new resources to promote. growth, or how do we gain support for
* - significant shifts of resources from one sectpr to another? How do we decide, in the
first place, which projects really deserve long-range support?

" -My final two general points follow “from thjs last one: .that the continued .
pressure on all resource decisions will comp®l us to analyze and improve all of our
erial systems, whether-they concern budgeting, staff management and
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training, services, or other operations. We will need better information to support
all of our proposals and decisions. In this sense, there will be an increasing premium
on good management. At the same time — and somewhat pargdoxically — it-will be
equally important to remember that management and leadeyShip are not necessarily
the same thing, and that strong leadership really will be critical in the years ahead.
Better information systems and modes of analysis ‘are ab$olutely essential tools; yet
we. also know that it As possible to do quite competent analyses of problems.without
actively coming to the right conclusio There is no substitute for real ideas.— one
g0oq 1dea is worth six mediocre Studies — and these ideas often depend as much on
imagination and an intuitive grasp of situations as they do on "method," Especially
ih a university environment, it is obviously crucial to be in close touch with the
evolving academic and educational goals of the institution, and to be. in constd
cantact with the faculty, in order=dg be able — through conviction and one's personal
qualities — to "lead" as well gs to manage. S :

My concluding comments — specifically about libraries — will be very brief,
essentially because | cannot conceive of being able to say anything that you do not
know already. From my vantage point, however, the following issues seem to-me to

be of greatest importance in the years ahead. :

:
- .

- First, acquisitions. I start with the assumption that the wide gap between the
number of serious books published each yetr and the number that any single library
can buy will remain great, and may widen even further., That means we will have to
give even more intensive and systematic thought tol;he ‘whole process of
aequisitions, especially as graduate school (and other) progkams. ghange.. It medns
creattng 'ways to make better-informed selections; 1/t_ means that facdffty and staff
selectors must have ‘clear budgetary,respon,sfbilities; that coordinated collection
devglopment among neighboring institutions will.become mor important} and so
forth. It may be, of ‘course, that as graduate educatior® contracts, there will be
.opportunities for some cost-savings. But it will .be hazardous to take .too
short-sighted a view of, such situations. And it may also be the case that as

' universittes search fbr coptinuing education gnd-other students .to replace 18-year -

olds, they will also place few demands on their-librdry acquisitions budgets.
Second, related to acquisitions, we need ‘to find ways of dgaling more .
effectively with problems created by publishers dnd other groups outside the
library. A start has been made on the problem of defining sfandards for the quality
of paper to_be use€d in book-publishing.- In additidn, it would clearly be hejpful if
ways E:ould, be found to mitigate the fiercely-rising costs of many seientific
journals. We need to have a study of what is caysing the-differential rises in-these
journals and indeed get ‘to puBlishers and other involyed parties to try to put some
“dampening effect on this, or eyen persuade the aéagemic associations to take these
journals elsewhere and have them produced more chedply. Otherwise, the shape of
our acquisitions budgets will be véry badly distorted in-short order. . v
v . c
) Third, delivery system'[s-. . If,'..wéy assume that o6r various bibliographic
information networks will soo;be closely linked, we can expect library users to have
access to a greater and greater fund of knowledge about the books they might i/yish'
to consult. Yet, simultaneously, given the acquisitions probléms already mentionéd,
they can expect to have a smallerand smaller proportion of such volumes on hand in
their own library. The cumulative effect of these contrary developments — more
bibliographic information but proportionally fewer books — will soon begin to.place
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-very great pressure on the problem of delivery syste'ms. *It seems to me that we

we- have dorie so far, at both the regional and national levels. We are building a
_frustration model." As we get better and Hetter at sharing bibliographic information

explain to people that they can find out where everything Is but, cannot have any of
. -1t, or we must find ways of getting them to it or it to them better than we do,now.

- Fourth, space will remain extremely _expensive to build, and even more
expensive to maintain. I assume in addition that we will have essentially no extra
money to invest in new staff positions. At Princeton, for example, it has been’
several years since we have had net additions to staff — indeed, as we have.
automated some functions, we have paid for the automation through- staff
reductiops. In general, we will have to continue to find imaginative and more
efficient solutions to space and staffing needs, and we will need to find persuasive
ways of explaining what we are doing, and why. ' O A '
Fifth, automation. Clearly, in a lot of areas, we will hgve to keep ahead.
Wwhat are the big problems? Up-front money, evaluation of .the systems to make
s  sure they are really going to deliver properly, and theqj’blanned transition so
.everybody does not have either heart failure or a nervous breakdown with all the
things being tried out and installed, €te. Use of automation will increase in several
areas: acquisitions, delivery systems, ete. The only thing to be wary of —- as I am
sure you all know — is that jt always costs more; it never costs less. If you can find
a machine to do exactly what that one staff person is doing, it will do so faster and
cheaper. The trouble is, they do not design such'a machine, but rather they design a
., machine to do 20 other things as well, while everybody wants it to do 30 more
things! So, you increase your capacity for funding swore things, and that, of course,
increases your costs, and there you are in that dilemma. We are going to have to
carry out projects and muddle through it. But it will.w€an more staff training,
better control, better g‘Valuation systems, more thoughtful selection of all that
hardwayé, and worries about how to keep it up once we have it.

. = L
’ Finally, just two last points. While we control our costs, while we do all the
*other crazy things, it is terribly .important to remember that wé must not be
shortsighted. These are the great libraries and the great collections. And, unless
the collections are preserved properly, unless we buy rightly, wisely, prudently but
still as much in the major fields as we can afford, unless we are the engine fon the
academic enterprises of teaching and learning, then there is really not gll that much
. %o be gained from just controlling costs. There is just not all that much to be gained
“from balancing the budget, unless the intellectual heritage is there with quality and
¢'shape, and usable for the future. Without this, all the rest of our little gyrations
will not make any difference.

So, let us not be shortsighted in cutting costs; though we havk to cut some, we
must preserve the' fundamental fields and preserve the basic collections, letting
them grow in the right way. It will be more important 50 years from now, I promise
you, than anything else — which is related to my second, very practical point. ’

v v AN < . "
L Quality-is crucial, not just to surviving, but to be able to survive-at the highest
“ level and’in the best way, in terms of qgality of performance, of attracting
. additional resources. The quickest way to:go down the drain is to cut costs in such a
. . ' -g-
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need to 1solate and attack the delivery-system problem even more intensively than

and worse and worse at buying books, we.are asking for trouble, and we must either
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way that nobody is interested in you any more. The best way to preserve the

strength of libraries and universities is to keep them strong; keep the quality up, .

persuade people that they are worth,investing in and that you are going to.control
the bugiget. You are going to fight the battle, but they must give you the resources
if they want these precious institutions to survive. So, paradoxically, gettmg more
resources depends on maintaining our quality and makmg that derponstratlon in'such
a way that people will invest in us. If we do that, [ believe they will mvest in us. 1
believe we will remain strong, and that we can beat these probler{]s'

:
* Kk % k k X

~

.MR. WEBSTER: Thank you, Dr: Rudenstine.
comments., I am tempted to call this "The Decade to Dread," rather than a
no-growth period. We now have an opportunity for questions or comments from the
floor. .

LN

" UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER: Everybody is stunned!

MR. HARRER (University of Florida): . Do you see as 'an alternative to
periodjcal publications in hard copy any sort of system of electronic storage and
distribution of research that will serve the purpose, or does "publish or perish" mean
you must be in print on paper?

MR. RUDENSTINE: There is, of course, that side of the engine, isn't there!
Unless up and coming faculty members can have their material read and circulated
and all the restsof it, it will be hard for them and hard for learning, on the whole. I
‘believe we can make some gains in the direction you mentioned. I am not
technically-expert enough to be able to make the judgment, but my experience
suggests to me that these developments comg¢ more slowly than you have guéssed.
One always hears stories about how quickly we are going to be able to transfer
.nformation. It turns out to be enormously expensive, as you know. There will be
some breakthroughs, but I do not see electronic publishing, in ten years, materially
affecting the whole problem That is why 1 like to beat on the publlshers, quite
honestly . ' .

.MR. JOHNSON (Emory University): Could?‘you comment about, the faculty
perspectlves that you see, and to what-degrees are faculties accepting the kind of

presentation you have just made? We all agree with what you have said, and I think -
that is why you are not getting more questions! But, one of the problems we tend to’

see is the different perspective of faculty and researchers.

MR. RUDENSTINE: To what extent do faculties agree with all this? That
varies tremendously, obviously, from person to person and institution to institution.
A lot depends on how much, quite honestly, your budget officers and provosts are
working help you and ] believe that is an area where we have to make more
progress. We have had a tremendous effort for a few years-to’ present to faculties,
more often than they would wish,-all the financial*details that are hounding us. Our
major budget committee has faculty on it. I make four presentations a year to our
umersity council; I will make two presentations to the faculty about the budget,

and I keep reminding them all the time. So, I would say, you can soak them, you can”
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marinate them, you can indoctrinate them into a vision that is eloser to reality.
Even that will not solve all our problems, because there is always the question of
"Well, I know it's right, but use the means of that person over there!" Nonetheless, I
believe you can create a much more realistic environment than, five or ten years
ago, we expected you mjight create. ; " s .

MR.. McDONALD (University of Connecticut): Maybe my question is a
corollary to the previous one. You spoke of the need to contiwue to -grow, and I
think we all believe ini that. .No library wants to be a block dn the legitimate
-aspirations of theﬂfacufty. So, we will have produgtive growth, let us say. But, is
there anything that we are willing to give up in the universities? Is there program
evaluation and reduetion going on? I do not see it. )

MR..RUDENSTINE: Is there anything we are willing to give up, and is there
program evaluation and reduction? Again, I can really only speak to our €xperience
a+ Princeton. We have, since 1970, put the entire university through the wringer
three times, in 1970/71, 1973/74, and 1978/79. Each of those times, we have taken
between one and two million dollars out of the operating budget base, in reductions
in staff, reductions in faculty, réductions in operating budget,.reductions in
programs. We have dropped, totally, one graduate program; we have trimmed,
substantially, four graduate programs, and cut back two or-three undergraduate
programs, to the point whére they are able to function’only in a very different way.
We have dropped other administrative staff, dozens and dozens of positions, etc. We
accept ghe fact that every third to-fourth year, Princeton simply has to count en
trying, to take one to three million dollars out of the operating budget. It can be and
must be done — otherwise, we will all be ruined. This ought to be a systematic
expectation on everybody's part. Our faculty does not-tike it, bukexpects it. It is
simply established as a rhythm now. :

MR. FRANTZ (University of Virginia): Have you found that part of the.
probleni is not onjy dropping programs that exist, but not approving programs that
are coming up? It often is an unwritten law in faculty meetings that you do not
shoot down your colleague's new program and also an unwritten law that the library
is usually the last to hear about prograin changes. Soigetimes, a department will .
propose a program that is marginal, but it is very hard for other colleagues. to say™
"No, we should not have that," without internecine warfare breaking out! Do you
see that as part of the difficulty? ’ : ‘\\

t is_part of the difficulty — no\,question.\ Sometimes the
programs, alas{ are legitimate,.and you have to approve then®. Sometimes you can
. Here again, I think, in every institution, you need help from the
president, the! dean, and the ,provost. And, you need better structures for
coordination. You must have people on the curriculum committee. If you have.a
curriculum committee, vou must have the provost or someone at that point.to say,
"Well, what abqut the impact here!" Our curricylum committee, before it approves
a single academic 'z2oursé or program, requires that the department submit &
standard memo, with a line item asking "What are the new resources that will be
required for this," i.2., faculty, library resources, operating expenses, etc. And,
before the dean of the faculty or I will approve it, we have to make sure either we
have the resources in ou: ,pudget or that we can get it into our budget or in our cash
flows, or whatever. Right at this momefit, Don Koepp does not kn’&@v it, but we are
holding up two programs, One of them looks simply like & faculty position. But if
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that faculty posmbn were approved, it would have enormous consequences for .the
* library, for the art museum, and several other places, and we must sirhply say "no "
"until we know where all the resources are coming from. =

So, I do"not mean to say there is perfection out there, but there are systems.
A lot depends upon how your curriculum is generated and who approves it, and where
does the proposal for a new course go, is there budgetary officer at the other, end of
it with a form that can be sent back, saying, "It's marvellous! How much is it-going
to cost, ahd do you have the resources?" And, they may not have the. resources, but
you think it is so important to the institution that you must do it, anyway, and you
have made a "priority" decision, and have not just fallen into something. You must
look at you own internal system. - -

*
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PLANNED CHANGE IN ACADEMIC ORGANIZATIONS

-

. Herbert R. Kells
Ut ‘Q‘ Rutgers University.
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MR. WEBSTER: The'notiohféf‘pressure for change leads naturally to the next
discussion. We are goingsté look at some of the strategies for introducing and
managing change, particularly in academic organizations. The second speaker this
morning is Dr. Herbert Kells, Professor of Higher Education and Information at the
Rutgers University Graduate School of Library and, Information Studies. He
graduated from Rutgers with degrees in the fields of Applied Biochemistry and
Microbiology, and has worked at a variety of institutions; including Harper College,
the State University of New York at Binghamton, and Claremont College. He was
formerly Associate Exécutive Secretary.of the Commissioh on Higher Education of
the Middle States Association of Colleges and Secondary Schools, where he worked
with over 300 institutions in developing his model for institutional self-study, and he
1s actively engaged 1n training campus tgams o pugsue the self-study process at
their institutions. Dr. Kells will”"discuss’ "Planned Change - in Academijc
Qrgamzations," drawing on lessofis learned from a decade of 'experience with
institutional self-study. N ’ ' .

MR. KELLS: When Duane asked me to speak here today, I was reluctant at
first. Even though I am situated at the Rutgers Graduate School of Library and.

_Information Studies and teach there part of my time, and even though I have known

sonie of the people in this room for almost 20 years, from Binghamton, Rutgers, afid
California, I am not a librarian. My question- was, *Why should they listen to me at
all." But, an experience I had about siX months ago came back to convince me that
perhaps I should say "yes." I do training for self-study processes in colleges and
umversities for four of the six regional accrediting associations in the United
States. One of them is the Northeast Association. Last.August, after running a
three-day workshop near Seattle, I was waiting in a pasteboard-type motel for an
edrly flight home; and could not sleep. I turned on the television, and a person some
of you may have seen, Leo Buscaglia,— a Professor of Education at the University:' of
Southern California — captured my attention. He is-a charismatic speaker and has
the ability to keep gymnasia full of people in rapt attention. That evening, he was
talking about listening, emphasizing that we do not listen very well to one another.
He told a story.of a man driving a car on.a mountain road. of course, it was the
typical dangerous sityation, with fog on the road, no guard rail to6 keep him from
going off the side, treaghero,'us conditions. Around the curve came another car in
the middle of the road. He swerved, just enough, and in that brief second when the
car went by, a woman put her head out of the window of the other car.and said,

_"Pig!" Naturally, it startled him. He was threatened, anyway; h *heart was

beating, and it just overcame him. He turned and put his head out the ‘window and
yelled after her, "Swine!" He went around the corner — and ran {nto & pig'

-

I would like to share with you today some of my ten years of experfence with
self-assessments in various settings. It has been marvelous experience,‘but I mu t
says in looking back at these efforts on the part of colleges and universitigs to look
at themselves in useful ways, it is not a very good pigture, and it is not very
encouraging. In many self-assessment efforts, the potential of the studies -- for the
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orgamiatnon, for the students, for the faculty members, for the users of research
libraries — 1s great. I feel strongly that self-assessment is important, and that its
potential for institutional improvement is great — it is just rarely realized. Today, I
am going to put forth some postulates that I,would suggest you follow when you.are
approached by ARL or other agencies to engage in self-assessmént and,\therefore,
influence thT planned change of your organization.

I will begm with a hiStorical note and a suggestion about the politics and power
relationships in organizations. The most interesting work I have read about this’

subject 1s that of Burton Clark, lately of Yale, now of UCLA, in a short, very
well-written, and popular version of his important work about power in American
organizations, particularly colleges and universities, entitled "The Benefits of
Disorder."l [ recommend it to you. What Burton Clark does is to consider how
universities have evolved, where the power is in our organization, and what that
nmeans for‘us. He points out that our system of cdlleges and universities is not run
froni the top; 1s not nationally organized, there is no ministry of anything telling us
what to do6. This provides some marvelous advantages: competitive pressures,
flexibility, responsiveness., And, | would argue, these continue even under some of
the conditions very ably described by Professor-Rudenstine. But, what that situation
brings for us, and one of the things | would like to talk about today, is the many
people wanting to mind our busmess

s 1

Because we are relatlvely autonomous, we do, therefore, seem 'to relate, and
we .are asked to relate, to many levels of many organizations. There is &
coneatenatlon of demands complicating our institutional lives. Many' agencies and

iiterests seek documentation about our colleges and, our libraries: parent -

institutions, state agencies, consumer mterests thejpress professmnal agenc1es and
assoc1atlons and federal bodies. * -
. ° Y’m . ’ .

There is no need for me to rehearse the external pressures which bombard
Anierican postsecondary institutions, and your libraries ingparticular. We are all
wmware of the multi-faceted and often overwhelming deman¢s placed on
administrators and faculties as well as the professionals in our libraNes. Some of
the.most mte\restmg work about that has been done in ‘this area characterizes our
academic professionals as being placed in a situation where they must endure”
multiphasic work overloads, trained for only part of what they do, pulled in about six
or eight different dit'ections. It is very difficult to ask thoSe people to engage in
some of the processes we consider through the OMS and in response to other
requests. But, much can be learned by e iming the experience of self-assessment
attempts conducted (nder these condmons ﬁ colleges, primarily for regional
accrediting agencies.

These agencies.\are an atiempt at self-regulation and self-improvement by
institutions in a particular region. They promote improvement.by promoting
self-assessment processes and by employing peer evaluation teams and accreditation
teams and councils. One of their major messages, "know and improve yourself," is
often misunderstood because of the anxiety levels associated with peer review, by
federal funds eligibility, and by other aspeets of the process. The agencies find that
institutions do- not seem to have much ongoing Assessment capacity, and that
periodic, organized, participative self-assessment exercises are rarely related to
coherent, useful planning ventures‘as part of 'a cycle. These agencies find that
institutions woula rather not engage in the requ1red self-study process. That they do
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so reluctantly and, therefore, usually enter into an overly descriptive, mechanical,
poorly-led, somewhat "safe," often politicized, multi-committee venture. Such a ’
process leads to the productlon of a fat, barely mana%eable report. Indeed, the

process too often seems to have been orgamzed to writd the report rather than to
study the institution. Such reports are bound, stacked,)s#nt and forgotten, as far as
the life of the institution is concernred. Sometimes useful changes result, but the
potential for broad-scale institutional renewal, assistgd by useful assessment of
peers 1s largely unfulfilled in these efforts.

The institution's reaction to such regiopal stimulus to self-dtudy and review is
mixed. The leaders usually tout the benefits of a peer-based process, particularly in
preference to a government process, and usually after it is over. But, before the
review, with some notable and 1ncreasmg1y frequent exceptions, they -abhor the
diversion, and complain about the waste of ;me and funds. Larger institutions, such
as research universities which contam or are related to research libraries and wh1ch

. often have multiple accreditation relatlonshlps, often stagger under the weight of
the system. The institutions usually see the self—study requirements as compounding
state-mandated study and planning requirements and any locally-initiated efforts.

.. Reactions of administrators and faculty members range from "more busy work"to a
deep resentment ‘about the usurpmg of 'time which they feel is better employed in
providing teaching or other services or research. It is not hard to understand their /

_ | reaction, when one ‘considers that one public university in the Northeast was’
. recently visited 40 times-In one, three-year period, with most of the visits requiring

* .some kind of prlor-Self-aSSessment, .o .
< f \ , N - v
- What do the state agenc1es perceivé about these assessment efforts? It:is no ,v

surprise that as the.economic situation grows worse and as state coordinating
boards ,gain power, state agencies hatveg been in¢reasing their demands that .

" institutions - study and plan, coordinate, cooperate and evalugte —' ‘almost
constantly. Very little of ‘it is coordina\ted with institutional or accredltmg
schedules, and most of it assumes that fl,Ilm out forms and answering questionsis
the essence of an assessment. Institutions grow weary and angry, aware that many
of their responses to such efforts ape not that useful and confident that more of the 1

- sgme is surely not the answer. They question ‘most of the simplistic assumptions and
methods and what they see_ is a gross lack 'of sensitivity to the nature of the
academic endeavor. Theéy react strongly, often politically, and an adversarial

- situation usually develops with both sides losing! \steadlly in the resulting climate.
, At the institutional level — i.e., with resp&act to those efforts that occasionally

are started by institutions without external stimulus — many of these‘ame reasons

.pertain. Unfortunately, the leaders of our instit tions are rarely able to sort out the

demand for study and planning imposed by external sources, and certainly have

- * difficulty deyeloping a local agenda for study, planning, and action amid these
constant and often conflicting demands. In the ahsence of a strong, locally-initiated )

agenda or, if you will, management phllosophy‘and process, the style is, perforce, .

reactive and wasteful The same band of" hardworking folk on the campus are

dragooned into serv1ce in a\Seemmgly never-ending sequence of studies, planning

efforts, "eommissions to chart the futuce," mission and goal efforts, MBO T.

superimpositions, program review — you name ‘it. Few institutions have decided to

collapse it all into a logical sequence of locally-centgred study, planmng,

implementing, and repeat. A$ conditions worsen and the incidence of other than

improvement-orjented studies (e.g., cost-efficiency studies in order to. cut, back
f 4
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" . look at organizations. How does one assess the effectiveness of

>

\
- programs) increasesy the prospect for establissl‘ng such control, for securing a {

. reversal in the conditions, and for improving‘ \the "nature of institutional

self-assessment certainly grows dimmer, particularly\with respect to the largely
politicized institutions. . .
Thefe is one other impor'tant aspect which must be addressed coneerning
institutionally-initiated assessment efforts. It is tl\e atter of technique and
expertise. ~A most perplexing reality permeates almosf &very setting I have seen.
Neither campus leaders nor other professionals — at least hose draffed into
service in the assessment effort — seem to have a clear view of how to go about the
task. They have neither a usable theory nor a model whieh they can call forth to be
, the basis for the effort, nor do they seem to have a reasonable level of expertise.
They flounder for a-system, a “handle.” Many grab\ at the first " plausible,
understandable approach which is suggested or that comes \along ‘at a reasonable
price. They do not seem to'bring the same level of prof\ess onalism to tasks like
assessment or planning that they surely must apply to the, pupsuit of knowledge in
their own disciplines. This sad condition, of course, also réars its head concerning
other major aspects of the management role — organizing,\budgeting, staffing,
traning, and the like. It is for these reasons that some of us ha je attempted to run
self-study workshops, and the reason why at least my’book, Self-Study Processes?,
was written. - o \ ’ .

So, this self-assessment landscape is complex and discouraging. What I would
like to do is suggest a few things that I think would help, at least & bit. First, some
more theoretical considerations, then several practical-suggé§tins.' I would nq} .
think of accepting an assignment as a consultant to another organization, or going
on a consultation or accreditation team to another institution —'belit a university or
a library — unless I had g set of theoretical and practical postulats with which to

in grganization? It
was ong of the things that plagued me most in my experience at %idle Stgges — the
di'fficuftly that these organizations have in taking experienced, willing, often eager
evaluation committee members and training them to do their role well on someone
-else's campus. In preparing staff members- for accrediting agehcies and for
associations like this &nd all the others, it seems that we need m\Pr clarity about
how we should proceed. Here are several considerations of mine. |

The first is that the primary motivation of the assessment éffort usually
determines jts ®ffectiveness. Basically, assessments can be interpally motivated
and directed or externally motivated. Both of these can result in'some|institutional
improvement. Although external requests are often helpful — some leverage helps
sometimes — it is at least an order of magnitude more difficult to create useful
change in the case of a mere response to -an external stimulus. ;Bdth kinds of
motivations require that some local criteria levels be set or emplo‘&ed indicating
worthiness or significance in regard to the- problem  or deficit in a| particular
program or activity, but the internally-motivated process is u'gua ly loc‘ally
determined and controlled by the professionals who must use the results of their
determinations and who aré therefore (potentially) motivated to sol\ve the given
problem and implement the solution. On the contrary, the externally-motivated
study often- imposes .criteria, methods, and procedures determined plsewhere
(unfortunately, usually not predictively valid ones) which may or may not be
applicable locally and may or may not result in useful, constructive develgpment at

. Lo
P
. . | -
. . - { -
- g =~ i
. [ {

) ~ ;
. L
1
1
|

" I
‘A - .. 4




.-

- variables also affect the design and, therefore, the result of tyse\ processes, buy

L
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the institution. As a ‘secbnd part of this, \\i't is ‘pos’sible to reorient
externally-initiated processes to become internally-mot 'y&ted processes. v
. A . ¢ /

‘ Closely linked to that little postulate is the secorid one. The effectiveness of
an 1nstitution should-be assessed using two basic compléementary strategies: 1) the
relationship between goals and your sense of goal-achievement, and 2) how well the
\nstitution seems to function as an ongoing, responsive, vital organization. By goal
achievement I mean assessnfent over time, using a system — e.g. facts and opinions
— developed by your own people to look at the extent to which your intentions for
your organization or program seem to be achieved. d@al achievement studies .
cannot prove that the instifution caused the outcomes’ which are sascertained .
because of the laeck of controls and.the variationNn ipput antrintervening or external
variables. If studies are undertaken for improvement purposes, the studies can look
for patterns of outcomes which should but which not occur. Then basic elements
or focal points for examination, development,\and’change have been created. This is
an absolutely critical dimension._for assessors and for-ghose planning self-assessment
studies to understand — and it is usually misunderstood, ,\ l B

[ 4

The third suggestion. Since institutions are run by peoplé, assessment must be
accomplished by people. This has very ihfportant implications for the leadership of
the process and for process design. The design of the process must match the

_institutional circumstances, and the ‘'steps, 'sequences, roles, tasks, and organizgtion
of the process must be psychologically acceptable and appropriale in terms of the !
leader's interest and posture. Basically, if the leader is’'enthysiastic that the propces
be successful it has a much better ‘chance of being successful. | The availabil t

he

useful information about the program-{institutional research) and a long list oflo
people-oriented and-design dimensions a:‘"e‘critical.

. And fina}ly, an assessment effort must yield to strategies for\a commitment to
useful change. This is the most common shortcoming I have found in reviewing
_hundreds of study processes, evaluation schemes, and resultant reports. "Most point
out, or intend to point out, "areas of need," "problems," or even "re ommendations."
But the procéss usually stops'short of institutional dommitment t6 change or evengto
study priorities, roles, ete. Such a.process is, therefore, not on oing. _There are no
links to the future. It is isolated and mgst of the effort is wasteg. | “

I would like to offer a few .pragtical. suggestions' in light \f these. basic
postulates. Firs}, to- the maximum extent possible, invert all exte nally—(i;nitiated
assessment efforts to become internally designed and motivated assegsment” efforts.
This is an important task that the leadership must undertake. It assumes, of course,
that the institutional leadership cares about improvement and is open enough to
permit local professionals to periodically and frankly\ assess progress in meeting
goals and to study the way the institution finctions. And, sadly, some f our: leaders
at American colleges and uriversities are not too comfortable with that.- This also
presumes that state or other external agencies — the/péople who co and agk you
to do things — care about institutional ifiprovement and that they are wise enough
to see that such & strategy of orienting the study to internal needs and agendas is
better in the long ruif, and can also meet the short run needs of the agency., It also
recognizes <h“at various criteria can be used to point to strengths and| weaknesses,
and that some of these may well be suggested and/or adopted locally. It also

recognizes that, even in potentially adversarial situations, an improvemrnt-—oriented
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can be made to work over time. (Those of you that are
associated with major Apferican universities might-be inferested in a recent article
by, Arns and Poland, in(the Journal of Higher Education, addressing .t\hat;top,ic.3
They specifically give sbme experience abou planning and assessmfant efforts .in
adversarial situations.) f r A ‘
7 o

. . el » s
When entering into an. OMS study,.I would $0Egest that a basic decision ought
to be made whether the “self-study is conducted to improve management qgr to

- improve the library. Whenever possible, I suggest the latter. Internal],yfgr%nted

processes can yield valuable insight, political advantage through self-awareness.and
confidence, improved morale, and useful. results, Externally-oriented processes,
which are "paste-on‘", partially informed, superficial, and reactjve rather than
proactive, are always expensive, showing very little, if any, useful results for the

funds and time invested. . o
S - N 2]

- The sécond'thing I would suggest isthat you vigorously establish-and maintain

the institution’s own cyclical agenda for study and complementar planning
. factivities. This should be the primary and the controlling agenda. _ DofRot add an
ARL self-study on top of, or next to, three or four major other studies,” reviews,
market or other surveys in departments. Make it part.of the basic thrust; integrate
It or do not do it. This recognizes that institutions want .to reduce duplication and
presumes that institutional. leaders want and can benefjt from a solid, useful,
periodic eycle of study and planning. Many ihstitutiong do not.have a useful eyele of
study and planning, and if agencie$ reduce the duplication and mindlessness by even
50 percent, institutions can be guided to establish other schemes. There is no "free

i lunch" in the self-assessment business, but it would be nice to be able‘to control the

menu, to decide that lunch can,.and should bg served somre time between 11:00 a.m.
and 2:00 p.m., and even to enjoy tRe food now and then. o '
Third suggestion: design’ the proeess well. Start with? an overview of the

status quo — problems, goals, staff member weariness, availability of information,
any goal achievement or other related étudies, the extent of‘staff turnover, the
nature of the informal leadership in the institution, the priorities, the local agenda
%ér the next couple of years. Build the process, its depth, breedith, participation
\}evel, steps, and sequence of activity with the foregoing in mind. Use a sequence,

Use intensive rather. than ssly protracted activities. It is possibl€ to do many~

.+ of the things we ask people to doNn these processes by scheduling them at the right

time, with ‘pre-task planning, so that the information they need is available. Many

stages can be cohducfed in a concentrated week-end seminar or retreat, with the
“right people at the right time, with the right questions and the right‘ipformation. .

My fourth suggestion is to include the commitment to act, to develop, to
change,-or whatever is called for, as part of the assessment sprocess. This means .
that the reports that result from the process fremember, the reports are not the
process, and the primary purpose of ‘the process is not the writing of the reports)
should include agendas for action, priorities, schedules, roles, and tasks. R

’ N .

I brought along something else. This |is a self-study repcgt produced by a
6,000~-student institution, which is a result of a, well-designed ‘study process. It has
recommendations for chénge and strategies to achieve it, with, respect 'torevery '

major aspec the institytion. The report is readable; it can b put in a raincoat
pocket, and read by a busy board or .foundation member. It has many other -uses.
) T
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_The self-study process was not conducted on that campus to produce this report.
-This is an important result, but just one of the results of that process.
&~ . v e

'

hda. It is a relatively simple enough agenda. Make the study
internal, integrateit into a usable, ongoing cyele of self-study and planning that you
control. Design the process well, for the proper use of human resources, with
intensive activities, good leadership, and a host of other things which I touched on
very briefly today. And, plan to achieve results froin the very time you start to

"design the process.’ ) . .
: " ¢

So, that is my age

y of us to reducer thé assessment morass, and .
ntable scheme, But, it is
and [ think you are
der these materialsi:

‘ I think it will take years for man
replace it with simpler institutionally-based, useful, accou
worth the effért. 1 applauds the ARL effort in self-study,
launched on the right track, with the staff you have, to'consi

Thank you for listening. -
v

”~

Herb. As you can tell, Herb is not a blind disciple
his experience is consistent with some of my
to the notion of motivation, use of available
and the responsibility for:

~ MR. WEBSTER: Thank.you,
of the-self-study process. Certainly,

) experience, particularly with regard to
) processes, the orientation, the eommitment to change,

execu%nye leadership to the management of that process.

. ’ . I *. )
N N /
) ) -
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. THE ROLE AND CO.NTRIBUTIOQJ “OF LIBRARIANS TO CHANGE ’
IN HIGHER EDUCASION -
e . Paul Pohlman o ;
o University of Chicago
/ ' : R

MR. WEBSTER: The third speaker this morning is Dr. Paul Pohlman,
Co-director of Management Institutes of the Human Resources Center at the
"University of Chicago. His undergraduate work was accomplished at Cornell, his
graduate studles completed at the University of Chicago. His specdalty is
orgamzatlonal education and development programs. These programs involve work
. with both private ang) public sector organizations, analyzing needs and devetoping
~and 1mplementing educational programs for managers. As Co-director of the
Management Institute, Dr. Pohlman engages in teaching, administration, faculty
coordination, and &onsultation with orgamzatlons interested in developing their own
staffs. 1 first met Paul about five -years ago, when he was working with the"
Umversity of Chlcago Library.on an orgamzatlonal development project aimed at
constructive, involvement of the library staff in a systematic planning and
prleem—solvmg effort. His experience provides him an excellent basis on which to.
discuss the recasting of library organizations, to make a more productlve and
challenging and rewardmg settmg for. academic libraries.

MR. POHLMA N: \Thaxks, Duane.

I though{ I was j introduced myself e¢arlier today as — a management
eaucator. But then, Neil Rudenstine got up and made & nice distinction between
"leadership" and "ma‘nagémeﬁt " And now I-consider myself a "leadership" educator!
I take it that. management, the way Neil was using it, really takes a look at the
*whole control process: planning, budgeting, makmg decisions, being systematic,
ete. The work I do with libraries and librarians is.really leadership training, i.e.,
getting librarians together and looking at how they take initiative, how they develop
thewr staff. I have worked with a number of libraries, including the University of
* Chicago lerary and the Center for Research Libraries. I have even been out in the
wooas with a group of publlc librarians — they happened to all be women; [ have not
yet lived that down — in a "retreat" setting, domg some leadership training. So, the
-leadership training that.l do in libraries is really looking. at an individual's
interpersonal skills and mterpé?sonal competence in working with his or her staff.

What I would like to do for a few minutes is talk about and put myself in the

role of one of your staff members. Let us say that I am one of your department’

_ heads, and you have come back from an Association' meeting and are talking to me

. about "effectiveness." I hear this word "effectiveness" often nowadays. (Monday,-I
was at the convention of the American Newspaper Publishers Association. A
number of Ronald Reagan's people from Washington were there, including Secretary

" of Labor Donovan. And, as ‘they were talking about costs and cost-effectiveness
‘ ratios, they seemed to use the word "effEctiveness" in terms of lookmg at and
making political decisions about programs. But I think we have to use it 1n terms of
effectiveness of our human resources and how we manage our human re ources.) $o,
here you come back; you are talking to me about "effectiveness." I ht well thmk
of that as pressure on me: sb the head ot:.my research library wants me, in some

.
L} M -
: - < ! \>) '
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" way, to be niore effective. Should I act defensively? Should I circle the wagons SO
to speak, and say, "Well, we are already éffective, in my department what ‘will we’
N do to increase effectlveness""
& . ’
: One ‘way — and I think Neil was suggesting it — that we might have to act in
the future 1s to trim our sta(fs. Neil also used the words: "put through. the finger."

Last year, our organization at the University of Chlcago reduced its staff by half, It.

is always difficult to trim staff. (The only "trimming" I used to do was on the
: Christmas tree; 1 would trim a little bit, and take a few branches off. 1 thought
when people said "trumming staff," they mlght bring \n Weight Watchers and have
.- everybody trim a httle off. But that is, in fact, not what it means. ) So, sometlmes,
»1n terms of improving our effectweness we mi'g'ht have to trim staff. But, let me
consider the "effectiveness" issue in this instance mainly as an opportumty for me 8as
one of your department heads to work with you to develop my ‘capabilities and
abilities as a manager. »
; ‘ - .
~The adult education . literature today talks a lot about ”competenc1es." Our
people are exceptionally competent. And, what are their competéncies? To do
what they are doing! And I take that to mean, "What knowledge and Skills do they
have to do what they, in fact, should be doing?" But, what I would like to ‘do, as one
of your department heads — because I am starting to feel an increase # "this
pressure on me to be more effective -- is to engage you in a process, a simple
process, which will lead to my development on an individual bas_ls.

) The first step 1n this process, I would suggest, is taking a look, with you, at my
. Job: my~ functions and respon51b111ttes, my relatlonsmp with my staff, and.my
" relationship with you — not focusmg ‘on my.personality but-on the job that I have to
go as the head of the department. In all the work we do with organizations and with
Libraries, we try to be job-focused, so that people get some understanding and some
feeling for the responsibilities of their specific jobs. We probably have been talking
for years — the two of us, you as the director and me as the department head — and
so we probably already’ have some understanding. But, I would like to focus on the
job and really challenge the two of us to take a good 100k "at what the important
priorities on the job are and what I really should be doing. I do not ‘have time to do
all the things I must do. I have had to trim staff and trim the budget; I have had to
trim and trim, so I want to be clear, now, with you on what it is that I am to do —
what my respon51b111t1es and author1t1es are - so there is no mlsunderstandmg
_between the two of us. . A

Now, the agenda I arfworking on is my own development. I want to become

niore eﬁfectlve rather than just let the "effectiveness" pressure make me defensive,

and start to avoid proplems. So, the second thing I want to do with you is to
actually sit down.and talk with you about the progress.that my department and I

fave made on certain of the job functions or job areas that we have examined. I

] want to take & look, at the progress specifically by an exchdnge of information in
-, terms of my department. The more specific and the more open we can be with each
other, the better off pe are going to be. I want to build a good worklng relationship

with y'ou so that we can, in fact, work on my.development ‘and my effectiveness as

a manager. | also want to look at the problems I am having in some of the priority
areas and identify those problems wjth you. And the third thing I want to do is take

. a look at some of those problems and develop some goals and objeetives that’l can
begin working on Mth my staff to improve the wdy the department runs. I want to’

- A
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be clear aboygt that. I'know you do not have much time and I know I am busy. But
what we have got to do here is improve my effectiveness and that of my
department So, ‘we must really™sit down and work on_ that together to reagh some
decisions so that, once fve establish some direction or even some crf?

evaluating what the outconie of that direction should be, then I would like, in the
monthly meetings we have, to set up an evaluation process, SO that you know and I

.. know how things are going, so that the commumcat;on is cleary-so that we do, in

fact, évaluate the results. .

Now, 1S there any way that can improve my abilities as a manager, my
conipetencies if you will, in working through this program? Let us take just a quick -
example Let us say, for example, that one of tHe areas that I am-weak in, or that
we have identifiea as a problem, 1s staff meetmgs with my department. We have
agreed, in the past, that monthly meetings with the staf{feare a good.idea. What has
happened, in fuct, 1s that I meet with my staffy but maybe only once a quarter. I do
not like nieetings; 1 am not a good meeting leader; I do not, like to interact with
many people at once. So, I have just let it slide. The’only .problem: I can see that it
hus cuused 15 that people do not seem to be quite as well informed as they might be,
although I have also received some feedback on motivation. "How can we, then, work
on’ iy management competencies, my managenient capacities, in this partlcular
area? We huave 1dentifiea 1t as a priority item and-as a problem, and now we must
take a.look at.i1t and see if we can plan for my improvement, for developing my
effectiveness as a manager. We must to try to lay out a plan. Perhaps you are a
good leader “of meetings and I will go to some of your meetings*and observe you in
action. Perhaps there 1s another ¢epartnient héad who can help me out. H‘b.e third
way, the one I hke the best, is to get my staff to give me feedback, or constructive
criticism, at.the end of each meeting. I can ask “them the question openly: "How
can I improve my meetlngs" and listen to the feedback I receive. Then I waht to.
review the results of this plan with you to see if | can isnprove my ‘effectiveness, I
am talking primarily about "effectiveness," not' in terms of the way, the Reagan
Cabinet 1s talking about "effectiveness,” but in terms of my own management
capacity, my own 1nterpefs<mal competence, my own ability to lead. I want to lead
my staff with energy.
effectiveness. and, most of all, I want to help develop them — and I cannot, in fact,
help acevelop them unless | am developing my<&®wi.capacities. L,

This kind of approach 1s’ a self-help approach. It is really a process for
individual developnient, based on a couple of key principles. One is that you and I

) are willing to build a good working relationship around the work itself, and the ather

as that I have sonie commntment to my ‘own continuing development as a manager
and proféssxonal in your OI‘g&an&thB‘ﬁ ) . .
~ & . . .' - -
I am.going to stop here. L. wan\t\t*o w1sh you good luck in developlng your staff.
Thank you very m

y

WEBSTER: _ Thank you, Paul. I appreciate those comments that
comprj%vt the equatlon »We have talked about some of the pressures act1ng on
fesearch 1brar1es precipitating.the need\or processes for chafige. Self-study.is one
method for’ that. -But, fundamentally, the equation has to include the elements ‘of
handaling people's problems .and improving managerial: effectfveness, and I think you
have coveriedthat area very well. ! .

ria for’

I" want: to take risks with them, I want +to 1mprove thelr,

<



PANEL DISCUSSION: OMS CAPABILITIES, FUNDING,
AND PROGRAM AGENDA FOR THE '80s*

MR. WEBSTER: This part of the program is intended to build upon the earlier
s?ﬁon We have looked at some of the pressures and some of the opportunities
faing us as managers in an academic settlng Members of "the OMS Advisory
Committee are going to continue, discussing in particular the evolution of the
Office, some of the financial circumstances that we face at the present time, and
the program agenda being developed for the next decade. We are goir to leave a
considerable amount of time for your comments, questions, and reactions to what
the Office has been doing and what has been said this morning, and I would
encourage you to provide us with-your reactions.

I mlght also comment on the Advisory Committee structure that the Office
enjoysw. The Office was originally created as an outgrowth of work by a joint
committee of ARL and the American Council on Education (ACE) on investigation
of problems in university library management. In the early years, the joint
commiftee was the major adyisory mechanism for the Office. Subsequently, the-
ARL_coemmissions were established, and the management commission specifically
providgd direct advice and assistance to the, Office. In 1977, the Board established
an advisory committee which includes at %e representatlve of the Board who
chairs the committee, to work with the O 'in reviewing ns and exammmg
annually program. prlormes not only in termsyf accompllshment or progress made
in accomplishing priorities from the previous year, but also-in examining, very

ec1flcally, the major projects scheduled for the ensuing year. In that process of
;‘ iewing and monitoring our progress on priorities, there is a built-in expectation
that we are attempting to be responsive to the needs and ‘interests of the ARL
directors. This session is another attempt, on our part, to test thrat. Members of
the advisory committee are going to share with you some of their perspectlves on
how we have arrived at where we are today. ‘

The first speaker is Page Ackerman, formerly the University Librarian at the
University of California at Los Angeles and presently a visiting professor at the
University of California at Berkeley School of Library and Information Studies.
Page has had a rich career in librarianship and has made numerous contributions to,
both the profession and ARL. I have found her advice to be a mainstay in dealing
with the evolving fortunes of OMS and she is particularly well-suited to reflect on
where the Office has been and what it has accomphshed since she has worked with
us, first as a library director and participant in the Management Review and
Analysis Program, as' a member of the ARL Board of Directors and, now, as a
member of the OMS Advisory Committee. '

MS. ACKERMAN: Thank you, Duane. I liked that part about my "rich
career". Very nice! This morning, I plan to.race through.a very sketchy context for
the discussion’at the end of the session. In approaching it, I have asked myself three
questions: what produced the OMS; what is it suppose to be and do; and, what made
it what it is today? I plan to answer these questions, in an extremely selective way,
saying something that I hope will be relevant to the open discussion we will have.

*As 8 background to the discussion, a Position Paper prepared by the OMS Adv1sory
Comml(tee was dlstrlbuted to the Membershlp See p. 94.

~
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forces, I believe, and it is worth looking atfthat combination,. and, perhaps, thinking
about what kind -of combination w¢ may neéd in the future. In the first place, a new
President of the Council on Library Resources, who was fresh from a university
presidency at Washington and Lee, let it be known to the Board of the ARL that he
and the Council had a deep and continuing concern about the improvement of library
management. That was in 1967, and I can just say a few words that might remind
you of the context within which librarians were working in 1967. Program
budgeting, student unrest, accountability, steady-state, etc., had just cope into the

First, what produced OMS? A very :Ejdal combination of circumstances and

vocabulary, or at least recently for librarians who had been through ‘a period of '

optimistic expansion, so that those forces put librarians in a frame of mind to be
concerned about what they perceived to be steadily increasing expectations on the
part of administration, staff, and students, and deereasing or stable resources with
which to meet those expectations. Not surprisingly, then, the meeting of minds
between the Council and the Board and Membership of ARL moved very quickly,
resulting in the appointment of Booz, Allen and Hamilton (BAH) to do a study of the
problems of library management. .

When Booz, Allen and Hamilton completed the report, it found problems in
every traditional area_of mianagement, including the relationships between libraries
and university administrations, and in the cooperative relationships among libraries
themselves. BAH also produced a plan for action and, as you know, out of that plan
for action the management study of Columbia University developed, and the Office
of the University Library Management Studies — as it was first named -—- was
established, with Duane Webster as Director.” Duane's first assignment was

participating in that management study of Columbia University. So, in 1970, Mr.’

Webster went to Columbia and, in 1971, spent, apparently, a very active year. What
he was doing was not very ev1dent unt11 his 1972 annual report came out. That
report presents what I believe is the best statement of the path the OMS was to
follow.

First, Duane reported that he had generahzed the Columbla University sﬁxdy
*ana had developed a basic management tool, prlmarlly an assisted management
self-study which he described as "guidelines for use in performing an internal study
and evaluation of management policies, activities, and results." He had already, I
believe, begun to recruit libraries to take part in that study. In the second part of

the report, covering the future of OMS, Duane laid out what appears to me to be a ~

path that has been followed, almost” to the letter. In his "Remarks on the Future,"
this is the way he described the path ahead: } .
¢ A}
Future activities of the Office will continue to draw on the experience
of the Columbla study, MRAP"‘, and related projects, in order to make
© the fmdmgs avallable to libraries. This calls for a project orientation —
that is, conduct of studies that will lead to the development of
management toqls. . Product orientation will Shlft, in time, to a service
orientation based on the produects. . -

And there'is this final statemeqt:

*Management Review and Anal'ysis Program

9
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Another shift in activity will be a move ‘toward promoting the use of -
. management tools and procedures rather than concentrating on research .
and development, for, in view of the limited capacity of the Office, it is
doubtful that research can be given a major emphasis. o

Now, what I would like to point out is that, in the early reports of Booz, Allen
and Hamilton, there was a kind of theoretical, idealistic view that ARL should be
responsible for mounting & comprehensive research program in practically all of ft%
management fields that BAH had covered. This reduction in the scope of th
program — which I think was wise and inevitable — is a departure from some Of the
original thinking of ARL and, to some extent, I think it is part of an unfinished-
agenda. The current programs. of OMS appear to me to follow directly from the
statement made by Duane in 1972: "the Academic Library Program, which includes
MRAP and all the sons of MRAP; the information services program; and the training

. services program. I would just like to say one or two things about what made them
what they are today. e .

For 'one thing, they are reflections of circumstances. In the first place, and -
basically, they are the reflection of the original purpose of the BAH report, with
certain moaifications. They are also reflections of the basic research done at
Columbia. Al of the models that have been developed were based directly on that

w«study. They have been revised, improved, adapted, applied in different ways to
different areas, but that is where they came from. They are also based on the need
to make the maximum return on the investment in staff and money that the Council
on Library, Resources, primarily, was making, at least for the first fiye years of the
program. The staff, at that time, consisted of one professional; now it is six.

The programs also reflected the capabilities, the energies, and the limitations,
of course, of the staff. But, beyond what it reflected, the OMS was influepced by
two major agencies or groups of people. The first was ARL, collectively and s

- individual directors, in a variety of ways, from participating in and eriticizing
* MRAP, to responding to the needs of the information services for suggestions, to
participating in the training programs. The second major influence was, the Couneil
on Library Resources, without which I believe there would not havé been an Office *
of Management Studies, and whose fisca] support made it possible, for the Office to
grow and to broaden in scope and depth. But, beyond the fiscal  §upport, the
relationship between the Council - and the  Office, the mutually-supportive
Interactions that have taken place between the staffs of these two agencies have
enriched not only OMS but the Council's programs as well. One example of this is
OMS publications; many of the research monographs resulted from the investment of
the' time of a Council fellowship intern on a subject. Although the program
. broadened to include' non-ARL libraries, as I look back and as I read reports, it is
hard for me to see any basic, major new influence on the scope or the depth of the
program itself. The non-ARL libraries have provided opportunities for experience
and they have profited; also, the funds these libraries have provided have alloM
OMS to become more self-sufficient than it would otherwise have been.

I would like to end by saying that, in a way, the 80s are a new decade. The
Office has been built into an integrated, responsive »mutually-supportive system of
staff development and organizational development programs. It is mature, but itis -
still responding te the agenda of the '70s. The agenda of the '80s is the agenda that
you must help the Office to determine. The many forces operating are the same as

- d -
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we have heard this morning, but there are some new emphases. And among the
unfinished business is perhaps a research program, maybe an effort to address the
two problems that have been mentioned but that have never really been addressed:
the relationship among libraries and academic administrations, and the relationships
among libraries, particularly on a national basis. Thank you.

MR. WEBSTER: Thank you, Page, I find it a little unnervmg to be quoted
from ten years ago'

MS. ACKERMAN: That is the way it is!
'} ) ) /R—f

MR. WEBSTER: Yes! I hope the annual reports are all that consistent. The
reports have been produced over a period of years and attempt to reflect not only on
what we are trying to do but also our general strategcy There has been a
considerable effort invested bpth in being descriptive and i indicating to the
Membership the directions we are taking. r

Our next speaker is Dr. Irene Hoadley, Director of the Texas A&M Umver51ty
Library. Irene is presently a member of the ARL Board of Directors and this year is
also Member-at-Large on the ARL Executive Committee, as well as chairman of the

OMS Adwvisory Committee. She will review, briefly, the evolution and current’

financial circumstances of the Office. X ‘ .

MS. HOADLEY (Texas A&M University): Thank you, Duane. Let me start off
with just a little hit of background. As Page pointed out, OMS began in 1970 with a
very small staff — Duane and one secretary — and a very small budget of about
$40,000, all of which came from the Council on LiBrary Resources. Over the
ten-yegr period of the Office's existgnee, support has grown to a budget of about
$475,00U0 for 1980-81.

Most of the support over the ten years of OMS's existence has come from

sources ‘outside of ARL. Direct ARL contributions to the Office began in 1974-75,
with about $5,000, and have grown in the last six years to a level of $55,000 per’
year. Over this perlod of time, support has averaged about $30 000 from ARL.
Beyond the actual dollars of support that the ARL has provided to OMS, the
Association has also contributed in additional ways, with such things as fiscal
control for the Office, guidance and assistance from the ARL staff and the
Membership, in terms of the advisory committee: and its predecessors. I have not
made any attempt to put a dollar amount on these because one cannot ‘accurately do-
so with those kinds of services. The other support for the Office has come from a

variety of sources. The Council on Library Resources,” over the ten years, has’ .

provided. about $890,000; the Lilly Endowment has provided $140,000 over a
three-year eriod; the Mellon Foundatipn provided $500,000 over an eight-year
period; the National Endowment for Humapnities has provided $150,000 over a
two-year perlod Thus, we are talking about con51derable levels of support.

The thl[‘d category of support for OMS is tfrom serv’lce-éeneratmg +Oor
cost-recovery activities. For the last three years, this has averaged about $100,000
per year for the Office. Because most -6f the support for. OMS has been from
funding agencies and not the parent organization, priorities for OMS have sometimes
had to correspond to the priorities of the funding agencies, i.e., gearing projects to
the funds available. Some grants have provided general support for OMS, allowing
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the Office to determine the priorities. For example, the early support fror?ée
Council was of this naturé. In some cases, OMS has been able to obtain funding to
address a ‘priority of ARL, such“as the ‘preservation project presently. under way.
But in some cases, it has been necessary to obtain gr for activities that were, in
a sense, peripheral to ARL interests, just to }Mg to mé#intain the Office at
its present leyvel. An example of thlS is the StRall Library Planning Program funded
by the Lilly Endowment. N
s

Overhead from these projec¢ts has tributed some relevant services. But as
a result of this situation, OMS was beginning to move away from its original goal.
The primary goal, as Page pointed out, was to serve the interests of the ARL
members, but for financial reasons, there was some movement away from that goal,
and the OMS was in a position of pursuing some grants of peripheral importance to
the ARL Membership in order to get funds to maintain a sufficient level of staff for
- the full range of activities which it offers. The OMS Advisory Committee spent the
past year teying to resolve this issue, trying to find a way to minimize’ OMS
involvement in these peripheral but economically vital projects. As a result, OMS,
durlng the past year, moved to program budgeting, in order to get a clearer picture
of 1ts operations. A five-year projection of OMS finances indicates a fairly firm
budget through 1982-83. But beginning in 1983-84, the budget is more speculative,
based on projected projects and activities.

In January 1981, the Board approved a set of priorities for OM#nd part of
that action included an increased commitment from ARL to the OMS Office. It was
the recommendation of the OMS Advisory Committee that the level of support be
doubled from the current level of 12 percent. The committee would like to build a
very solid financial base centered around ARL support, thus allowing OMS to
maintain an emphasns;'_on ARL library needs. What would be the impact of this
increased support? First, it would assure cont1nu1ty of the progrargsx and,. it- is
hoped, would contribute to controlling increases in costs to members. should also
provide contmumg funds for the developmental work going on within the Office.
OMS operations would continue on a cost-recovery basis, and it would not be
necessary for OMS to seek projects for the sake of funding. OMS would then seek
grants curected towards the expressed needs and interests of the Membership.

I think we also need to consider the alternatives for OMS if ARL support is not
increased.. OMS can go along in its curkent mode.of attaining grants wherever
money is available, even if these thldgs may be of peripheral-interest- to ARL
members. It is also likely that it would be necessary to reduce the level of activity.
Some current OMS’ programs would have t@:be discontinued. Another alternative
would be to charge more for the existing services, and institute charges for some of
those services whlch are now provided at no cost.

One other point:] wanted to make, since we are talking about money, is that
OMS has made a conscious effort at cost reductions in the existing operations. 1
think you all know what has happened to travel costs and, if you have been involved
_in OMS activity within the past year, you know that the staff have'tried to combine
trips and otherwise economize. They have also examined their office operatlons and
have been able, by redefining some of their activities, to-make some cuts.

OMS is right now at a juncture in its development. It can move forward into
some new activities while maintajning the current level of operations, or it can
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become an essentially stable operatdon, relying solely on the current programs, using
grant opportunities to determine ny new development. OMS has contributed, at
least indirectly, to activities within every ARL library, and we hope that the
financial base for_the future wijll prowde -everl more benefits for all of the
‘members. Thank you. \ .

~

- MR. WEBSTER: Thank you,\Irene. The last person with a formal assignment
this morning is Louis, Martin, Direbtor of Libraries at Cornell University.* Lou was
. the Associate Executwe Director\af ARL when the OMS was cdreated. He has
worked 1n several research libraries,\ayd with his varied background and experience,

is well qualified to talk-about the diredtion we should be taking.

MR. MARTIN (Cornell University): N am not really here to tell you where we
ought to be going, but to implore the “Membership to help tell the advisory
committee and the staff of OMS how we can best respond to their needs during this
very interesting time. Page Ackerman qui accurately characterized the
beginnings of the OMS. As Steve McCarthy and K happened to be there at the
beginning and, although we were not the primary movers in the establishment of it,
the trip down Memory Lane was rather interesting. I suppose, with all of the

. skepticism with which I viewed the 1ntr<*:ctlon of management into the ivy offices
of the ARL — and | did have a good deal of skepticism about the Booz, Allen and

; Hamlton/Columbia study and gha; whole role of management, the jargon of which I

“did not understand — it is only *flttlng that I am still on the advisory committee,
—— being asked to help, as best: I can, the OMS to continue its very important work.
' AndI am here today to ask for your help in determining the OMS agenda for the '80s
in a way that is truly responsxve to the needs of the research library community.

The questlon is relahvely simple to ask; arriving at the answer is'much more
difficult. Basically, we want to know what the Membership needs from the OMS
over the next few years, if we are to cope somehow — and I avoid. the word
"manage" — in this particular decade. Both Page and Irene have pointed out that we
have grown, as most organizations do, circumstantially. We have seized the moment
—— meaning dollars now — to stay alive. We tried to do what was possible as well as
we could, while inching toward an up-to-date and coherent program of assistance to
the research library community.

But, the tinre' for inchgng is gone.. We would like to take a leap even greater
thah those that have been taken over the last five or six years to really attack the
. problems of the research library ‘cemmunity. Page and I, for example,”did not
compare notes before this meeting, but I wa struck by the fact that she alluded to
the old agenda of "research and development" as being one of the original: thoughts
. in the Booz, Allen and Hamilton study and as being impertant for the research
library community to undertakes In my notes, I had written, "Are there new or old
capabilities that we should develop?" The fl;st one is "research," with a very large
question mark. The advisory committee} tRe Board of Directors, and the OMS staff
can only go only so far in determining .the ‘general answers to the directions of the
Office of Manage€ment Studies. That there will be future directions and a future
important role for the OMS, even greater than what it has beeh in the past, is, to my
mind, unassailable — and that is saying a good deal. I would not have said that some
time ago. It is determining the agenda that is extremely important if Duane
Webster, the staff that has been developed, the advisory committee, and the Board -
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, are to proceed with some confidence. This is what we hope the "town meeting"
~ _ aspeet of this program will elicit.
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+ The advisory committee has an important role to play, and we do not shirk

. that. We are, to the é;!gree we can be, there to ensure that the Office of

Mmanagement Studies is well-managed, and besides reviewing, the budget, we are

there to be able to tell the OMS that this particular projeet is or is not in the best
interests of the large number, of people, whether or nof there are trade-offs.

I will sit down, in the interest of turning this over to the Membership, where™
this part of the program belongs, after concluding with one final note. Where is the
real mpact of the OMS over the last ten or eleven years? From my singular and
biased point of view, I believe that the OMS has created an awareness of what we
can do by developing management skills within the research libraries and, to some
extent, within the larger academic community, because I do feel that the work of ,

. the OMS on 1ndividual campuses has had a ripple effect throughout those campuses

’ and has had some impact on what Hank Edelman says is our real job: the training

. and educatipn of university administrators. In a_relatively brief period of time, OMS

has turnea out, through its various programs, & good-sized cadre of trained and
sfimulated men and women who, ultimately, are going to be the answers to the-

problems we face in the '80s. That is the essential ingredient of any management

program — to turn out skilled, dedicated people who are both good managets and

gooa leaders. But, the OMS Advisory .Committee needs the’ input of the

Membership, and one very important question is how best to go about strueturing

thote mechanisms of ecommunication that will insure the kind of input which will

make the work of the Board, the advisory committee and, utlimately, the OMS as

s .+ effective as it can be in meeting the needs of this audience.

MR. WEBSTER: Thank you, Lou. I gfm also going to ask the other members of
the advisory committee to be available, for comments and reactions to any questions
you might have. They include Frank GriSham, Frank Rogers, and Martin Runkle.
Now, I would like to open the floor to any comments, questions, or perspectives you
would like to share. N ‘

‘. MR. ANTHONY (fyracuse University): Ten years ago, I was, involved in the
« studyat the Columbid University. As Page pointed out, it became clear to us, early
in our deliberations, that the effort being made at Columbia was not going to
provide a philosaphers' stone that would be readily applicable to other institutions.
Thus, the development of the Office of Management Studies, which, I believe, has
performed well. In partial answer to one of the questions that has been raised is the
fact that we must identify the individual problems that exist on various campuses,
recognizing certain variations and variables, and address these problems
accordingly. This is a step that must be continued and, I would agree, another view
or review of the mechanisms needed to do this more effectively and efficiently has
to be developed. . - .

MR. WEBSTER: I am not sure that requites a response. [ would liké to -
mention - that: the notion of.self-study strategy is,” in fact, tailored to be
institution-specific, to allow a particular library to define .the issues it wants to
address, as well as the euteomei‘ihai_itﬁis.seeking.__lt_is not_an attempt to force on_

_libraries a Columbid model or any other model of organization staffing. '

: . . R I
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MR. MARTIN: Questions from John McDenald.and Ray Frantz this morning
raised the issue of programmatic developmerit within the university as it impacts
the university library, and how the library is not iﬁf a position, many times, to
influence that development. From what Neil Rudenstine said, I would, \asstime that
Princeton is somewhat better off than other institutions in terms
administrative procedure for program review. At the institution in which I wark, it
seems that programmatic decisions are made at the assistant instructor level and

that case too much! The central administration of the universities in which I
worked tend to be sympathetic toward this problem and wholly unable to do anyt ing
about it. I just wonder whether, since it is essential and central 'tq the problems

all face, OMS might do a bit of research -- I do not even know what it would lopk
hke or anything else — into what I believe is an essential question within academe.
Or is this overstepping’ the bounds of OMS? ,

MS. ACKERMAN: The paber on research libraries from the Association of\
Anierican Universities Research Universities Project is. very encouraging, but it
seems to me that to address the concern you have raised we must look at joint
efforts. To answer your question, I do not think OMS, by.itself, has an appropriate
role in library relationships vis-&-vis the ‘administration. However it ‘might have
such a role as part of a joint effort. The pressures on academic administrators that '
we heard about ;his%morning may be great enough, perhaps, to offer at least,an
opportunity to consider such an effort.

MR. PINGS (Wayne State University): 1 want to disagree with Page., In the
beginning, the OMS concentrated on situations from the top dowm, i.e., how we gre
mapeging. The problem I see here is how do we manage and support units within an
nvironment — that is, not just within our own institution, but almost ﬁlanet-wide?
If we had some good management techniques that worked intet:narn{, they ought to
be tested externally, because if we are going to have to deal with cutting back
serials, changing services, accommodating to technology — whether it is - copying
machine or whatever — this takes management. This means that the people for
whom we are managing those facilities must’ participate and make the” value
Judgments. It seems to me that is one of the things OMS did promote and was
getting the information through a kind of parity arrangement,

Now, how do you get the faculty involved in these kinds of things, or the
university as an institution? That is "mtanagement." Perhaps it also takes some
leadership, but where does the leadership receive input? 1 do not see the
management of a library gseparate from the rest of the university. '

MS. STONE (Catholic University): I am here as a guest, and perhaps I should
not be speaking, but I just wanted to say that, 8§, 8 pioneer for management
improvement some twenty year§,ago; I think that somgpof the members of this
Association do not realize the'impact that OMS has had on the nonnfembers of yaqur
group, which I have found as I have made contacts'throughout the country. This
ripple.effect, when the history of this period is written, will show that OMS has had
a major 1mpact on the improvement of library management, to the great credit of
Duane Webster, with whom I have had the good fortune of working over the years.

MR. McDONALD (University of ‘Connecticut): Betty Stone's remarks prompt
me to say that it seems to me that, as I was there at the création — I was on that .

o
° >

-29-

o




kd

<

>

ARL/ACE committee, and have always taken a kind of t’atherly interest in Duane — .

I should like to see ‘OMS continue to prosper. One of the important functions of the
OMS, I believe, should be a kind of eonsciousness-raising. If you can make a
" manager out of Lou Martin — or ahy of us’-- that shows you are doing a job! .
.o, ,

) Now that I am invélved with this PETREL project, Iguess'm'y thoughts are
running more toward professional education and training, and I am, wondering
. whether this consciousness-raising that you &re“so good at, Duane, mlght\be more
directly applied to the-library scho6ls in this new climate. As Betty saill, there has
been a conSiderable ripples effect already. I would like to see that accel rat,ed and I
think that the interest that has now been generated by PETREL might provide the

» opportunity for doing that. As I study your documents, I do fot see any direct or
speclflc reference .to this sort of thing. It-may be something that you and your

. adv1sory commlttee and the Board mlght wish to consider more directly,
= t

MR. WEBSTER: I think that is a good point. Of course, we have talkeda llttle

. bat about some of the 1ssues mvolved and there certainly are opportunities. .

il

MR. FRANTZ (Umver51ty of’Vlrgmla) This is a very small point, but I wonder, |,

_as you enter the next ten years, if you might want to consider changing the name of
" your Office. I believe "management" is too restrictive; to me it implies "minding
the store well,"” and I believe, from what has been said this morning, that we will

have to get into more imaginative areas. If we Keep using the word "management," \

it might imply a restriction in our thinking and oppertunities. For example, you
might want to consider, as a financial crunch is on us, what is a reasonable
inconvenience our faculties-ought to experience to save money. Words meén a lot
and terms mean a lot and might be that this-is not the best term for your Offlce.

L 4
o

MR. WEBSTER: There has been, over theoyears, a fair amount of dlscussmn

over what we should be called. We have® trled {o.make it brief, with "OMS." It is a

, topic that has been brought . up in the advisory committee, at several points, as to’
whether the term Ystudies" is an appropriate term for the Offlce, or whether it

should be "services"; whether wé ar® tglking about institutional development, rather

than m%nagement whether we are looking - at ore of " a
research/lnstltutlonal-s pport. »capability than ' management traifiing. Other
comments?, T, . .

MR. WATERS (National Agncultural Library): Loo‘kmg at the first page of the
Position Paper Csee p. 94 37, I was particularly interested.in assumptions three, and
four, and 1 wondered if you could elaborate on them ®riefly. These dre the
assumptions that you will be concerned with interinstitutional cooperatlon and ethat
you w11°l be using a pre§cr1pt1ve approach to projects undertaKen. ' »

.. "MR. WEQSTER I would be glad to respond, and perhaps the committee w1ll
help me on these points, too. The approach that we have taken from the outset is to
provide -direct assigtance to institutions in strengthemng their own internal
capabilities, whether#it is through additional infor mation, through study techniques,

through tramlng and preparation of - thelr Staffs. We have not, te -this point,
focused on or particularly empha51zed bringing” instjtutions together to solve
cooperatlve or interinstitutional problems. The Association is very well equnpped

for examination of those issues which .are joint problems, ete. Our attempt is to" |

focus principally on the resources member_ libraries need to-§trengthen their own"

v
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internal capabilities. The committee has encouraged us to expana that, horizon.and
to talk about not only collectlons, developing colléction management within an
institution, and strengthemng our understanding of how we allocate and collect
items and how to organize a staff to manage that operation, but also jaddok vely
carefully at how we can Strengthen the de{mn -making processes that affect

segeral institutions, arid can serve to strengthen resource- sharlng, for example,
ong & group of libraries, We do not have a specific strategy in mind, but the
notion here is- that~ perhaps the best help we can provide is .to look at the
dec1510n-maklng/governance mechanism on an institution- ‘t?mstltutlon basis: -

N Concermng the prescriptive approach:to projects afd services, there .has-been - .
a sense; in the Systems and Procedures Exchange Center particularly, that the
Office has emphasized solely a descriptive approach; that, even though we have been
selective in the document$ and materials that we include  in that information
clearing-house, our orientation is simply to refledt the current state of the art in a-
descriptive fashion, rather than to attempt to he prescriptive by saying, "This is how
you should be making decisions in specnflc areas." Instead, we have tried to be
descriptive. on how an” activity or service is approach&d in a variety .of different
libraries, with the hope that that can be}sed in an ldea-generatlng, problem-solvmg,
orgamzatlonal improvement fashion. .
We believe that there are some areas — and I think Ray Frantz was touching
on those earlier — in which the Offige could be quite helpful by havmg more
definitive data on whgt should be done about some of these problems rather than
simply desctibing the variety of approaches being taken in various institutions; to
become more specific in what individual libraries should 'be doing with performance
aEpralsal with °staff classnflcatlons, with preservatmn problems, with complex
managément concerns, etc. There is a sense, on the part of the advisory committee
— anq they can comment on that if they would like — that there is a.need to be\
something more than simply descriptive, and that we should also be evaluative and
.make sgme judgments ébout what is good about these current practices. If you have '
noticed the specific flyers and kits over the last year, -there has been séme
movement. toward belng somewhat more than simply descriptive in a general
fashion, particularly im\the last twq preservation flyers and Kkits, as well as the last

two kits on services. .

-

+ MR. ESPLIN (University/of Toronto): It is very clear from today's-program and
from what we hear all the time that we afe faced, in the coming decade at least,
with the management of increasingly scarce resources, and that will lead us even

-further into the managemént of cooperation between our institutiors and other
lnstltutlons, and the management of the whole nation’s . management and
coordination. I would suggest that ¢his is the field where, going back to the original
report reemphasized by Page Ackerman and Lou Martih, there 8Bgssibly would be
some useful research afield. .

MR. WEBSTER: 1 -would like to reiterate -again that:the character and
philosophy of OMS is attempting to be reflective of what you want and are able to
use in terms of organizational development within your own libraries. The Office
continues to seek your comments and reattions. We can usg them, through direct
‘comments to Office staff, or through the well-established governance mechanisms

* of the Association. :

.
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" THE IMPACT OF THE HEA TITLE 1I-C PROGRAM:
THREE YEARS EXPERIENCE AND FUTURE PLANS

Dick W. Hays
Department of Education o

MR. LUCKER: This morning's program is in two parts, covering the Title II-C
program and the Association of American Universities' report on research Iibraries.
The entire session will be chaired by Carlton Rochell. Because of a death in the

* family, Jim Heas was unable to be with us, and will not be-on the program. -

MR. ROCHELL (Nkw York University): Jay, good morning. The first part of
the program is on "The Impact of the HEA Title II-C’' Program"* Three Years
¢ . Experience and Future Plans." Our speaker is Dick Hays, who is currently Acting
oa Assistant Secretary for the Office of Educational Research and Improvement, ¥
ot addition-to His duties as a Deputy Assistant Secretary for the Office of Libraries and

Learning Technologies, in the Department of Education. Dick holds a Master's

degree in Public. Administration and Political Science from - the University of

California at Los Angeles. He’has serygd in a variety of positions with the

government over the years, and he has taught at the University of Redlands,

Michigan State, and Bakersfield Community College. * ’ .

‘ ) - N

Eoffowing Mr. Hays".garks, a reactor panel consisting of Patricia Battin,

Vice esident and University Librarian at Columbia University, Kenneth- G.
Peterson, Dean of Library Affairs at Southern Illinois University, and Arnold Goren,
Vice-Chancellor at New York University, will ‘respond. There will, then be an

ifopportunity for questions and discussions from the audience. . )

" MR. HAYS: Thankiyou, Carlton..,I am’ delighted to be here. I was gromised
that the respondents are very kind early in the marning and I have looked forward to
that, and also that most of the members of the audience would be sitting by people
who had received grants so we would have everything under control when ‘the

__ question period came‘.\ :

As Carlton indicated, I am one of the "utility infielders" in the federal
government, and have played that role for a number of years. Currently we are
going through a great deal of -transition. In fact, at this point the only appointed and

: confirmed member of the new administration in the Department of Edueation is-the
Secretary. Other administrators Bave been designated and are now at the
Department; the April, 27 ARL Newsletter reported on the new Assistant
Secretary-designate for Educational Research and Improvement. -

These are busy and interesting days. Let me just quickly report on a number’
of items, particularly an ‘Update on the revjst%f the regulations for Title II-C of
the Higher Education Act (HEA) currently under way. First, a brief general ‘history
‘of the federal investment in libraries. We can actually go back to the Morrill Act of
1862 — that is really when the Federal Government,started making its investment in
higher e'duq'a"tioﬁ. ARd, of course, the Federal Government has had a standing
commitment to supplying its own library services through the Library of Congress’
and somg of the. fine departmental libraries. But it was not until 1956 that the
Federal GoverpmentJprovided direct support to any type of library system in the

A . - .
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United States. The program was called the Library Services Act, which later
" becanie the Library Services and Construction Act (LSCA). LSCA prov1des support
pglmanlf for pubhc libraries, grid was at first intended only to extend and improve
- serviees: toyeople in rural ?Efis In° the 1960s, the great days of the Great Society,
school libraries were lnclu ed as a supportable item irf the federal budget, and the
Higher Education Act was passed to provide support for ,college and university
hibraries, training, educdtion, and researcl and demonstration projects: In 1976,
HEA's II-C program, "Stréngthening Reseafch Library Resources," was added.

I will not get into the political aspects of II-C™qnd how it-came to be funded at .

. that time — some of you probably know that histdory better than 1. But the

‘ fundamental rationale behind II-C was' to provide support for the well-being of

research and scholarshlp in this nation and that the research libraries, are the

essential ingredient in that support; the major research libraries are the muscle of

our research direction, and it would be in the national. interest to make sure that

these fine institutions are maintained. Additionally, the activities and resulting

1mpac‘t~of these institutions cross state lines — ceptainly, it was beyond state and
local responsibjlity. Thus, a law was written and passed.

The program started with a lot of high hopes, as all legislation does, and I
think a lot of expectations were created. For %xample the program was authonzed
at $10 wmillion, and the“law stated that u to 150 grants would be awarded annually.
But reallty set in shortly after that, an flMppropr)atlon was at a lesser level
— appropriations usually are — about $5 mllllon We are now at an appropriations

- level of $6 million after several years. We have had many requests for support, but
we are able to fund onl’S? a portion of the proposals that are submitted.

I would like to take a'look at the first three years of ‘the program, and
comment briefly on some of the policies that have guided iti The first critical
policy decision was that there would be very few awards. It was actively debated

. within the Office. of Education and in the Office of the Secretary of Health
. Mducation, .and Welfare, with the decision°made — at a higher level than the Offlce
" of lerarles and Learning “Technologies — that there would'be very few awards
given. “In fact, the’ discussion started at six grafts, then escalated to®12, before
finally dec1d1ng to award 20 grants. The rationale behind that-number was that the
awards to be given were to be significant enough to complete & job, and that the
II-C program was not to become another Higher Education Act Title II-A; the money
. ., dppropriated under that, Title is divided among the total number of mstltutxons that
T apply — everybody receives a small grant. 1 think -the logic of providing a'
significant amount of money is fairly sound- but it is. highly .debatable_ among any
group as to how few grants should be provided. Then, of course, these .grahts would
be given for one year or two years, and as we had a number of multiple-year awards,
it'meant that only eight new projects were funded last year.

v

4 What has II-C accomplished through the years? It is hard to measure, but let
me give you soime dazzling statistical information. To date, $17 million has been
spent and we anticipate in another month or so another $6 million will be spent,.
bringing the total through 1981 to $23 million for 68 grants. In terms of the areas
covered, $3.5 million, or. 21 percent of the money, has gone for pr‘esgrvation
'projects, $11.2 million, or 66 percent of the money, has gone for bibliogrpphical
‘control and access; and $2.3 million, or 12 percent has gone for co ection
development ;
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In the area of preservation, the $3.5 million. has been invested to-support
preservation projects at 12 separate research libraries. 1 say "invgsted " because
this money has done more than preserve and restore valuable, deteriorating
materials., Program funds have trained library staffs and provided greatly-needed
equipment, so that preservation activities can beGome an integral part of the library
operations. The II-C program has provided support so that expertise, improved

-

" skills, and new technology related to preservation would be available to the total

research community. An example is at the Huntington Library, where money has
.been provided to update and equip & preservatien Iaboratory, to train & new person,
to assist in & number of areas, lncludlng the blndery and manuscript preservation,
“#nd to update the photographic lab — in fact to not only updaté but to advance the
state of the art of how photography can be used, particularly for medieval
manuscripts, to generally support unique col‘lections which, after they are
photographed can be shared with other users. -,

As 1 noted, over half the II-C funds have been in the area of bibliographic
control, and they have supported programs that have created machine readable
records for a large rjumber of monographs and serials. It came as a pleasant surprise
to learn that the first item input into OCLC.using AACR 2 was a II-C item. For the
benefit of trivia collectors, I will report that the momentous occasion occurred at
the American Museum of Natural History; the book cataloged was a collection of
writings from New Guinea. I thought that would excite you! The first runner-up
was a Tammy Wynette album. A variety of materials have been invélved in
1I-C-sponsored blbllographlc control projects, such as the University of California's
project to develop a unique indexing system related to memorabilia, scrlpts letters,
and journals.

In terms of collection development, Cornell's. #sjan, collection has been
strengthened by the agdition of 1000 serials, 500 foreign dissertations, and the
cataloging of a backlog of 4000 Vietnamese titles. The University of Chicago's
Midgle Easterm—eollection provided a new challenge last year when they indicated
that they wanted to go into Iran and get more material on the revolutlonary period
under the Ayatollah. Well, that came at about the same time as a State Department
directive saying, "There will be no American citizen, no American money going into
Iran, in any way." The proposal was one of the highest-ranking, so we had to deal
with institutions that we do not normally ‘deal with, such as the Office of the
President, the State Department, tete, ” Finally, through the good nature of the,
University of- Chicago and perseverance of the OLLT staff, we were successful —
_and Chicago is still staying within those 4,000 pages of gu1de1mes and restrictions!

Lét me just mention some of ‘the ideas we are'keeping 1? mind for the future
of II-C in terms of current trends in the federal government. /We should anticipate”
that we will be getting ‘'much harder questions on the federal role, i.e.: why is this

program necessary? How long should it endure? What good does it do? What is the "

evidence that you really contributed to the benefit of the nation? I anticipate that -
these questions will be coming more and more for all of our programs during budget
discussions this™ear, and I speak in relative not in absolute terms. The II-C budget
and its support by this administration were truly outstandlng There are very few
programs in the Department of Education that were not cut significantly. Overall,

the library budget did well, and the II-C budget did very well; the PreSIdent's )

proposal for 1982 funds remammg at the previous level, agamst today's condltlons, is

a most positive SIgn + It is hard to think about increases in the future, but rlghﬁow,
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. I believe that we will survive 1982 quite well. We are now, however, gearing up for *

1983. The planning pgeeess‘is’ under way, and we w111 be going through that _

horrendous decision-making process all over again, and the hard questions will be

coming even mofe frequently. . .
, . > )

There are many areas we need to look at regarding change and improvement
for II-C; we cannot be complacent about this program. One of the questions relates
o to priorities: "how shall we .make those investments, and in what areas? The

Department of Education cannot a551gn priorities that' are not in the law, even .
though that might be desirable; the law is not flex1b1e on that point. But w1th1n the
‘context of the law, we must take a look at priorities as a community and as a
* profession — the Association of Research Libraries has a deflmte role--in this area. -
What do you suggest as prlorltles, in what areas should the' government invest, and,..
how can the II-C program contribute? If there is to be any change in priorities, if
there is to be any sense of focus, it is going to be by peer pressure from the
associations, the library community, and research community. There is a v1ta1 role
— for the ABL to play, and your guidance would be greatly apprec1’ated

Another area ’Wthh is of concern to us is dissemination and aCcountablllty —
accountability not in the sense of "to the federal government"” or "to the Office of
Libraries and Learning Technologies," but .dccountability to the research library
cont ty. As you know, II-C grants give the recipient a great license to do good
- Lﬁyé:}} a great llcense, if they wish, hot to be very accountable. We are- very
. fortunage’ that the recipients of our grants do feel accountable, but we must find a

. Bway to get. information about this program out to a wider audience. - C 7
. N . - ’ L . - - 4

s

.

' * We have been too quiet about our programs. It is very difficult for a federal
\ official to engage in public relations for the program. This year, however, we
initiated a small dissemimation effort. Those of you who received grants also
N recerved a small amount of money to publlclze the results of your ‘Project. After
) all, the ears of Congress and other people are more alert to®what the people in the
community believe is important, One early example of the new dissemination effort
is the b'Z{ochure from Golumbie deseribing their grant; it 828N outstanding brochure,
and represents tHe quality of the dissemination we need ¥nd want. number of the
other recipients, too, have started to spread the word But, the pf ts of II-C are
.+ what is considered in the trade "well-:hldden seef'ets." We must correct this, and we
want to find some wais for ARL gnd the Office of Libraries and Leafning ..
Tecnnologles to work together in this effort. °
A third area of concern is the review ‘process: -A critical part of the
. decision-making for II-C.awards is the peer review panel. As I have told the panels
when they have come to Washingten,-this is the aemslon-makmg process; very rarely °
' would we overrule the -guidance from that p&nel. But we have problems- in
. appointing panels. 8r example, conflicts of interest. . The best people to serve on a-
panel are thespeople who have . Sel%,.am the proposals! We do not have a large

ot

. universe to tap.for our panels, but wesare working on ways to 1mprove the protess.
) - The other problem we have is a high turndown to our invitations ‘to serve on the.
panels. But, whether the II-C program works well is dépendent upon the quality %f
people we have on the review panels. So, y0ur comments and suggestions on how we
_ carirecruit good ‘panels is crucial, because thig’brogram is going to be determined by
" the expertlse and thinking of that panel — I cannot overemphasize this fact. .
”~ . I

- -
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- . We are pow at the point when ARL participation in the regulations process is
very timely. As you know, the reauthorization for the II-C program-took place a
year ‘ago. We have developed if you will pardon the bureaucratic Thetoric,
something called an "interim/final regulation" to operate under this year, which will

- expire in September. At this time, we are in the process of taking a very thorough

3 look at the regulations, and we need your assistance in examining them.

L

Now, there are some ground rules. The Pre51dent Jhas given us some fairly
firm gu1delmes. Regulatlons will not be prescriptive; they will follow the statute.
And, with those two things in mind, regulations cannot be used to rewrite the law.
. There ate several points to-¢onsider in making awards. There is a heavy emphasis in
» . .the scoring system on the strength of the institution relative to the quality of the
.propogdal or project. When the scores for the institution and the proposal are added
together, some libraries have an advantage because of their institutional score,
regardless of project. This year, there has been a small change in the points, with
slightly, more emphasis on the quality of the project than the institution. However,
we must still address the question of whether we should continue the point system as
it ex1sts or modify how grants are awarded. There is no question that this is a
program for major research libraries. But, it might be possible to have a two-phased
" . process: first, a threshold definition would determine whether an institution meets
the criteria of "a major research library," and then a panel would review the
credentials of the proposal. The threshold would be strictly a "yes or no" decision,
and once the threshold is reached, those eligible would then be reviewed solely on
the merit of the project; that is where the quantitative score would be made. This is
only one idea, and the Department would like 'your opinions and suggestlons on this
process.

The othér area we are consndermg in particular is the geographical dlstrlbutlon

. of grants required by the ‘legislation. For the past three years, we have operated

with a formula which is triggeréd if any‘region — the. country is divided into 14

regions’ for the purposesg-of this program. -- does not have a library that scores high

enough for an award. Well, those of us who have worked with this find that applying

a formula-in this pfocess is an arcane experiencde, to say the least. It looks good and

. somg believe the process meets all the measures of quantitative judgment, but I

haye serious reservations about it. The law now states that the Secretary has more

dlscretlonary authority on how the geographic distribution is to be accomplished.

Shall wé use a formula, orshall we rely op the judgment of the Department and

. perhaps a review panel to make sure that there is reasonable geographlcal

distribution? Can, you substitute,a formula for some reasoned ]udgment in that
area? 1do not know. Th154s another critical area where your thmkmg is needed.

) 2

' So, Where do we go from here? Past funding has been stable, and we believe
that, with good_ support for II-C, the future there is fairly bright. But, as I said
before, we cannot be complacent, and we cannot keep the products and the merits
- .of our projects a well- -kept sec¢ret. The program needs your full support, collectively

* ' and individually. This is a program that belongs to  all of us. You are, the

. . experienced people in this area, and we need your frank and honest appraisal of the

program continually — not ,once a year, not every three ‘'years., We need to be
thinking together about a clear sense of-future direction. All of us have experienced

. some disappointment and disillusionments, but this program is vital to the research
libraries of our nation. I can pledge you our full support in continuing to try to do a
good job, and look for your.support.’ Thank you very much. >
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REACTOR PANEL AND DISCUSSION

-

MR. ROCHELL: The first reactor this morfiing will be Patricia Battin, Vice
President and University Librarian at Columbia University. Pat holds a Master's
degree from Syracuse University; she is very active in the profession, currently
serving as a member of the Board of Consultants for the National Endowment for
the Humanities, chairman of the Program and Operations Committee of the
Research Libraries Group, a member of the New York State Commissioner of
Eduecation's Committee on Library Development, and on advisory committees with
the American Council of Learned Societies and the Couneilon Library Resources.

rd

MS. BATTIN (Columbia University): First of all, I just wanted to say that next
year in our Title II-C application, I &gomg to get together with Mayor Koch and" .
ask for some money for the subway system in New York, because that's "access." '

I am going to be controversml this morning, I hope, and I would like to get
some things out on the table before T begln I will call myself the names, and you
will not have to do that!

) ﬂ First of ali, I believe that one of the great strengths of this law has been
fact that it accepts’ the principle of national responsibility for our research
libraries. There is embodied in this legislation probably the first recognition that we
are not necessarily local and regional strengths only, but that we are part of the

) "natlonal research llbrary."

The second issue, then, is the one of "elitism," and I would define that as being

a "eommitment to excellence," and I would hope we are all "elitists" in that

respect. And I believe that commitment to excellence knows no geographic

- boundaries. So, what I am going to talk about today is a basic conflict in the law;

the requirement for regional distribution. This is an acceptable concept for

programs of developing and building collections, such as the earlier Title II-C, the

shared cataloging program. The revised Title II-C is to help libraries maintain’

collections that are in substantial demand by researchers and scholars not connected

with that institution. I believe that the '"regional balance" condition of the

- legislation is in direct contradiction to the basic criteria for qualification for
assistance, because our libraries are not equally distributed geographically.

In this country we have a configuration that is somewhat different than ‘other
countries; we have a strong, centralized national library — the Library of Congress
— and an equally itgong decentralized system of national branch libraries spread

" across the country. This decentralization, too, in many ways, adds to the strength
_and diversity of our collections, but it can also obscure the perception that these
research resources are part of the national collection and are essential to the*
support of scholarship and research across the country. And so when we consider
leglslatlon which has as its objective strengthening and maintaining resburces, -it
"seems to me that it is not only irrelevant but counterproductive to our objectives to
consider geographical location as a factor in prov1d1ng that support It would be
nonsensical to decide that we must constrain the Library of Congress budget
becaule all that money stays in Washington. Why is it not equally nonsensical to
insist on geographical distribution of federal funds. to the "branches"" I did a little
exercise for myself to take a look at the dlstrlbutlon You 'probably think I am
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speaking from great self-mterest. To my surprlse, I found other areas are worse
than New York. ARL members range from three in a region to two regions having
14 each. The breakdown is a follows: there are two regions with four ARL
members, two with eleven, two with ten, two with nine, one with six, and one with
three. In addition, as you all know, there are a number of independent research
llbrarles, most of which are located in areas already heavily populated with ARL -
libraries, so the inequality is everr greater than it appears. .

It seems to.me a reasonable observation that the older and larger libraries will
contain, as a rule, the unique, comprehensive collections which are cited as the
objective of this legislation. These ¢ollections have been acquired, recorded, and
preserved for periods of over two hundred years by both public and private
institutions in the national interest. The regions in which these libraries are located
have already borne heavy costs in supporting these libraries. Most of these libraries

- are in the most heavily populated areas of the country serving the greatest numbers

of people. If we make an assumption that, in general, the older and larger libraries
most nearly meet the criteria of the legislation and look at the top 30 libraries in
the ARL Index, then the breakdown looks like this: zero in one reglon, one in one
reglon, two 1n two regions, three in one region, four in two reglons, five in two
reglons. If you take the top 350 llbrarles, there is one in one reglon, two in one
fegion, four in two reg10ns, five in two regions, six in one, seven in one, and eight in
two. - ‘
-+ ) - °©
Actually, one'could argue that the regional balance condition results in double
taxation for the library-rich regions; not only has local mongy, both private and
spublic, supported these libraries for many years but, under Title II-C, approprlatlons
derived from federal taxes levied on the_ region are being shifted, giving a heavy
edge to those very regions which have provided the least support to libraries over
the past two centuries. In other words, those regions which have been doing the

least locally profit the most from the legislation. =

It seems to me that it would be just as rational to provide points for population
density, because one could say, "Okay, these will be more heavily used, if there-are
more people there." Or, points could be also awarded -to institutions according to
the number of years the institution has supported national library resources without
compensation. Obviously, these criteria are nonsense, too. But I maintain "that
geographlcal distribution stands in the way of strengthening our libraries, angd the
only way .we can meet our objectives — that the law can meet its objectives of
strengthening and maisitaining unique research resources — is to eliminate this
requirement. ' And I would-think if the llbrary profession and, particularly, if ARL
would urge our legislators to do that, in all our best interests, we would stand a
pretty good chance of achieving that goal. . ’ ’

. . I would like just. to speak brlefly about one other area upon ‘which I know
people disagree, and I think it is complicated by the geographlcal distribution
requirement, and that is the length of projects. .1 do not think I am alone in

" believing that one year is net a very long perlod of time in which “to spend a

considerable sum of money wisély, especlally if you have to hire additional staff,
ete. Many of the problems that we face.in these older libraries require fairly
compllcated two-y three-, or four-year prOJects. I am’ in favor of -continuing

- multiple-year prOJects supported by thist legislation. But, the problem is, then, in

those areas such as New York State where in the past year there were three
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projects and all were multiple-year projects, so there was no money for new projects
because of the geographical constraint. So, again, we have a problem in making the
most effective use of-our money. - : )
{ . .
The experience of the last three years in ‘making large awards to, possibly, a
. smaller number of institutions has been successful and ‘also in keeping with the
objectives of the legislation. In general, I believe local institutions do have the
capacity to underwrite small projects. What we all lack are the large sums .
necessary for the substantial programs for preservation or to provide access to .
significanit, unique collections, which might possibly have a low priority locally. One N
of the objectives of the federal assistance should be, it seems to me, to provide the
capacity to support those activities which cannot be undertaken locally. So, I would
very strongly urge that we not dissipate our resources across the country in,small
grants. It is much easier to raise that kind of money from other sources and depend
upon the federal assistance to give us some really significant chunks to do the job
that will benefit us all. Thank you. .

~ ’

. MR. ROCHELL: Thank you, Pat. The second panelist is Kenneth Peterson,
Dean of Library Affairs at Southern Illinois University. Ken has .published widely,
Including a history of the library of the University of California at Berkeley, where
he received his Doctorate in Librarianship; he is a member of a variety of
associations, and also serves on the editorial- board of the Journal of Academic

LY

Librarianship. S . .

MR. PETERSON *(Southern IIl\i;fé University): 1 confess to a degree of
satisfaction in having been asked to pafticipate in this program, but also to a sense
of mixed feelings, when 1 was asked initially,. because I believe. I do represent a

_different point of view. In contrast to Pat, I would probably, represent the great
proletariat of the country, the middle level of ARL institutions that have been
disappointed in not having received grants, althcugh we are still strong supporters of
the program and recognize the good that it has done. And I want to assure you, Mr. -
Hays, that you are among friends — even those of us who have written you letters
that have, perhaps, sounded nasty. We appreciate the program and appreciate the
difficulties that you face in administering it.

Because I did not know what Mr. Hays or Pat would be saying, I prepared my
remarks based upon the total range of things I wanted to say. Now, however, I find
that my remarks, which were broken down into_three sections, will be redundant. I
was first going to talk about my perceptions of the background and reasons for II-C,
but these have been covered, so 1 will not take the time to do that. Second, -
however, I do want to give some analysis of- figures, which will be somewhat
redundant with the figures Mr. Hays gave, though there will be a few places where®
there is a’slight variance. (My calculations are based upon the reports issued by the
Office of Education -and reported in, the press, and thus Mr. Hays may have more
refinement in his figures than I have in mine.) And third, I have questions that I am
\ asking, with recommendations. These questions ‘represent some polling, on my part,

+ of ARL directors with whom I have spoken about the Title II-C program, hoping that
I would be able to use this opportunity bettefF to represent. the opinions of some of
the proletariat rather than the elitists of the Association.

Let me, then, begin with the second part of m3./ report, the statistical -
analysis. In “fiscal year 1978, the first year of the program's operation, 101 '
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applications were submitted totalling $27 million, and 20 grants.were approved
amounting to $5 million. In the second year, 87 applications were submitted
totalling $25 milljon, and 26 grants were approved amounting to $6 million. Of thé
26 grants in FY 1979, 16 were made to institutions that were recipients th'e previous
year. In the’third year, 71 applications were submitted totalling $17 million, and 22
grants were approved, amounting to $6 million. Of these 22 grants, 16 were made to
institutions that were regipients the previous year, and 12 were made to institutions'
that were recipients the previous two years. : L. 1

-

*

In summary, over the three-year period, 259 applichtions were submitted
totalling $69 million, and 68 grants were approved amounting to $17 million. During
the three-year period, funding was provided to 33 ap[i}icant institutions, with ten
additional institutions included &s phogram participants. (That is the figure that I
have that varies with the figure that Mr. Hays gave, but I am sure that his figure is
more accurate than mine.) Of the $17 million totagexpended, more than 5{ percent -
of available Title II-C funds were awarded to ning®applicant institutiong, with five
additional institutions as participants. A further breakdogn shows.that, in the
course of . three years, slightly over $2,400,000 was provided for one continuing
program in which three institutions participated, and slightly over $1 willion was
provided to a single institution. These two continuing projects accoynted for
slightly over $3.5 million, or roughly:20 percent of the total Title II-C fu for the
three-year period. ' ) \

.activity groupings: collection development, preservation, and bibliographic control
and access. Considering the three-year period, the allocation of funds shows a little
over $11 million or roughly, 66 percent for bibliographic control and access projects;
about $3.5 million dollars, or roughly 21 percent, for .preservation projects; and
$2,262,000, or roughly 13 percent, for collection development. Among the grant
recipients over the.three-year period, 25 were university libraries, two public
libraries, two public research libraries, two independent research libraries, one state
department of education, and one special research library.

) Based upon the experience of three years operation, and in light of the original
l purpose and intentions of the program, several questfons may be raised about Title

-JI-C.to date. . } .

In repor(ting of grants each year, awards wer?listed under the three main

»

First, recognizing that there were approximately 200 institutions — and this
was a figure given by one of the administrators in the Office of Education as the
possible number of qualifying institutions — that fell within the Title II-C definitions
and that the upper limit was set at 150 grants per year, has a sufficient number of
grants.been made? Awarding grants to only 33 applicant institutions over the course
of three years appears far too restrictive, even though there were direct benefits to
ten additional -participant libraries, and indirect benefits to many other
non-recipient libraries. This point is supported by the Senate Report on the
Education Amendments of 1980 relative to Title II-C, in whigh the committee
expressed the belief that "at least twice as many grants as are currently being made
should be awarded." ‘ ‘ :

Second, in view of the number of applications received each year, have there
been too“wmany long-term or renewal grants, which have limited a broader

Py \ -
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distribution of funds? When the amounts awarded over the three-year period are
reviewed, in comparison with the total funds available, the grants” do not reflect
sufficient equity in distribution. This point is also supported by the Senate Report
on the Education Amendments in which the corhmitt/ee encouraged the Secretary to
"take care to #ee that the same small number of institutions do not continue to
receive grants year after year."

Third, while recognizing the values of both bibliographic control and access, as
well as preservation, has the granting of only 13 percent of total funds specifically
for collection development over the three-year period really fulfilled the intent of
Title II-C to strengthen research library resources? Granted that duplication of
purchases among research libraries is not the purpose of the program, more grants
for the acquisition of unique collections and for the development of holdings in very
specialized fields would have been appropriate. Greater attention should be given to
the collection development aspect of this program, while still maintaining support
for bibliographic control and access, as well as for preservation. S

Fourth, recognizing that research libraries vary greatly in size as well as,in
strengths of their collections, was it hot the intent of many of the original
supporters of Title II-C that the program would provide-significant support for those
research libraries ,that are still developing, as well- as those that have already
attainea preeminence? °If this is true, then the allocation of 60 evaluation points
based on the strength of the applicant institution and only 50 pomts on the strength
of the proposal was disproportionate. Title II-C grants to many developing research
libraries would provide a significant margin of difference in acquiring. materials not
affordable from 1$t1tutlonal budgets,fc,m developmg bibliographic controls and

access for unique holdmgs in their Y collections, of in, advancing presérvation ,

activities where progress has been already made and needs to be ¢ontinued.

In conclusion, there,is nO‘questlon that Tltle II-C has strengthened researdh
library resources during the first three years of its operation. It N\s time now,
however, to set some new d1rect10ns for the program that will distriblite available
resources to many more institutions and to a greater variety of collection
development, bibliographic control, and preservation programs. - In this way, the
benefits of Title II-C will mere evenly permeate the entire research library
community of our nation."|Thank you. °

MR. ROCHELL: Thank you, Ken. Now, for- a nonlibrariah view, the last
reactor for this portion of the program is Arnold Goren, Vice Chancellor at New
York University. Arnie has had a variety of experiences within NYU, having served
as Dean of.Admissions and as Director of Student Activities, and has more than
thirty ,years of teaching experience in the School of Education. He has an MA
Degree in Higher Education from NYU and, in May of last year, was awarded an

, Honorary Doctor of Letters from Mercy College He is President of the City Club’

"of New York and a member of a number of civic organizations in the city. He has

written widely in the field of higher education, as well as being on the potato-salad

circuit, rather regularly, and also deals primarily, at this point, with federal and
state relations in the'name of the Unlver51ty .

MR, GOI{EN (New York University): I suppose that there ‘always should be one
generallst who does not know much gbout a subject, and that is me in this case.
From the point of view of a universit{ administrator rather than that of a librarian,

-4]1-




o

N
et

~ ¢ - - Payd P N ) )
¢ - .

o

T

» - ‘ - / -
. N "': |
- ‘2 I

o

there are some things that I would;like to s y about what you have heard today.
Perhaps they will have some value for you — jand perhaps not. If not, you have my

apologies. . , '

”

(

First, my attitude in general toWard he libraries at New York University,
where I have worked for 35 years, is a vet:y simple one. Wheg I ran the university —
which I do not, these days — I soon found: put that the library was everyone's second

" priority, and I determined that anything that was everyone's second priority should -

be the university's first priority~ So it was y assumption that the first thing we
had better do at New York University was to build a magnificent new, library.
Obviously, we were sidetracked. A man came in with a few million dollars for a
student cénter; we took his money and built a Student center. But, we had clearly in
mind the importance of the library to the central core of the university. And, when
we built our library, we gave the university its guts — you have to understand that
previously our library was the bottom of the main building and students went on
roller skates to get a book. My attitude toward the library is shaped both by ‘my
experience as a child and my knowledge of what a true university is without a
library. There is no question about that.

. Now, having ! sald that, I would like to react to what I have heard here today by
saying to you that some of it surprises me. Your defect is similar to the medical
community debating the merits of this fine medical center or that modest place
where a key senator on the committee sits. It is no debate at all; you will have to
take care of the senator who sits on that committee. That does not mean you do not
find the money for the fine medical center; the debate is joined incorrectly. You
will have to do both, because if you do not do both, that Senator will kill you in a
key committee. I happen to be an elitist. I believe in meritocracy, .in doing it only
for the good institution. But I'will tell you now, there will be nothing done for the
good institution, if you do not take care of the key Senator. And, that is as
practichl as I can get. . ¢

Let me tell you a small joke. There is a story of a young man who married a
beautiful young wife. He was, very suspicious, of this wife, and arranged to come
home early one day at three o'clock. As he walked in "the front door in his
apartment on the tenth floor in & high-rise in New York, he thought he saw the back
door swing shut. He ran around the room looking for the other man, who was
nowhgre to be found. So, he went to the window and looked down ten stories. There
he saw a young man putting on his coat, smoothing his hair, climbing into a
volkswagen. In 'a wink, he strode to the refmgerator, wrestled it through the
window, and kicked it out of the window. The next morning three young men were
in front of St. Peter. St. Peter said to the first, "How did’ you get here, young
man?" The man said, "I was going to my,new job, starting at four glclock in the
afternoon, from nowhere came the refrigerator, which crashed down on the car and
me." St. Peter said to the second one, "How did you get here, young man?" The
man said, "I don't know. I was lifting a refrigerator, and I had a heart attack and
died." Then St. Peter said to the third young man, "And how did you get here, young
man?" The man said, "I don't know. I was just sitting in this refrigerator, minding
my own .business..."

<

7.

That story suggests two observations I would like to make on what we have
heard today. First, as I mentioned, your arguments are not joined well. Your
arguments must be joined with some degree of awareness of their political
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consequences. I am sure the people here know that, and have their own reasons for
taking more extreme positions. But, you do not want-to be the guy in the
refrigerator, the guy hit in the street, or the guy killed by throwing the
referig or, and you had better think about how you are going to come to some
r?&ggr?lof what I do not believe is a real problgm. The resolution must be made,,
deSpite most of our beliefs that we should nojve to deal with the issue in that.
fashion. We do have to deal with the issue in thef fashion.

Second, let me say this. $6 million is a joke — a joke! The budget of my
unjversity is probably $467 million this year. And that is only one university. What I
am saying to you is that you do not find allies very successfully for librarians, partly
because, somehow or other, nothing has been put together that makes the impact
-clear_to the people who should be your allies. Although you may have tried, it has
not worked. Something is missing, based upon what I have heard. Now, for someone
to say to you — and, incidentally, I hope this does not hurt our request for a grant
this year, made jointly with Columbia and the New York Public Library — that "$6
million is okay, because we didn't get killed," it is as if to say that our slow death
here is not quite as bad as the rapid demise of some of our very good friends! The
opportunity for cgnnibalism is about to occur. Over the next fe years, there will
be "institutional cannibalism."” It is an illusion that you have not been cut, because
the rest of us have been cut — and when we start looking for places from which to
get some of our hide back, we are going to go to the library, as we are going to go to
the English department or to whatever department from which we can get a pieeg of
the hide. Institutionally, we are getting killed in Washington, and you have all been
cut whether you know it or not. ‘

As far as II-C not having been cut, just consider the inflation rate and $6
million. Mr. Hays quite carefully said, "compared to others," and I do-not wish to
misrepresent what he did. He told the literal truth, and he told it, I believe, under
,very difficult circumstances. - The man working in Washington is%ilways.between the
rock and the d place, and right now it is worse than ever. But, the fact is that $6
million is a cut; ™&is an inflationary cut and it is a cut in terms of what is going to
happen to the rest of your institutions which will look for other kinds of help. * And
that, of course, cannot be addressed by the people from Washington. They have to
deal.with the facts of life. If they manage to save $6 million, it is a victory for. that
item. But it is no victory for libraries, and that is a significant difference which you
should tunderstand. If they save $6 million for a very good program, you are not in
good shape — you are only not in quite as bad shape as if they had lost $4‘ million. -

I do not wish to prolong what I cauld have to say because, as you see, I have
made quite a few notes — pages of them — from this. But, I want to urge only that
the argument is no different than the one in medicine or the other sciences. Look
for allies. Do not think you have not bken cut, and do not accept the idea that $6
" million for II-C is a reasonable amount of monéy. I do not know how well you are
going to do this year, given the cuts in Function 500, but I would fell you this: you
should do a lot more screaming, look for more allie®, and you should not continue, in*
my judgment, to engage in this debate because it does not work. You are going. to
-need Southern Illinois and we are all going to need Columbia. And, believe me, if
my:name were Jake Garn in Utah, I would want to make sure you took care of the
University of Utah as well. Our system is such that, when a guy comes in and says
to me,-"We are getting killed in the Pell Grant Program and the Guaranteed Student
Loan Program, and here is our great opportunity to sock the publie institutions in

~43-

H




? ' ~ “
;;7// ) e
2 \

the head, because they are going to ration it in v\v‘ays so that only private,
independent universities of great stature will survive, and we canh sink them hére," I
will say, "My name is Congressman Zilch from Indiana and four blotks from me is a
great public university." And, if you are coming to:me, with that argument, I would
say to you "that doe$ not smack of reason." T

I thank you for listeni'ng and having me here and I apologize if I have offended
your superior knowledge of this field or your understanding of politics. Thank you.

MR. ROCHELL: Thank you, Arnie. That is_a good note on which to end the

.reactions. You have heard Dick Hays ask for our thinking on criteria for awards,

priorities, accountability, the peer panel review, arid geographical distribution. Pat’

. has argued from the elitist point of view for the program as it has been distributed

and as it will be in the future, arguing agdinst the provision of regional balance, and
stating: that it is a contradiction to the intent of the law.. Ken Peterson has taken
the opposite point of view, more or less, and Arnie Goren has asked ahem to kiss and
make up ... )

>

MR. GOREN: Or else! * . g ‘ , >

. MR. ROCHELL: ... in terms of the practical politics of the issue, and warning
us that we shoula not feel in any way smug about a $6 million that will, effectively,
be probably 40 percent less than that in three years or so and, also, the reality of
what is going on in other places$ in higher education. We have laid before you some
issues for consideration, and I would now like to entertain questions from the flgor.
You may direct your questions to either the speaker or the respondents.

MS. SCHNAITTER (Washington State Universityy: 1 have a question for Mr.

.Hays. Is there a restriction, in deciding on the peer review panel, that says that

panelists must be representatives of United States libraries?

MR. HAYS: I am not sure, but I would think so. You would have to have a
very good reason why you would select a representative from a non-United States
library. .

) , : ‘ * .

MS. SCHNAITTER: Well, we have some fine peer libraries among our’
Canadian colleagues. That might.be a way to get some objective views, if it were
possible. - ‘

RN
N <

MR. HAYS: This is not an easy question to answer. I just wahited to share,'with

'you the dilemma of compiling good panels and to ask your support, particularly when

you are asked to serve, because the peer panel is crucial to the quality of this

+ program in-making determinations on these various issues. The law does not permit

deciding a Jot of things. Thus, when you are asked to.serve, please find every means
to do so, because we need you. The quality of the peer panels and their power
cannot be overemphasized. One of our speakers indicated that perhaps we should be
making investments in 'X' instead of 'Y'. It is the decision of individual leaders that
have an impact on such things, not the Department of Education.

I believe we have objectivity, as with contract readers. Even though Carlton
Rochell may have submitted a project, it»would bg’ dcceptable to have Carlton as a

_ reader, as long as-he does not.touch anything dealing with his university. We think
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the quality and caliber of people we have can handle such situations, tho gh'&ve have
a battle each year convincing our contract officer that that will wark. believe it
will — and that it has so far. Our probl’éms come from the ad hoc system of trying
to putstogether quality panels at the last mihute. So again, I would urge you all, if
-you are askea — and, many of you will be as this is the universe that is tapped for
review panels — do everythmg y can to serve. . < ) )

MR. FORTH (Pennsylvapia Stfate Umver51ty) I do not have a questionso much
as 4 comment. | was on the American Library Association Legislation Committee,
that originally proposed the Title [I-C law; I believe James Sehmidt was on it at t,h.e
same time. .At that time, we argﬁed this very question of the wording of the law, = .
and both ARL and ALA got into the act — Ahat normally. happens with a legislative
committedor any committee that expects to be sec:ond-guessed And this business
of the quality of the library was included. 1 had. become.a member of that
conimittee 1n the hopes that ‘it would emphasize building collections. Obviously,
that has not been its main thrust at all, and I think Ken-Reterson alluded to this —-

'Ken, 1t must be wonderful to have a degree in theology; it gives you a degree of
gentleness and Christian charity that I, in a thousand years, could not handle. I am
really very hostile to Title II-C, for reasons that should be obvious. For three years,
I and two Zther uniyersities. have put in proposals that would be of national service
to the coufitry in the ‘areayof energy. Energy isa major concern of the United States
government. Our three umversmes have more materials on coal résources, coal
research, etg., than anybody else in the country For three years, we have been ~
tur gown, with'""the quality of your libraries is not of national importance." That

ets very, tirdn

finger — very ii
Utah,,

I represent «the "Junior Senator,"

%ﬁﬁAﬂd while your 'distinguished ddministrator from NYU put his
ntelligedtly and shrewdly, and riot surprisingly~="on the Senator from

it Were, in ARL, from the State of

Pennsylvama. I will defer to my seniqr colleague D1ck De G{&nnaro who is not here.

B

AN
>

I am not partlcularly supportlve of Tltle II—C as it xstpresently administered,

and I get very disturbed when the AR
because 1t is going to benefit everybo%
this very, very disturbing, and I a
lobbyist — we call him a represengative

leadeﬁ%mp says, "&ow we are all for this,
through the old tnckle—down theory." T find
sharing my concerhs with® my university's
rather than a lobbyist — in Washington. 1

think -that the ARL leade{’fhlp had really better listen fo Ken Peterson and listen to

Mr. Goren, and get this, act in better order than it has been, at ‘least if you want the, -
support of people like me. How many land—grant insti¢utions have received grants?
I would be interested to know that. We are tiinking of takmg thxs issue to the
National Association of State Univefsities and Land Grant Colleges, simply because
we feel we are getting — to not put tog fine a point on if — screwed. I would prefer
not to do that, but I do think we need some response °fro£ you alls

I have a set of
2, .

MR. LUCKER: "B am speakmg for my own mstftution.
suggestions, rather than a question that I have been considering.

i First of all, I would suggest that the emphasis on the developed institutions has
formed what 1 percelve as a bias agamst the scientific and teehnicalcollections of
libraries, because many of the libraries that .are strong. {# science and technology
tend to have Been formed: consnderably later «in this country than those having
‘strengths in the humanities and social sciences. | also propose that it is possible fo
solve both the concerns %f elitist and of developing institutions by a combination of

large and small grants — e.g., it would be helpful for the Office ‘to establish some

B
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'sense that there would be some large grants for major projects but ‘also & substantial
number of smaller grants for worthy projects. Some .balance between these -two
would satisfy some of the ﬁcerns of both of the groups of libraries represented in
this room. .

On the matter of panels; I would suggest that the Office look into 'the
possibility of a system like the National Endowment for the Humanijties. Instead of
a group of panels independently lookmg at a series of proposals and putting together,
inevitably, a different set of evaluations because they are not falkmg to each other,
I suggest that the proposals be sent to a group of Reviewers to be rated, and then
.that a single panel look at the total list of recommendations and make one set of
judgments, ’

" There is one other area where I feel concern, in which I consider myself
somewhat of an amateur expert, and that is the field of overhead. One way to get
more bang for your buck in this is by having a single set of rules regarding the
apphcation of overhead to these grants. At the moment, it is my understanding that
eachk institution can either apply to have g/(erhead mcluded or have it not included,
depending upon its_institutional requirements. = Again, if you will look at the
National Endowment for the Humanities and National Science Foundation, with
regard to academic libraries, there are no provisions for overhead, and they have
still been able to find lots of customers. 1 would sfrongly recermmend that the
Departmen® of Education not include overhead -provisions. I believe that if library
administrators go. to their administration, saying, "We cannot get overhead," they

" will still be allowed to apply, but there-would be a considerably greater amseunt of
money available to the libraries by having all of the money going into the program
used for llbrary activities and not for personnel and student services.

. MR. McDONALD (University of Connecticut): I certainly do not want to take
a step backward here, after Jay's very great, statesmanlike statement, but it is so
rare that I find myself in complete agreement with Stuart Forth that I have to get
up and say so! It is not the first time in this meeting either, Stuart! I do not know
which of Mr. Goren's three-men [ am — all I know is that 1 am dead! We have not
even applied for a II-C grant; our reading of the guldelmes persuaded us that that
would be-wasted motion. /

I think "Jay's suggestions are good. I would just, like to say one serious thing,

literature. One is the strengthening of research library resources — and, after all,
ARL does embrace a lot of different. libraries,met all of which are the same. They
are research libraries, though perhaps not all in the Columbia sense. But it is not
just a matter of strengthening resources. It is also a matter of sharing them and
making them accessible, and 1 feel we ought to take a look at 1nter11brary loan
statistics and see what libraries are doing what. For reasons that others may know
better .than I, some of the least-mature ARL libraries are doing a veny ldrge share of
the mterllbx"ary loan busjiness, and it seems to me they deserve some recognition
through this program for that.contribution which they make. And I do think that it
might behoove the operators of the program to take a look at this area and perhaps
the program could recogmze this contribution. I can give you a local example The
University of Connecticut is a large lender of material and yet it is not a large
library,, in the ARL sense. The last time I looked, I believe Connecticut was lending
more material than Columbia. ~ - ;

-
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MR. KREISSMAN (University of California, Davis) I am a little dismayed by1

+the last speaker, in the sense that, if we followed his prescrlptlon completely, all
questions of merit in regard to this discussion would evaporate, and we would be
arguing it on political terms. I am very much aware of the politics ‘involved here,
and the nature of the original Act in regard to the political situation, and I accept
what Professor Goren has said in this matter. But, I do want to address the issue of
merit, somewhat apart from politics, recognizing that we cannot leave the politics
aside. But, particularly to Pat, in relation to the argument, I would argue that a
similar set of statistics and arguments could be adduced which would tend to exactly
the opposité conclusion. If one wanted to raise these particular points ad hoe, one

could imnmediately raise the invidious. issue whlch I would not want to rise, except,
" in this situdtion — that you are arguing for the groups which have taken a stance of

collecting without disseminating, and arguing that, now, dissemination is a
responsibility of others rather than the institution that did the original collecting.
One could also argue, if one wanted to push this situation, to the effect that, under
your preseription, the rich would geﬂ richer, the haves would get haver, and the rest
of us would take what we call, out in the West the "hind tit" in this matter

]

I would further argue that, if you follow your argument to Tts logical extreme,
all of the proseriptions you are accepting may be looked at with a jaundiced eye, and
that the single, most important criteria to be recognized in this is the national good
of the proposal, and leave all the rest of it out.

MR. ROCHELL: I am going to give each speaker one mmute to say whatever
they mlght want to say, and that will end the first part of the session.

MR. HAYS: Thank you, Carlton. Mr. Goren, 1am well aware of polities, too,
but you have a greater license to talk than I do. In three or four years, the "real
Dick Hays" will appear, and say what he really thinks. Meanwhile, I just wanted to

say, I am delighted we have had the conversation. I do not want it to end here. I.

think it 1s™nice to.hear all these things. They are very important isswes to really
thrash out, and the Association should continue its deliberations. We have an
exeiting opportumty, exc1t1ng in the sense that we can make some significant
changes. We cannot rewrite the law, but we can thange the regulations and, to

-some degree, change operating procedures. Let us do it, but let us do it together.

Let us thrash those arguments out here, and see what we can do, working togither.
I do not need to hear from you all individudlly. What I would like to hear.i$ how
ARL, as-an institution, and how you feel, and what the options are, sp we can work
together. 1 am delighted that you have opened up the conversation today. It has
been needed for some time, and after three years, it is a very healthy thing.

MS. BATTIN: I just wanted to say that I agree absolutely and completely with
Berme_Krelssman. That is what I was trying to say, and did not make myself very
clear. Wheql called myself an "elitist," I defined it as being a "commitmept to
excellence," which can be public, private, or qua51—anyth1ng I would agree that the
sole critefion should .be the quality of the proposal and its contribution to the
national good In Ken's case he has not received grants because he was told that his
institution does not quallfy in the first part of the criteria, though Southern Illinois
got very good marks in the quality of the proposal, Columbia got very good marks in
the quality of the proposal, but.does hot qualify because of geographical
distribution. Sotthern Illinois is in the top 50 of the ARL Index and is also in one of
the regions most heavily impacted, i.e., where there were 15 libraries in the top 50.

[y
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MR. PETERSON: Stuart, thank you for your very kind remark. I do not know
that 1 have a corner ,on the market of grace, because of what I want to(—say‘!-“
Southern Illinois University comes very close to being the median institution of
ARL. If you will loek at the ARL Statiglics, we hover right in the*upper 50/lower 50
group. Yet, in terms of being a retjlEnder, we rank about twelfth or farteenth.’

_ Our interlibrary_lending, at this poinpt} is clo,s_e'to 30,000 items per year, whieh is
quite high. I believe that the peint hat John McDonald made about interlibrary
lending is a very good one. g

Secona, we have submitted proposdls .in each of the last three years,and, again,
this fourth year. Last time, being qufte dismayed,,I asked for an evaluation, and
went to Washington to mee} with soeone at the Office of Education (not Mr.

- Hays). I learned that, cut of a total of ‘50 points on the quality of our project, we

- had received 47. -1 said, "Well, you know, I a&t concerned about this.". And the
responaent said, "Well, the program really is intended for the biggies — and, Mr.
Peterson, your library is not one of the biggies." Iam concerned about that. Te me,
it says something about all of ARL. There are large elitist institutions but therg are
also many middle level institutions Where this program would make the margin of

S difference and where, as I think it was said by Bernie, the-quality of the proposal, in
terms of national interest, must be given serious consideration.
U MR. GOREN: I am very lucky to get the last “word. It is not usually so in
administration. I would like to make three points. - ‘

One, you are “"overhead," tc somebody. Be careful of that procedure. In some
universities, the way they calculate, you could be affected-in the same way you are
proposing to eliminate overhead.y Two, I am for merit, and I want to use polities to
protect merit, and I do not know any other way but to understand.what the facts of
life bring us. It is not sané to assume that, because you want to do something about
institutions yo& consider meritorious, you.can ignore the political facts of life. And,
three, with apologies, I think you are between the roc and the hard place. It is
true, you cannot speak the way I speak. But, that,isrthe delightful ability to be
irresponsible when you' do not have, the responsibility: N
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NINE RECOMMENDATIONS: .~ |
A PROGRAM FOR NORTH AMERICAN RESEARCH. LIBRARIES
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X

Barbara Turlington
Asgociation of American Universities
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MR. ROCHELL: This session is entitled: "Nine Recommendations: A.Program |,
for North American Research®Librariess" The recommendations are from the
Association of American Universities (AAU), Research Universities Project. The
repart of the prOJect explores the future of research uriversities anhd makes - "
recommendations’ for universities, federal government officjgds, and corporations for
the solution of problems in a varlety of areasNEA summary the recommendati'dns,
appears on p. 92-93.1 . i ~ - :

.
[}

Our speaker, Barpara Turlington, %is the Associate Director of the Research
Universities Project and has been résponsible for the research, writing, and editing
of 'the report. Barbara holds g BA from the American University of Beirut. She has
been Executive Assistant to the President of AAU, and has extensive teaching
experience at Hampshire College, Mt. Holyoke College, and Connecticut College.
while at Hampshire, she also held a number of university ‘administrative
assignments, including Acting Dean of the College, and served on accreditation and
evaluation teams for the New England Association of Schools and Colleges andathe
Massachusetts State Board of Higher. Education. .

. ? o

After Barbara's, remasks, we will have a reactor panel 1nclud1ng Margaret

Child, Assistant Director of the Research Resources Program at the National

Endowment for the Humanities, Ann Greenpe‘rngirector*of the Office of Sponsored
Research at New .York University, and David Esplin, Chairman of the Sdcial
Sciences and Humanities Research Council of Canada.. We will then have an
opportunity for QUestioﬁs and comments from the audience. oA

It glves me great pleasure to introduce Barbara ’I‘urlmgto R 2

MS. TURLINGTON (Associatioh of Amemcan Umversgles) Carlton has asked
me to give a little backgrolind on the Resgarch Universities Projeat. The project is
a follow-up on the conversations that topk ‘place about.five years ago, leading to
publication of Research Universities and the National Interest. That book included
a chapter written by Jim Haas, based on a draft by John McDonald on "Research
Libraries: Preserving the Nat10na1 Heritage." When Thomas Bartlett Pre51dent of
the AAU, and the AAU Executive Commi}tee djscussed the possnblhty of doing an
update on that set of papers, they focused on the need for new gpproaches to the
increasing problems of research umversmes caused” by. mfla%n, government
regulation, and some of the “older pgoblems that we had all been dealing with. in
providing adequate resources for the¥cholars and students. The focus of Research
Universities. and the National Interest was almost entirely on the federal/university
partnership an_d hat the federal government should be doing to -help research
universities fulfill their commitments to. rese@ch' and trajning. In the new project,
part of the emphasls is on the question of where new partnerti are going to come

~ from and where the universities can, look for assistance to enable them -to provide
these services. Participants included 14 university presidents, the heads of the
" seven sponsormg foundations, and four corporate executlves
) N
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—_ When I began working on the resédrch libraries paper, I asked ARL to appoint
. an advisory committee to work with me. Over the summet, I met with Penny Abell,

bick De Gennaro, Dick Rougherty, Jay Lucker, and Rudy Rogers to lay out some of

-" the priorities for résearch libraries. Each of them offered substantive suggestions

vand several offered particular language. They have all rea veral drafts of the

paper, as have many of the rest of you. I am grateful for your comments, and hope I

have responded to most of them in this draft of the paper. Jim Haas was also very

. helpful as were the ARL staff. My special thanks go to Carol Mandel, who helped

: me to clarify both the thlnkmg and the language by struggling through several of my

eatlier drafts.

v

Robert Rosensweig, Vice President for Publie Affairs at Stanford University,
was appointed Director of the Project in/\April, 1980. We met with project
participants in October at the AAU meeting to discuss drafts of the papers, and had
another all-day session in December on revised drafts. The papers include a
. discussion of the general climate of policy-making and discussions of advanced
e ) graduate training, international and foreign area studies, research libraries, research
F . -facilities and instrumentation, and industry-university collaboration.

The responses from the participants, particularly thé corporate participants,

8 were, I think,. 111um1nat1ng m terms of where they wanted us to focus our attention.

. One of their main concerns in all areas was that the universities had not been paying
-enough attention to the needs of business and industry; this was true in the researeh
library area as well as in basic scientific research and international studies. They
were sympathetic "tv the “idea that corporations must give more support to
umversmes, but they did talk about universities belng W1111ng and able to provide

. more §erV1ces to the corpordtions as well. ‘. .

. .

+ Since January, we have received many comments warning us not t6 emphasize
new federal funding, in light of the Reagan administration's attitudes and its
proa‘)sed budget cuts.” We may add some disclaimers about the likelihood of gétting

. new federal funds in most areas, but I do think that the needs that we talk about are

' * clearly demonstrated and, in most cases, well documented. I also agree with Pat
Battin's emphasis this morning om the importance of the principle of some degree of
federal resbonsxblllty for the support of university research and traming that is in
the natlonalmterest. The amount of funding in any particular year may vary, but it
should be an accepted principle that some:- .federal support will be provided because
the private sector cannot provide all that is-needed. In some ways this may be less

" trug in the library aref, because you are already domg so much on your own and the
amount of money that has been given to you so far is very small. But the phinciple

. that: there should be some federal support for research library programs. in the
Jgtlonal interest ought to stand.

’ I do not intend to gq over all the recommendations with you this morning, but
‘rather to concentrate mainly on thosé that. I already' know to be somewhat
controversfal. I want to mention first the Research Libraries Council Qoncept It
does not matter whether you call it a "committee" or a "council” or a "ecommission";

T the idea is to form a group of librarians, scholars, and administrators to discuss

research 11brary problems and to ‘try to reach Some consensus on the way those
.problems should be approached This is not really a new concept — a number of
versions of it have been floating around for years. Some people have asked why we

' should set ‘up a'new orga'rﬁzatlon to do this. The flrst version of the paper had a long
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- description of why all the ex15t1ng organizations were inappropriate. I will not go
through that whole litany, but in general they all have membershlp or a focus that is
either too limited or too broad; they are too political or not political enough; none of
them that I am aware of inelude library directors as well as scholars and university
administrators. , As you try to develop your own policies and reach consensus among
yourselves," you will need the participation of those other groups in your
deliberations. You need to be able to educate these people; you need to have their
input and their agreement, and you will need — as I believe Arnie Goren would agree.
— their political clout if you are trying to get legislation or federal funding. If you
do not have umiversity presidents behind you in your requests to Congress, you will
not get the assistance of people like Arnie Goren, who are assigned by university
presidents to work on such issues in accordance with the perceived mt_erest of the
university as a whole. ) -

From the point of view of educating faculty, scholarly societies, and other
groups, I believe that a council could play a major role on a national level. As we
were working on legislation for a national periodical center (NPC) last year, we
were made very much aware that we had not consulted adequately with groups like
that. We were stung with the sudden realization that scholarly societies had been
alerted by the, information industry to a proposal they considered a great threat to
the small scholarly publications. If we had had a group like the proposed council,, we
might have avoided that particular buzz saw. ‘ .

On the question of educating scholars, I kee[} remembering the dlstlngmshed
dean who addressed this group last year on the need for changes in our values and
hife-style in response to the energy crisis. At the end of his presentation, Jo Harrar
asked him what he would be willing to, change, in terms of how he deals with the
library, to meet those new needs. His immediate response was, "Don't move the
books around so mucR." I submit that scholars like that are going to need a lot of
assistance in learning to use some of the new technology for maintaining their
access to materials which will be, at”least in some fields, lncreasmgly scarce on
individual campuses. ] >

There are major differences, I believe, between this proposal for a Research
Libraries _,Councﬂ and the proposal that was around a couple of years ago for a
natlonal hbrary agency. (I am glad, in a sense, that you all are not going to vote
today onény of these recommendations, because I remember a vote at my first ARL
meeting in Ocatober of 1978. I was ecstatic at a nearly-unanimous vote on ARL
supporting the establishment of a national 11brary agency, whose first task would be
to ‘establish a national periodical center. Since AAU had passed the same resolution,

I happily ran off to try to ggt some legislation drafted and through Congress. Over’

many bitter months followmg that yote, 1 discovered that unanimous votes do not

mean that there is unanimous agreement with all the points in a particular
resolution.) One difference js that we are now proposing that the group be
established solely by the private sector, without federal assistance or intervention.

It might grow out of the work of the task forces recently established by the Cauncil

on Library Resources and the AAU with the help of ARL, as deseribed by Jay Lucker

during the Business Meeting. It might be establlshed by some group like the

Conference Board of Associated Research Councils: It could be set up as a subgroup

of an existing association. But we should not look .to the government to do it for us.

* - v -
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Second,the council proposed here is not proposed as an operating agency.’The*
1dea 1s to try to'get groups of scholars, librarians, and.administrators together, to
try to reach consensus on issues, to try to avoid confusion between what some of you
are trying to do and what others are trying to do. Congress coutmually tells the
“higher education associations, "If you.do not speak with one v01ce, you are going to
lose your effectiveness with the Congress." Sometimes, that is impossible; there are
occasionally splits between large and small institutions; there are, sometimes, SplltS
on the public/private basis, as there is now on the issue of tax credits. But jt is
useful when we can reach compromises and speak with one voice’ on, particular
1Ssues. They tell us the same thlng on 11brar1es — work together, speak as one. If
-ARL cannot ‘carry ALA on an issue, you will not get- anywhere; you must 'act
politically. I agree that we need to cooperate with-other library groups. And in the
area of research libraries, we need to try, as-much as possible, to speak with ane
voice — not just the librarians, but thé other people who are involved: those who are
the beneficiaries of the 'services that you provide, and those at the administrative
level who provide most of your funding.. . )

1 believ\e, however, that it would be useful to have a group which focuses solely
on researchjllbrarles In my view .there are problems with the idea which seems to
have prevailed during the last few years that every piece of legislation and every -
group ought to include everybody who has any conceivable interest in the subject
matter. This was one of the problems.in our dealing with the Congress on. the
question of the national periodical center. The National Commission ¢on Libraries
and Information Science (NCLIS) insisted on trying to include in that legislation the
interests not only of scholars but of the general public and of the publishing and
information industries. 1 believe that those who are interested in the health of
research libraries need to focus on those libraries. If, we attempt to Include all the
small public librdries, school libraries, the spec1a1 ljbraries, the information
industry, and the publishers in the council 1nitially, we will never achieve the kind of
* cogsensus we need among ourselves. Certainly the council needs to work with these
other groups; it is very important to keep them informed about what you are doing,
to.know what their interests . are, -to negotlate with them. But, I would strongly
recommend a group that does focus on these particular problems of research
libraries. It is important to bring in not only the university presidents but, also the
chief academlc officers and provosts to whom, I gather, most of you report. This is
the third main difference from earlier proposals.

I am delighted that the Assoc1atlon of American Universities has begun to be
more active and involved in this area, and that the scholarly societies are also being
brought in. AAU has just appomted a senior, staff person who will ‘be working on
research libraries as well as on graduate education and humanities and arts. I think
some of you have met him — Thomas Litzenburg, who comes to the AAU from the
National Endowment for the Humanities. Tom will be working w1th many of. you,
and will be a Haison between you and the university presidents.we work with in the
AAU. But I do not think this_effort.should be limited only to AAU presidents and
academic officers, and would encourage those of you who belong to the National
Assocdiation of State Universities and Land Grant Colleges (NASULGC), for
instance, and not to AAU, to-try fo-get NASULGC interested in library issues. They
.‘have relied on AAU to carry most of the burden on research library questions, but

their federal relations people are very helpful, as are those at the American Council
on Education (ACE), in working with AAU on these issues. They will sign joint
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statemen\t:m;}n library issues, for ' example, if we can convince them that the issues A
are important to their members.’

A second issue that I think is still controversial is whether we should continue
to work hard for a national periodical center. I'believe that we should. I know that .
some of you'have lost your enthusiasm for that concept — if, indeed, you ever had it '
— but current developments in technology and budget restraints seem to me to make
it both more necessary and more feasible than ever before. I am delighted to see
ARL working with the Center for Research Libraries to establish an initial phase of
such a service. I hope such a project will help to demonstrate that the broader NPC
is indeed feasible. I am convinced that this is a national service which merits some
federal funding. I do not think it will cost as much as some people believe it will. I
do not believe that it will hurt the publishers of the small research journals as much
as they think it will. But all of us need to work more with these publishers, to give
them more information, show them the surveys that have been done, and discuss
with them the bases on which libraries make decisions about acquisitions. If we
work with the publishers and the scholars, perhaps we will have less difficulty on the
next political go-round-trying to get federal support for an NPC.

Third, the_concept of the Centers of Special Responsibility is another area in
which there 1s the same kind of controversy we were discussing this morning. That
also, of coyrse, is not a new concept, and much has been acgomplished privately.
Many of you participated in the Farmington Plan which provided for shared
collection responsibjility. The Reseavch Libraries Group (RLG) is now working on a
collection development program for sharing responsibilities among individual
libraries. -

One criticism I have received on this part of the paper 'coné¢erns the proposal
to ¢oncentrate Title II-C funds on the Centers of Special Responsibility. I would
like to say that I agree with almost everything that was said this morning: That
seems impossible, but I agree that the issue of "size" is the wrong issue to be talking
about, and I would agree with those who would like to diminish or eliminate the
importance of that critefion in Title II-C-grants. It seems to me that what_is
important is the contribution to the potential national interest; the thing that
- counts, or should count, is the quality of the proposal, and how much it will help the
system. Some of you who realize that concentrating these grants on such centers of
special responsibility would not result in grants to your own institutions support it
anyway. You have told mer that such a policy would help you with your own
acquisitions problems and with the overload that you are carrying on interlibrary
"loan. If it were made clearer that the major criterion for II-C grants is the way in
which the proposed project will contribute to the system as a whole and to broaden
access for scholars, and that the grants are not contributions to an individual
research library to help only its own constituency, I think it is possible.that some of
the pressure for increased geographic distribution might be lessened. It is important
to make,sure that those grants reflect clearly, and most people believe that they
reflect clearly, concentration' on quality of the program and on support of the
national interest.

+
7"

If you believe that a system of such centers could function adequately without
federal funding, that is, with the resources which the institutions can provide along
with potential foundation grants, I should like to know that. As I have said, I do not
believe we can he sanguine about the chance of greater federal funding than we now

v
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have, at least for the next few years. On the other hand, if the possibility of an
increased number of smaller grants through<Title II-C is more important to you than
the prospect of fundlng such Centers of Special Responsibility, ARL and AAU need
to be aware of that in order to guide their policies. .

. I hope you will address these issues durlng the “discussion. Some of the other
recommendations. also need some refinement. For instance, I admit that I do not
.really quite know what I mean by the recommendation that federal, state,
corporate, and private foundation resources should be involved in a "coordinated

.. effort to fund the transition to a new technology." The language was suggested to
me by several people. It sounds like a good idea. I do not know who would
coordinate the effort; I do not know how it would be coordinated, but maybe some of
you will havg some suggestions for actual mechanisms dr for dlfferent language.

Preservation is an area where m’assive amounts of money will be needed. I do
not know where those will come from; I do not know whether it would be possible to
get more federal funding in this area. I do know that we will not get any federal
funding unless people can agree on what needs to be done, and try to reach some
agreement on priorities for attacking this very massive problem.

*

-

I would like to say how much I enjoyed working with all of you over the past

three years, particularly during %his past year while I have been developing this ,

paper. I hope that the Membershlp and the Board of ARL willtpok at the proposals

very carefully and decide which ones they want to act on. T hope that AAU will do

- " the same thing., The AAU has not formally acted on the proposals; they have

' accepted them and discussed them, but not adopted them, Now that Tom

Litzenburg is at AAU, he will work with you to help to identify the priorities of both

university presidents and library directors, and to decide on appropriate action.

Nothing will happen on these issues unless you make it happen. The Association of

Research Libraries, working with other higher education associations and the new

council and other groups, can play a crucial role in enabling the research libraries to

meet the challenges that face them. If my paper helps to focus your attention on
some of these isSues, I will feel very rewarded, indeed.

L J
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REACTOR PANEL AND DISCUSSION

) -,

MR. ROCHELL:' Thank you, Barbara. Our fii's‘t‘respondent is Margaret Child,
who is the Assistant Director of the Research Resources Program in the Division of
, Research Grants at the National Endowment for the Humanities. Margaret has a
Ph.D. in English and Medieval History from the University of Maryland, and she has
taught at the University of Maryland and at the American University. At one time,
Margaret was editor of the monthly Indonesi@n Press Survey, published by the
Departmert of Commerce. :

‘MS. CHILD (National Endownient for the Humanities): ‘f_lam very pleased to be.

here, because Barbgra and I have had a number of informal discussions over the last
several months about the er. I will confess that I really did not begin to grapple
with it until I realized I ®as going to have to get up on this podium and say
something formally. I have tried, over the last few days, to think much more deeply
about it. This is-in a way of warning Barbara that I may have changed my mind on
some of the points that we discussed edrlier.

I have no specific quarrel with most of the recommendations. In principle, I
. believe we are all supporters of concepts such as a system of centers of
responsibility, or the need for a national plan fér conservation and preservation, or
the need for additional corporate support,.which seems to be the latest-enthusiasm
in Washington for worthy causes of ‘all kinds. Most of you would endorse thése
recommendations and,.] believe, you would also endorse the underlying concept of
the paper, which is that we need more coordination in setting goals and more
long-range planning in order to determine what our goals really should be.

I have certainly found the consensus emerging out of the last discussion an
interesting one: that grants made under Title II-C should be in the national good.
The problem is determining what the "natjonal good" is, and how specific grants can
be used to attain that millennial objective. We need more and more informed
dialogue among administrators, librarians, scholars, and funding agencies. All these
ideas are worthy objectives. And, Barbara has very clearly wrestled for a long ti
over how to move from the position of simply endorsing or recommending ideas in
" principle to action. This, of course, is the perennial political problem of any kind of
. association of, interest group, and what I want to focus on in my comments is the
suggestion that there be a Research-Libraries Council, . =

I find, in reading the paper again, that there is a dichotomy within the paper
itself. Certain functions are recommended to this proposed council, but again and
again, when speeific goals need to be achieved, those tasks are assigned to eXxisting
entities — ARL, AAU, CLR, or all in combination, plus Title II-C and the whole
range of bodies involved with research libraries — to reach some of these goals. I
believe that there may be still some lack of certainty in the paper about the
viability of setting up a new body. After five years of trying to achieve certain
specific goals ‘in the library community, with all thé rather mysterious power of
NEH behind me to conjure with and dollars — hard cash — to dangle in front of
people's noses as an inducement, I am not sure that a body which has no power but

verbal persuasion can really be effective. Maybe this is a cynical view, but I believe

that effectiveness comes if you can either offer people conecrete inducements to do
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things or if you can threaten them with something horrible happening if they do not
do what you would like to'see done. It is the old carrot-and-the-stick mechanism.
And, as I say, I question whether anything of the sort proposed in this paper could
really, indeed, be effective. )

I'also have questions about whether this is the appropriate time to create yet
another body. One of the speakers at the Business Meeting expressed the hope that
you all have deputies-at home tending to the store, as it weré, so that you could
spend all your time writing letters and lobbying Congress. It seems to me, from the
frequency with which I see many of you, that you spend an awful lot of time going to
meetings! Do you want another occasion on which to attend yet another set of
meetings? Do we need, indeed, a new forum within which to discuss these

" admittedly urgent issues, and is the same forum, appropriate for all the issues

»

confronting the research library constituency?

> - - .

I believe that the answer to those rather .rhetorical questions is probably "no." -
I would, however, like to thank Barbara for at least proposing a way to look at the
range of problems. I sense that underlying the discussion this morning on Title II-C
was a feeling that perhaps the grants had not been made consistently under the
broad context of the problems that research libraries face, and were not geared
specifically towards sqlutions of those problems. This ig'something to which we
must keep returning and discussing again and again. This paper provides a very
useful occasion on which to consider the dimensions of the problem -and to consider,
perhaps if not setting up a rfew formal body, then er mechanisms which could be
used to increase the dialogue and the thought given to)these issues. '

‘What we really need is a way to set an agenda for discussion. This is
something -thrat has frustrated me ﬁg\many ARL meetings. When I first began
coming to ARL meetings, I kept thinking I was going to get answers to the problems
that were perplexing me. I was trying to help advise my review panels as to what
our goals were and how our money could be used to seek solutions. And often I came
away from these meetings without any answers at all, and without a feeling that
there had been much effective discussion at these sessions.

. Now we have the beginnings of an agenda and an opportunity to provide a wide
range of information on and analysis of the various options for the agenda items and
to build a consensus. It would seem to me that we are beginning to have an informal
mechanism in place — one to which Barbara has just referred — in the fact that the
AAU is now clearly focusing on this problem, to the extent of devoting alsingle staff
erson to the issue of the role of the university library in the research university.
This is a very helpful and informed step. This could be complemented by devoting a
full time staff person at ARL, perhaps for a year or more, to focus clearly on leng

‘range policy issues to identify these issues, assemblé the information, and feed that

information out to the Membership. If we could then move ACLS to°concentrate in
the same way on the issue, you would then begin to have tapped all the
constituencies which this paper suggests that we need to involve, and begin, then, to
have some st{ucture and some basis for the kind of dialogue that I believe we need.

That is all I have to say, at this moment. I hope it has been provocative.

MR. ROCHELL: Thank you. Our second panelist is Ann Greenberg, who holds
a Masters in Public Administration from New-York University and a Certificate
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from the Harvard Business School Institute for Educational Management. She is
currently Director of NYU's Office of Sponsored Programs, and is a member of the
Society of Research Administrators, - the New York Academy of Science, the
American Association for the Advancement of Sclence, and the- American
Association for the Advancement of the Humanities,

MS. GREENBERG (New York University): 1 am not going to comment directly
on the recommendations. Like Arnold Goren, I too claim the privilege of ignorance.
I propose simply to-share briefly with y sgme attitudes and concerns of my clients
— the research faculty — in the ‘hope that this will add a diménsion to your
consideration of the issues on the table which I find lacking, so far, in this morning's
discussion. :

.

I grew up with a notion that libraries were somewhere between Mom and.apple
pie, thanks in large measure to the .librarian who looked after our small-town,
volunteer library when.I was a child, and guided my socialization into the wonder ful
world of books. Since then, I have been a student and an administrator, and have
learned, as most of us must, that not only is Eden not just around the corner, but
that there 1s little or no agreement on how to get there from here.

N [y

The -problemns of the research library strike me as particularlty compliézited_

ones, which I doubt that all the money in the world could solve. The same people, as
part of a coherent unitary role, are, at different tirhes, customer and supplier. As
customers, as you know only too well, they bring a broad spectrum of needs. Life

* was much simpler, I am sure, when scholars were, literally by definition, humanists

whose output tended to be the product of years of comtemplation and reflection, its
foundation the published thoughts and ideas of 'predecessors. Their way of life made
an impression on the libraries that, I sense, was close to cast-in-concrete for the
a'ggs until long after the new clientele, the scientist, appeared on the scene.

. Today, your problems have multiplied — the information explosion, inflation,
and a world of finite resources being only a short list. Add to that the underlying
reality that the library is not the research tool for <the scientist. . His
armamentarium is the laboratory, the computer, or even still for some, the
blackboard. His efforts and outputs govern, in large measure, the designation

_ "research university" in this country — indeed, the amount of funding received by

any given institution to support the research of its scientists is the basis of the
National’ Science Foundation's annual ranking of research universities. For good
measure, comtemplate this contrast. Today, the cost of providing- for. a

" newly-recruited Edith Wharton Scholar all primary and secondary materials

currently in print is under .$600; start-up instrumentation costs for a "frontier"
synthetic organic chemistry laboratory have recently been reported by an AAU
study as close to $44,000 in, 1979. Consider, too, aside from tuition, the income
brought to’ the university through research grants and contracts, -and the
attractability of influence, in actuality or promlseafat it can have on the
institution's budget resource allocation processes — & he y mixture, indeed.

Yet another, aspect of this many-sided dilemma is the practical problem of

how to deal with the information flood. Improved technology, of course, seems to
promise the solutions, as it has for all kinds of societal problems in recent history.
But,. as we have already léarned in other contexts, it also usually brings a new
generatjon of problems, like its escalating costs. Also, it is’ at the heart of many

9
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scientific techniques, and so to some as comfortable as pencil and paper. This will
cause greater imbalance in the already unstable academic equation. In an era of
' scarce resources, these disparities between the haves and have-nots «will, in all
probability, grow. : .
“4q
Is there a way to ease the tensions, as negotiations and planning and
implementation stages.unfold? Let me say straight out that I do not know how to do
it, but I am con\g'ncéd that all your customefs — humanists and scientists alike —
must be drawn more directly into these processes if the present uneasy consensus is
not to erode further. In this context,.a construct occurs to me, which might be
_.worth-exploring. I make no apology for my choice of image. In faet; it is quite
deliberate. Consider characterizing the research library as a launching pad; each
and every scholar's venture -into new' territory — be he classicist or_astrophysicist --
becomes a trip intd orbit. Both the angle of the lift-off and the shape of the orbit
are determined by the state of existing thought and knowledge. Subsequent launches
will build on the new sum.of knowledge. The libr,ary's role may be then seen, in part,
as analogous™ to NASA's Mission Control: contributing to the design process,
monitoring the ship's progress, guiding its safe return, then cataloging the data
gathered on the.mission and making it available to succeeding voyagers. :
And, now, returning to earth. My intuition tells me that the need for attention
to the attitudes and values,of your custoniers is & whole task in itself. Without it, 1
do not believe you will be able to counter the impulses to frAgmentation, convert

s the dissidents, and, finallys command the support without which your continuing
central role in the lives of all scholars — scientist$’and numanists alike — will be in .
jeopardy. Thank you.. .

MR. ROCHELL: Thank you, Ann. Our final speaker on the program is David
Esplin, who is thé Associate Librarian for Book Selection and Acquisitions at the
University of Toronto. David Has also worked at the University of Otago in New
Zealand, where he received a BA “in History and Political Science, and at the
libraries of the University of California, University of London, and the British
Miuseum. He is presently a member and Vice Chairman of the Board of Directors of
the Canadian Institute for Historical Microreproduction, and is the Chairman of the
‘Research Resources Committee of the Social Sciences and Humanities Research
Council of Canada. ~ '

A MR. ESPLIN (Social Sciences and Humanities Research Council of Canada): I

am more fortunate than the last speaker on a panel and other panels that have
appeared here. 1 have not had to listen to all the ideas which I had written down
being expounded by other people, and then try to pull together the little knowledge
that remains to make a speeeh: ‘ R

I have been asked to talk to you about thé Canadian eéxperience with federal

support for libraries. Because the British North America Act of 1867 — whiech, at

. the moment, is the Tanadian. constitufion — says that education is a provincial
responsibility, the federal government cannot be seen to grant money directly to
.provincial educational institutions. And, with that, I come to the first of the three
kinds of federal support for university and research libraries, support .which is a
large part of their skeleton, muscle, and blood. Block funding from the federal
government to the provinces, without description for what are called "established
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programs,” were 53.8 percent of the monies spent by the provinces in 1979-1980 for
health and post-secondary education. That, of course, is an average figure; in some
of the provinces, the federal contribution is a higher percent of the total provincial
expenditures. Thus, the universities and their libraries are funded in part by federal
and in paft by provincial money. AS to the future of federal support in Canada, the
federal government has said it wishes to renegotiate the funding of established
programs as Canada's economic situation worsens —— .8 wish appearing to bear some
strong similarity to that in the United States.’ Our view of the._future of federal
funding is not entirely optimistic. ‘
.

* The second of the three kinds of federal support comes from the federal
libraries. There are many of these, but I will mention only two. The National
Library of Canada, whose Librarian, Guy Sylvestre, is with us today, was founded in
January 1952, and supports libraries, including university and, research libraries, in
many ways. Some examples: the union cat system, which is in the process of
development and provides a machine readable database, with links to other existing
databases in the country; the nation thliggraphy, both the| current and the
retrospective bibliography; the Canadian MARC Service; and the National Library is
a last-resort contributor to interlibrary lending in Canada. - '

The second of the federal libraries is the Canadian Institute for Scientific and
Technical .Information, familiarly called CISTI. It was founded, in its present form,
in 1974, and its mandate is "o pronfote and provide for the use of scientific anq,
technical information by the people and government of Canada." "Scientific," here,
ineludes "health sciences," and "people" means "direct service to individuals." The

/ Institute has current periodical subscriptions thdt total about 33,000 titles *and, in
the past year, CISTI filled about 180,000 requests. Of these, 75 percent were filled
from its own resources, 15 percent from other Canadian libréry collections, leaving
ten percent which were largely unfillable. Of the total filled requests, 23 percent
were for university libraries. One of the other services is CAN/OLE, Canadian
Online Enquiry, which’ mounts 18 databases, of which Sive, such as Chemical
Abstracts and Biological Abstracts, are commercial bases, dnd the remaining 13 are

. Indigenous Canadian bases.

The thjrd -kind of ‘federal support comes from what I call "grant-giving
agencies." In 1976, the then Canada Council — it still exists, but its function has
, been changed and the organization which is now concerned with research libraries is
the Social Sciences and Humanities Resedrch Council — convened a small group of
librarians and scholars. The purpose of this group was to advise the Canada Council
on setting up a program’ of library grants to strengthen the research collections in,
the hHumanities and social sciences in Canadian university libraries, either from a
national or regional perspective. A further direction given by.the Council was to
‘ask the group to think in terms of not only continuing programs but also effective
use of single substantial sums. The report was issued in 1978, with the title,
"Univérsity Research Libraries," and there were four main recom mendations:
: - ]

1. a national lending library, with particular emphasis on a periodicals

lending service (this is stil} under consideration by the Social
Sciences and Humanities Research Council);

v

-

&

2. g program of grants to maintain and develop specialized collections
- -of national significance in Canadian university libraries;
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3. if funds were, in fact, made available for a program Qqf grants, ten
. percent of these funds are to be reserved for funding spetial

’ opportunities in library acquisitions;
, 4. that the Canada Council endow an appropriate organization with the#
. \) sum of $2 million, with both principle and interest -to be used,
, exclusively for the creation of a microform collection of- Canadiana
printeibefore 1900. .

—

Recommendations two, three and four were accepted. Two and three were
passed ‘to the newly-created Social Science and Humanities Research Council,rand
namber four was implémented by the old Canada Council, in its dying days, when it
hanaed it to the officers of the newly-created, federally-chartered nonprofit
erganmzation — which is also regiStered as a charitable institution, so it can receive

. gifts and give receipts to be set against income tax -—— called the Canadian Institute
for Historical Microreproductions. It is a very.awkward name, but we were told that
after searching the register of federally-chartered companies,-it has to be this; it
was the only name that would -really distinguish it from other companies. The
Institute took rather longer than we anticipated to get going, because we had a long
search for the right person to organige such an undertaking. But, we were fortunate;
such a person was found. And; to spare you any more agony by going into further
detail, last month in Ottawa a reception was held to announce the distribution of .the
first 5,000 titles of microfiche, accompanied by machine readable cataloging for
same, which was produced in-close collaboration and with the use of the facilitiiof
the National Libraries. In the first instance, monographs are being located "and

oo filmed in Canada, but the search is spreading beyond the country and, last month, an
' agreement was reached with the Library of Congress to film material in their -
collections which we have, so far, not found in tanada. “Eventually, we hope to go
through relevant collections in Europe as well. °
Recommendations 'two, and three have been implemented by the Social
. Sciences and Humanities Research .Council. Under the title "Research Resources
. Program,"this program has two parts in line with the recommendations: grants for
specialized collections of nationglgsignificance, and what has been called a "fleeting
opportunities fund." We are just inito the third year of this grant program and, in
line with the perceived inadequacy of your Title II'budget, you wil} see that ours is
also inadequate and, in fact, even more laughable. In the first year, we had a total
of $440,000 and, in this, the third year, we have a total of $700,000. That is an
impressive increase. Unfortunately, wé are informed that® we have probably hit a
plateau and that the amount will stay at about that sum. -

.
-

. . . *
Given the amount of funds, clearly we must- have very precisely defiried and
very Iimited .objectives«if, in fact, wg are going to have any effect at all. So, the
. money is for the purchase of materials to enhance collections. Thefe is no guestion
. N\. of-overhead, no question of anything else. Any institution which applies for a grant
v must spend it on materials, and materigls alone. “The grants are made each year.
The institution is allowed three -years in which to spend the grant, and must report
at the end of that time. Becguse theé amount of money is so low and because there
is at least as great,if not greater, disparity between the libraries who may apply for
the money (all recognized university institutions in Canada, of which there are over
’50), we have put an upper limit on the total of any one grant. That upp;mlimit is

N ten percent o'f/the available funds, so it has been until now $4.0,000 per year.
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We have no great Bg}f{;culty in identifying -collections of national significance.
The problem that the committee has sttuggled with, is struggling with and,
undoubtedly, will continue to struggle with is the question of regional significance in
relation to national significance. We think we are making some progress — but then,
we have ngt exposed our latest thoughts to our constituency, because I am quite sur&
when we do, we Will reallze that we have not made any progress at all.

‘.., 2

-

™~ The "fleetmgkopportumtles fund" was created to give a subsidy to institutions '
who were fortunate enough tdo have an gffer of material which was exclusive to.

them, and which had a time limit.- In Yhis program we asked that the university
concerned to mateh the grant, dollar forollar. The administration of this program
1s done by phone, and we promise to,get back to the institution within ten days of
receipt of the application to tell them if this grant has be'en successful.

I hope I have ndt told you more than you want to know, about Canada — I.am
afraid I may have! And, please allow me a private word of apology to my Canadian
colleagues, because I am sure I have tredated the subject very superficially. ' Thank
you. . . i >

MR. ROCHELL: Thank ,you, David. This morning we-have heard from Baﬁara
Turlingten regarding those recommendations from the Research Universities Project
which she believes are controversial, including’the Research Libraries Council,
access to periodfcals, and centers of responsibility. She also asked us to continue
discussing the report and to reach a point where we might act on it in some version.
Makgaret Child followed, and agreed that the recommendatlons covering centers of
?esponsmlhty, presérvation, corporate support, etc., are desirable, but concludes
that it is not timely, at this point, to pursue the Research Libraries Council, and
suggests that this organjzation not be created. She urges ARL to sharpen our focus
on the long-range policy planning and concerns, array our options, and learn how to
reach consensus and decisions on those options and suggestibns; that a full-time
person at ARL might need to work on these acttvities over the coming years and,
through that vehicle, link with a counterpart in AAU, ACLS, ete. to aceomplish the
goals described 1n the report. Ann Greenberg described the tensions which exist
between the humanists anad the scientists, the haves and have-nots, and told us that
those tensions are llkely going to increase, and "that given the move into technology
by libraries, we must find better vehicles for communication among ourselves, the
humanists, the scientists, ete., and gives us an intriguing model of the llbrary's
"Mission Control." David gave us a quick and fairly thorough overview of the

-~ Canadian scene — and, certamly, parts of that description relate to this morning's’
dlscussmn on Tlt’é II-C, as well as the proposal before us. And I think, particularly,
we shouldustudy the work going on in the Social Sciences and Humanities Research
Council. With that summary, I will open the floor for any questions you might have.

. 14

MR. PIN.GS (Wayne State University): In my recent reading, a phrase came up:
in which the point was made that the time has passed in which we can devote efforts

to small-scale social cohesion. I think Miss Turlington's paper s perhaps an effort to ‘

look at a somewhat larger scale social cohesion. One may have obJectlons to bits
and pieces of this, and many have.called attention to the fact that we do not have
social cohesion in our separate parts. Are we ever going to get the answer to that,
necessarily, the wa}(’we are going? Are we going to get larger social cohesiorn?
. Now, if you are going to accept \this search for the large-scale, you make large

4 . 'S
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errors, but I do not think that-we should necessarily be afraid of a lar/error
~ because, if we mougt a program for large-scale social cohesion and it does not work,
there, is going to be another, larger group ready to take over. Iguess this is as much
testimony us I cah give. I would hate to have us just grgue over bits and pieces, to ' :
stop movement and thought. I do not know where the AAU paper is going to go — 1
hope, however -towards a larger social cohesion.

o

~ . MR. ROCHELL: ﬂ‘hank you. We are about to run out of time, but I would like

"~ to glve the speaker a chance to give a 30-second summmg/p. ) e
MS TURLINGTON I am dlsappomted that we do not have tlme for- cr‘nthues
of this paper here. I would like to encourage you'— pgrticularly within the next:
- week or two — to writg me, call me, send letters, telegfams, whatever, and tell me
some ‘of your responses to the proposals in the paper, and suggestions, whether they

are minor or major, for 1mprov1ng and recon51der1ng 1t : . *
MR. ROCHELL: Thank you. Wé owe Barbara a great deal for thinking through’
this and setting up a framework forsthe broader considerations and dtmosphere
within which we operate. There are many aspects of that . report that we must

continue to look at as an organization. *Our thanks to you, Barbara, and to the panel.

. \ ]
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. Report of the Interim Executivé Director &
MR, MeCOY: This w111 be a brief report, since our recent ARL Newsletter has
brought you up to date on Association activities. -

o v

On “the 1eg1s1at1ve front, it appears that the budget recom’mended by President

' Reagan will prevail in the Congress, altho it may be late summer before
appropriations are actually made." HUT,\the/l:ngt\le way the 1982 funding currently
stands on programs that are of interest ,to’ search - libraries. In the Higher
Education Act, there is no fundmg for Title I}¥A, "College Library Resources," but
¥ Title 1I-B, "Research .and Demonstration," an Tltle II-C, "Strengthening Research
/ Library Resources," are still funded at the 1981/level, with $6 million for Title 1I-C.

7«  The National Endowment for the Humanitieg i budgeted at 50 percent of thaa 1981 -
/ - level, but there is a coalition of interesttd

roups, pressing for a less sev cut.
There is also a coalition to save the Nationdl Historical Publications and cords
Commission (NHPRC) grant authorization, which would be abolished the
Reagan budget, endangering the life of 40 or more projects 1nvolv1ng publicatioh of ,
papers of distinguished Americans. A bill to authorize a two-year extension of the - .
NHPRC. grant program, with a 25 percent reduction in budget, carries bipartisan .
support and may have a chance of passage this year when the appropriations are

. considered. - . -~ X ) )

SN - - . '
\.U Y P — .,
. *° We have been very much concer this year — ds ] know you have been —

over a p0551b1e cutback in the budget~fdr the Library of Qongress, which would have’
a very serious effect on all our libraries. Our call to library d1rectors for support of
brought forth a gratifying response which, I have no’ doubt, had a
While. the LC budget for 1982 is still uncertain, I think there is

f We. have als®| been encouraged by the interest in Congress in restor1ng tax
credits to authors and artists who contribute their works to libraries and museums. )
~Eight separate bills to this effect have beendntroduced we present Congress with
bipartisan support.. "Here a»gam,, our appeal to I‘lbrary ctors to support the bill -
introduced. by Senator BauGus of Montana resulted in a response that amazed and
pleased ‘the Senator and his staff. Since this measure is not directly related to the
-budget cuts, and there does not seem to be any organizéd opposition to_it, there is a
fair chance of its pass.age, though we will have fo contmu'e topress.
: Y . L . J 3
’ Desplte the efforts of Congressman Pgu] Simon and others on behalf of
libraries, the Postal Service subsldy recommended in the Reagan budget « and likely
; tobe approved — calls for'a 138 percent increase in the fourgm class/library rate by
October 1, 1981. ' :

trying to establish a National Periodical Center, was the apparent lack of adeq&ite
° communication between llbrarlans and scholars about research libraries. We have

Y% L, - . o s .
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Ore of our recent concerns, which grew out of the experience last year in 7
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. 'aqdsessed this issue on a very small scale and with some success ‘at our recent
meeting sponsored by the ARL and the American Assoclatlon for the Advancements
of the Humanities (AAAH), supported by a small grant from the Council on Library -
Resources. The library directors and a professor of English from’ each of three

~ institutions — Mighigan, North Carolina, and Princeton — joined by Margaret Child
of the NEH, James Banner, chair, of AAAH, and ARL staff members, spent a day in”’
Washlngton last month d1scus51ng ways in whlch faculty members in the humanities

* mught become informed on issties and problems facing research Ilibraries. The group

. agreed upon several measures to be taken, on expefimental bases, at thejr

N respective-institutions and with scholarly societies. You will bé receiving a report

G on this meeting. It seemed- to some of. us that it might be worthwhile fo have

shllar small-group dlscussmns with other dlSClpllneS and their respectlve socletles. L

tr
The mv1tatlonal meeting on the economics and financial strucfure of research

- libraries, spansorea Jomtly by ARL and the ‘Research Libraries Group, with a grant .
) ~ from.the Council on Library Resources, will be held in early October, postponed
. .. from an earlier date in June. Th tate-of-the-art papers have been completed for
the“conference "A Strategic Plahning Model of the University Library," by Jerome
, Yavarkovsky Oof Coqlumbia and "Academic Library Decision Support Systems,"' by
Michael Bommer of Clarkson College. A small group of library directors (from both
OCLC.and. RLG libraries), economists, and university administrators will be invited '
to participate. David Breneman, an economist with the Brooklngs Institution, will
~ be the moderator, and Garol Francis, who ha$ been Working in this area for the;

- . American Council on Education, Wlll al’so be on the program. *~ -
e o A rev1ew ofwme work of the Center for Chinese quasearch Materials, whloh has
‘been in operation for about thirteen years, was un ertaken last month by the
Center's adv1sory committee, headed by Philip McNiff. The Center's emphasis for
# . the next three years w1ll be on the reproduction of significant Chinese-language
newspapers serialsy and archival materials that have’ recently become available to
the Center ‘from varlous sourges in Talwan, London, ‘and Moscow, and also on
<7 . material from the People's Republic of "China that' may ‘result f,rom thé recent
. exchgnge-vistts of librarians. The advisory committee also expressed the desire that
" -°  the work of the Cénter be given greater publicity among the ARL Membership, with
O 4 possibility of .a place on the pRggram at a.future ARL meetlng The ‘Center is
fmanced by funds from*NEH and the Mellon Foundatlon, and income from sales of .
Center publications; for +its sponsorsmp; ARL recewes an oVerhead ‘grant st1pend~

‘from ‘the grant fund . .

< *‘\

8

. “Weare pleased to announce that ‘the. long-awalted publication, Cumulated ARL
A Un1vers1ty Library Stamstlcs, 1962-63 through 1978~ 79 w111 be avallable in June, and
a copy wxll be sent to each ARL library. '

In concludmg my sixteen months as Interim Executlve Dlrector I want to .
express my appreciation for the privilege of serving the Assoclatlon,and to thark all
of 'you for the support that you have given m€, I am partlcularly grateful to the ’

v+ * + Board’and to President Jay Tucker. I foupd that Jay is a very remarkable person.
) He is able to keep. abreast of .all“the varfous activities in the Association, and yet he
manages? somehow, to’ delegate respansibility so that thegwork of the Association

* gets aone.- And, Jay, I have certai enjoyed working with you. My special
appreciatioh goes to the ARL staff, to Carol Mandel, ‘the very eff1c1ent Associate
Executive Dlrector who has been a real dehght to work with this"y year, to Duane

. - ' 64~ - .. .
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Webster and his: fine OMS Staff, fo‘t‘ whom I have the- greatest respect and

admiration; to Nicola Daval, our able editor and conference - organizer. I think'the

Assoc1atlon is very fortunate to have a staff of competent, hard- worklng, and
; deolcated people

/
Finally, no one is more dellghted than 1 }?n Shlrley, that you have, at long
.. last, arrived. A new ARL Preésident who is taking off1ce is presented with a gavel by

the retiring President, as a symbol of office. So, 1 tfied to think of what I might
present to you as a symbol of the Office of Executive Director, and all I could come
up with was my American Express card. So, I would like to present this to you; don't

leave home without it!
s L ]

Report of the Executive Director

t . N [
L

MS. ECHELMAN: Thank you, Ralph, you may be sure that I won't! *

I am very honored to be, here today. I have thought a lot about what I could
possibly say to you all on this occasion, and decided that it would not be a good idea
to attempt a complete review of ARL, as [ have been at the Office for only three
days. That would be analogous to trying to learn the Torah while standmg ‘on one
foot — and, I am not up to either of those tasks.

- .,

I would like to thank all of the ARL directors and other friends w«ho have
written and called me doring the past six months since my appointment was
announced offering cooperatfon, support, best wishes, condolences, and a whole
range of other comments. All of this well-wishing has been very sustaining during
the past six months, because f have been attempting to learn as much as possible
about ARL — wlich, as.many of you probably do not remember from the days before
you were directors,,~is a rather mysterious organization to the rest of the library
world — and about thé issues which are of concern to its members while, at the
same time, continuing to Keep ‘activities going at the Medical Library Association
and trymg to ensure as smooth a transition there as possible. You may be interested
to know that the print out of a literature search-about the Association of Research
Libraries produced two and a half pounds of computer paper — citations only — and T
tried, td read as many of the documents as I possibly, could. In add1tlon, Ralph,

N Carol Nicky, and Duane have been 'sending’ mematerlal on a more or less regular
basis, and I have been able to meet several times with Ralph and with the staff since
-Januaey I would like to take this opportunity to thank all of them for their patient
and thorough orientation. . .

I a\m reminded these days of my sophomore year at the University of Wlsconsm
— I have been around just long enough to know that I do not know anythlng I
actually .arrived at ARL last Wednesday afternoon, and I must say, I am enormously
happy to be’working at a single job agam Even though™it is far too early to report
that I have settled in, I have put some: thlngs on the desktop, changed the penc11

% * holder, and moved the phone around g .

v

L4

Jay Lucker suggested that it might be useful to tell you a 11tt1e b1t about my
specific interests and how I think-they will fit with ARL's goals and programs. I feel
-obligated to begin by telling you that which most of you probably already know

A\
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am not now, nor have Lﬁr been, nor will I ever be, a scholar. My backgroun“d lies

in management and orgghization, although I came to New York from Nebraska to be’

a dancer — hut, we will ndt mention anything more about that! — I am very much
interested 1n the organization and financial structure of the Association of Research
Libraries and how the structure can be strengthened so'that it.effectively supports
the roles and the goals that wefe disclussed yesterday-evening and that have been of
concern to ARL directors for a number of years. '

I am interested in‘the coordination of efforts by research libraries to improve
the national resource represented by all librdaries. I am interested in education for
hibrarianship, 1n recruitment to the profession, and in the related and, I believe, very
serious issue of salary ahd status in the profession. I have some interest in an
assessment of the irfernational role of the Association and its relationship to the
needs of the members. I am interested in broadéning the base of support for
research libraries and in the public information role of the Association, not only in
the scholarly community — which is certainly very important — but with the library
community at large, which knows so little about ARL, and with the wide académic,
governmental, and business communities, which are potential sources of support ‘for
ARL activities. I have had a modicum of experieneé.iA connecting public sector and
private ‘sector organizations, and I hope to be able to put that experience to good
use. I am -interested in getting out and talking with you all, in unstructured or
structured settings, in your own libraries .or whenever possible. ARL's budget is a
tight one, but I intend to make an effort, whenever I am travelling, to come in and
listen to any of you who are within visiting distance, if you have time to talk with
me. It 1s my feeling that the mission of research libraries is so large in scope and
the 1ssues so complex and so fraught with risk that it is very tempting for all of us
to hde in smaller and more manageable corners ©f the problem. You cannot afford
to do that, and I think you all know that — and, because you cannot afford to, ARL

cannot afford to, either. ¢ .

The relationship of libraries to learning and 4o the furtherance of knowledge is
very poorly understood in our society, although it is a society which depends very
heavily on" the continuous advancement of the’ frontiers of knowledge. ,Dr.
Rudenstine Said this morning that libraries are the- engine of the academic
enterprise. I prefer an anatomjcal metaphor (from my recent background at MLA),
:and I therefore like to think of libraries as. the heart of the academic orgdnism.
Without the libraries acting as the pump,- the blood will not flow through ‘the
academic body, and.the body Wwill die. It is difficult to display that relationship

consistently to the various constituencies ‘with whom you are all concerned. The

relationship was much clearer in simpler times — for example, during the Dark
Ages. I guess-they are still called the "Dark Ages," those cgnturies after Rome fell
when scholarship néarly died. There gtose here and there in Northern Europe small
centers of scholarly monasticism whose mission was to keep alive some of the
learning of previous days. That era came to an .end, really, with the aid of a

librarian, a man named Alcuin of York. He epitomizes, in my.mind, the relationship ,
between 'civilization, scholarship, and librarianship. We do not know very much.

about his' personal history, but there is a plaque in York Minster which is dedicated
by the monks of York as follows: "In memdry of Alcuin, a Member of our Order:

librarian, teacher, advisor to Charlemagne; he brought light into the darkness of |

Europe." That is the role of the résearch library — very clearly stated on that
plague.. . . ’ o CT i
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I'would like .to ask your help; I have a great deal to’hear and to learn from all
%f you, and I intend to spend as much time as p0551b1e listening. I was charmed by
r. Kell's story this morning. I promise you, if I-hear anyone call "Pig," I will stop
‘the car 1mmed1ate1y, get-out, walk up the road and look around the. bend before
driving on! But, it is up to you all to yell "Pig" as necessary.

Seme who have written me have asked whether 1 had any opinions about what
the open and hidden agendas for research libraries are, whether I understood what
the stakes aré, whether I knew where the vested interests lie. I have given some
thought to these questions, and I believe ARL does have a vested interest, and it

. does have both open and hidden agendas, and it does hold some stakes. Its vested

interest-is in strong and healthy research libraries; that is both its open and its
hidden agenda, and those are our stakés. And I can only promise you that 'as best ]
can, I will attempt to further those interests, accomplish the agenda, and play the
stakes to, the advantage of the Assoc1atlon and all its members. Thank you very
much. « .

EN

Report of the Office of Management Studies

-5 -

MR. WEBSTER: This morning's progtam provided a review 3f the Association's
interest in management issues over the last ten years. This afternoon, I will qu1ck1y

-report orﬂe present status of OMS projects and our future plans.

s

Thlrty_—fwo studies are operatlng within the framework of the Academic
Library Prograr_n Ten of these studies are being conducted by OMS-trained
consultants and
seven collection analysis studies, five llbrary planning studies, three preservation
studies,. one public services study, two organizational screening projects, and a
technical services review study. The studies vperated by OMS-trained consultants
are all part of the Lilly Endowment Small let‘ary Planning Project, wh’lch is coming
to a close this fall. There is also a growing interest among ARL membeérs in using
OMS Staff to assist in the design and conduct of limited, carefully-focused internal
studies.

in February, the Office staff completed the selection of participants for the
second Consultation Skills Training Program. The 20 librarians selected participated
in an intensive, two-week consultation-skills workshop in. March. This program is
attempting to select some of the best, most competent academic librarians
available, and then to provide thery with the planning and analytical skills required
for managing problem-—solvmg in & library. These are process-oriented skills that
can be.used in a variety of settings and include communication, problem

the remaining studies’ are managed by OMS Staff. Included are -

articulation, analysis of issues, and determining decision-making requirements. ,

Consulting is simply one way of deVeloplng and using thesé skills. The experience
and skill gained by the partlclpants is" then available for subsequent use in ARL and
other libraries. .

Efforts are also continuing to secure flnanclal support from. corporate
foundations for developing an assisted self-study of” pubhc sepvices, in academic
libraries. We are doing some of the design work on' the lic seryices project
within present funding arrangements. For example,-the University of Houston is
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completing an internal study of public services for which we are providing consulting
assistance. The Office expects to be able to assist additional libraries in doing
publie services studies by this fall. We have added a part-time staff member, Jane
Benson, to assist in advancing this effort. Jane is also working part time at the
Council on Library Resources as CLR Publications Officer.‘

= In another area, two occasional papers are bein% prepared for publication this
spring, covering internal communication in academic libraries and compensation
practices of research libraries. These papers are an outgrowth of our. Collaborative
Research/Writing Project. N

.Five SPEC flyers and kifs have been issued sifice the last ARL Membership
Meeting: two on preservation,@wo covering the results of our public services survey
last year, and the fifth on executive reviews in ARL libraries, reflecting some of the

. discussions held at the ARL Membership Meeting in May 1980. Maxine Sitts has put

together a schedule of topics for forthcoming flyers and Kkits, including fees for
services, online data base services, staff and professional development, use of small

.computers 1n libraries, internships, recruitment and employment practices,

specialists’ po‘s/i((ions, and departmental libraries.

In the OMS training program, a Management Skills Institute was held in Austin,
Texas, this year and a special focus workshop on performance appraisal is being
planned at Michigan next week. A workshop on the management of stress we
conducted in Virginia last month attracted about 80 participants, and we are putting
together a Management Skills Institute to be held in Columbus, Ohio, in eonjunction
with .Ohio State. Ohio State took advantage of the offer made in our last report,
namely that OMS is prepared to do a Management Skills Institute at any member
library that is willing to assure us of 20 participants.

In another area, 'the preservation project supported by the National
Endowsgent for the Humanities was an important focus of our attention in the last
severdl months. Pamela Darling is coordinator for that project. I would like her to
take a few minutes to comment on the status of that effort.

MS. DARLING: Since I spoke to you last fall, we have completed drafting the
self-study manual, except for one chapter, and compiled th@" technical resource
information that accompanies it. We selected, from among 18 applicants, three
hibraries for the pilot-testing of the materials: the libraries of Dartmouth College,
the Univérsity of Vvirginia and the University of Washington. Those tests are now
under way. We are about a third of the way through the process. Let me just
briefly outline for you the three phases of the self-study project.

A preliminary apalysis of the ‘situation and detailed design of the data
gathering phase occupies about a month, followed by a six to eight week period of
iitensive data gathering, focused on five specific areas: a review of the

-envi};onme_ntal conditions of the collections; a review of the physical conditions of

the ‘materials themselves; an analysis of the organjzational structure and activities
that curreritly affect the preservation of the materials*— whether, in fact, they are
known as preservation activities within the institution; a Iook at the’library's ability
to handle crises which physically .threaten the materials — floods, fire, other kinds

. of disasters; and, finally, an identification of the types of resgurces availahle within

the institution, the campus, the community, and the region to support expanded
preservation activities. ) ' . .

-

‘ ) -68-




1] E .

The final phase “of the self—s\tudy process-involves an analysis of all of that_~
information and a structured process for developing recommendations and a detailed
action plan for an ongoing, expanded, growing preservation program. As I say, we
are under way in the testing of this material. It is a little soon to tell whether, in
fact, it will work, but it does appear that things are going well. We expect to finish
the pilot testing in midsummer, and spend the ‘fall revising and improving the
materials, which will then be made available some time after the first of the year.

What makes this particular study "program different from some previous
activities is the very large technical component. This enormous notebook I am

clutching represents a composite of some of the technical material being provided
/ to support the process of self-study. There are about 700 pages of relatively current
information that has been compiled to provide people with a solid technical basis for
/ ’ the kinds of administrative decisions that must be made. We feel that this is crucial

1n this partlcular area — which is, as you know, new and rapidly changing. And one

of the things that we will need to look at very closely before this project ends is how

to continue to provide the kind of current technical. information that is needed to
. support preservation programs that will reliably assure the life of our collections.

MR. WEBSTER: Thank you, Pam. The OMS Advisory Committee met earlier
today and reviewed some of the discussions of this, morning, as.well as the
discussions held last night. They ’also considered topies 'that the OMS staff should
address in the future. For example, they suggested that a formal method be
established that would allow the OMS Advisory Committee to be in direct contact
with individual directors concerning operation of the OMS. They hdve also asked us
to devise a method for providing of an ongoing assessment and review of OM
activities. 5 i\

Finally, the 1980 annual report for the Office reviewing the last year's
activities, has been drafted and will be sent to you shortly. All of us at the Office
appreciate receiving, comments from you or your staff on.the activities. \
summary'of the OMS 1980 Annual Report appearsson p. 97.1

I would like to close by again thanking Ralph for his support, help, and _insight
over the brief time he has been here. He has had an extraordinary impact on what

’ we have been doing, and has made an extraordinary contributign to the Association.
And all of us, of course, are looking forward to an energetic and productive
relationship with Shirley. Thank you.

Report on the CLR Bibliographic Services Development Program

MR. JONES (Councwn Library Resources): As you may recall, there are four
basic areas of activity in¥the Bibliographic Services Development Program (BSDP): )
standards, access to bibliographic information, the qual of bibliographic data .
bases, and products that flow from. those bibliographic¢ data bases. Since my report

in October, our activities in the area of standards have not been spectacular. We

continue with efforts on a detailed holdings standard and a standard for institutional

IDS, and we have just started to negotiate for work on an application level protocol

i.e,, a set of protocols to control communications between computers in
bibliographic and information transactlons
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In the area of linking bibliographic information from a variety of data bases,
the Battelle report is now out, and CLR's supply has been exhausted. It continues to
be available through ERIC — not, however, at $9.00 per copy, but at $28 or $29 per
copy I beélieve, in paper, though substantially less in microform. A continuing
element in the Battelle study is the BIBLINK model developed by Battelle. The
model compares what happens whenyou change various elements’in a link situation,
e.g., when you link, for purposes of interlibrary loans or shared cataloging, and raise
or lower rates and costs. That model is available to anyone who would like to use
it. Each of the shared cataloging services — my new term for the bibliographic
utilities — and 12 library schools have taken advantage of the availability of the
model. The library schools, particularly, are looking at the model from & number of
perspectives. We hope to have a report from them early in the fall. A

Discussions about linking continue. The link for CONSER purposes at present
appears to be contribution of records through the Library of Congress. A project
that we-fund to link the authority systems of the Washington Library Network, the
Research Libraries Group's RLIN, and LC continues to make progress, and we
expect to receive a proposal to implement that link this fall. Jim Rush and Norman
Stevens have prepared a paper on the roles of state and multi-state networks. That
docupient is undergoing staff review; it will Qe forwarded to all state and
multi-state networks for their review.and evaluation. If any of you have an interest
in it,Y hope you will request a copy of the document from the Council. v

Data base quality. We have a number of projects in process in the authority
area; most of you know some of them. The Name Authority File Service, which is
under review by a task force funded by the Council, has prepared a requirements
statement. Each of yeu has received a copy. We would like to have any comments,
criticisms, suggestions as soon &s possible. We have a number of sub-tasks
identified, and work is under way to accomplish them. Last year, I urged any of you
with ideas and suggestions in the area of subject authorities to step forward. Carol
Mandel did, as a matter of fact, and she has just produced a concept paper for the -
Council. Her paper is unsgr staff review and it will be discussed by the BSDP
program ‘Committee in-July) with the idea of trying to identify how, if in any way,
the program can make a contribution to subject access and control.

o

Our final area of activity, the one taking up most of our time, is of

considerable interest to many of you: the evaluation\of online public access -

catalogs. I reported to you in October that Phase One, the phase in whicl we would
identify how to evaluate these catalogs, was under way. The Research Libraries
Group, OCLC, Joe Mathews Associates, and the University of California are all

-cooperating in developing evaluation tools — questionnaires, interview instruments,

sampling strategies, and a methodology for evaluating the collected data — and
Phase One will be completed’at the end of May. Beginning the first of June, those
same institutions, with the addition of the Library of Congress and possibly UTLAS,
will begin collecting data on between 12 and 20 different online public access
catalogs. We anticipate that preliminary data will be available and released near

the end of 1981, with completed data evaluation available in mid to late 1982.

We have produced “a two-year report on the Bibliographic Services
Development Program, whigh is available upon request. We have also been in the
process of developing a "futurist" paper outlining what the program intends to do
over the course of the next three years, and near the end of the summer that should
also be available. .
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Duane already mentioned that the Council has added Jane Benson, on a
half-time basis. We have.added two other staff, mrembers, as well — Deanna Marcum

and Keith Russell are now Program AsSociates witn the Council.

Report on the CLR Professional Education and Training for
Research Librarianship Program .

MR. MeDONALD (University of Connecticut): I do appreciate the opportunity
to provide the ARL Membership with a brief update on PETREL, CLR's program of

Professional Education and Training for Research Librarianship. This is the single
most appropriate audience for such a report, since it is for your libraries that the

program is belng undertaken, and it is with your cooperation that the program will

succeed .

You recall that PETREL got under way, informally, early last year. It was
officially approved by thé CLR board about a year ago, and it was formally
announced on October 1, 1980. As with most things Jim Haas touches, this program
has made rapid progress. The PETREL advisory committee consists of Rudy Rogers,
Yale; Bob Vosper, University of Californig, Los Angeles Graduate School of Library
and Information Science; Margot McBurney, Queens;. Russell Bidlack, Umversxty of
Mlchlgan School of Library Science; William Gerberding, President, University of
Washington, and John McDonald, Connecticut. We have held a number of meetings*

- and have conducted site visits to the library schools at the University of Chicago,

the University of Michigan, and UCLA. It is not coincidental that these three
institutions have received the first CLR grants under the PETREL program. Thg
amount of that support totals about $740,000, and the awards to each institution are
based on carefully-wrltten proposals whlé]lihave been modified and refined as a.
résult of detailed discussions with the PE
staff — particularly with Jim Haas, who has assumed personal responsibility for this
program. A. recent news release from the Council and a notice in the ARL
Newsletter of April 27, 1981 described how each library school intends {o use its
grants. It may be unnecessary, but let me run through that information again at this
time.

The University_omn@o; Graduate Library School, in cooperation with its

_Graduate School of Business, will establish a special postgraduate program leading

to a Certificate of Advanced Study in Library Management. The course will include
interdisciplinary study in library science and management, a special seminar to

continue throughout the period of study, and investigative internships at -

participating research libraries. The University of Michigan's School of Library
Science will begin an active recruiting program X\esigned to attract a small number
of hghly-qualified students to specialize in research librarianship in an extended

academic program, one of about 20 months rather than the normal program of a '

year; additional course work in related disciplines, research library internships, and
placement assistance will be included in this new basic professmnal e catlon
program. :

-

UCLA's‘ program has two discrete components. The first will prévide .
specialized tramning for librarians who have recently assumed planning/management .

posts; a six-week course emphasizing managerial skills for research librgrians, with
. . ® .

)

- - LS.,

EL Advisory Committee and the CLR™



periodic foll:)w—up sessions during the year of the fellowship, will be developed as a
protofype for a continuing program. The second component ‘addresses the
improvement of professional skills by means of a week-long conference designed.to
explore and describe the frontiers of research librarianship. The objective of the

conference is to relate research library development and operations to economic,

technological, political, and intellectual factors that promise to dominate
policy.—ma‘idng for the next decade. UCLA will receive support for the first of a
series of such conferences to be attended by librarians, university administrators,
and others from related pertinent fields.

So much for the intentions of the three library schools. Now, where do the

Yibrarians come in; what role or roles are they expected to play? Obviously,
the ARL libraries are central to the enterprise, and their active involvement is
crucial if the PETREL program is to succeed. As some of you will know, that
involvement has already begun. Both the Chicago and Michigan Library Schools
have established advisory committees of research librarians, most of them from
ARL libraries. To provide assistance in ongoing program gefinition and evaluation,
Chicago is working with Bill Budington, John Crerar Library; Beverly Lynech,
Umversity of Illinois at Chicago 'Circle; John McGowan, Northwestern University;
Martin Runkle, University of .Chicago; Don Simpson, Center for Research Libraries;
Bill Towner, Newberry Library; and Julie Virgo, as official observer for the
Association of College an® Research Libraries of the American Library Association.
Beyond its advisory function, this group represents the host libraries for the
investigative nternships, and they will @®ssist in identifying problems for
investigation by the interns. The Michigan Library School has a similar advisory
group, as ARL Directors will' know from a recent letter sent to them by Russ
Bidlack. The Michigan advisory committee is comprised of Dick Chapin, Michigan
State University; John McGowan, Northwestern University; Bill Studer, Ohio State

. _University; Joe Dagnese, Purdue University, and Dick Dougherty and Jane Flenner,

University of Michigan. Impdftant as these advisory groups are, they should not be
viewed as the sole source of advice and assistance to the library schools; on the
contrary, the library schools want and need help from all ARL directors and their
senior staff people. ) )

With respect to the Chicago program, for €xample, ARL directors should
1dentify librarians on®their staffs who could-benefit from the program, encourage
them to apply, and provide. supporting references. In.case there are people who
should not apply, too, you should supply candid evaluations of the unworthy
candidates, so that the program is not burdened with inadequate people. And, last
and most important, directers should provide the most promising candidates with
institutional support, in the form of released time and, if possible, full or partial
salary. You will soon be receiving from Boyd-Rayward, Dean of the Graduate
Library School of Chicago, a press release announcing the new program there and
soliciting your cooperation. I urge you to give it prompt and thoughtful attention.

NoW, let us look at the Michigan program. The help that we, in ARL libraries,
can give to that program is much the same as’ that required at Chicago. First, ‘we
should try to help with the recruiting. Michigan is looking for the best and brightest
newcomers to the profession; it is prepared to give them an excellent educationa
experience, with generous fellowship support. This program will obviously benefit
from wide publicity, at the outset. Eventually, we will enjoy the opportunity to
employ .the products of the program, and I am confident that the libraries that do so
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will have reason to consider themselves fortunate. But, the present urgency is to
get the best prospects into the programs, soon. Michigan's deadline is nearly upon
us; they want applications by June 1, if at all possible. So, push your staffs to spread
the word. Michigan will also want some help with its internships, byt I am assuming
that, initially, at least, that help will be forthcoming from the{advisory group I
mentioned edrlier, and fram the libraries they represent.

. The help we can all give UCLA is even more clear-cut: Candidates for the

. senior fellows program are already on our staff and have recently assumed major-
managerial responsibilities. The task is to identify these people, release them from
their duties for six weeks, and if at all possible, send them forth with some
institutional support. Again, the need is for reteased time, at the very least; travel
funds, full or partial — in short, whatever you can do, to share the financial burden
with the Council on Library Resources. Unless institutional support is forthcoming,
‘these programs cannot survive beyond the few years of CLR's likely involvement.
Finally, I am sure that Bob Hays at UCLA would want me to urge all of you to think
about the first "frontiers" conference which UCLA will host and administer. Your
suggestions for participants will be welcome. The need is twofold: for persons who
can prepare individual papers on key issues, and for thoughtful librarians, scholars,
and admimstrators to hear and discuss those papers. If the people are good and the
chemistry 1s right, the results can be of lasting value. .

-

I have taken a bit more of your time than I’jntended, but I hope you will agree
with me that PETREL 1s an important new intiative whose intention is to benefit all
research libraries. As befits a Mc[}yonald; I will close, by"Saying, "We do it all for
you!" .

MR..LUCKER: Thanks, John. Given the amount of time that is eldpsed since
the PETREL program was set up, what has been achieved is rather remarkable. It is ,
wonderful to hear about these programs starting, and I would urge all,of you to ‘_j
provide the kind of support that PETREL needs. ~

MR. McDONALD: 1 have an afterthought. It occurs to me that any ARL
director from an institution having a library school might also be talking about
PETREL, making sure that the school is aware of what is going on. There will be
other grants, in other years, and we do hope that the rest of the library sghools will
see themselves as possible agents for this program. '

\

¢
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Report on the ARL Task Force on Library Education

+

i

MR. LUCKER: It is quite fitting that we f ow up on this report with a report
from our own Task Force on Library Education\ Margot McBurney, Chair of that
Task Force, unfortunately is ill and unable to att®nd. She has asked Ted Johnson,
who is another member of the task force, to report for her. '

MR. JOHNSON (Emory University): Thank you, Jay. Not all things are as
they seem so I will attempt to be "M got McBurney," today, bringing you greetings {
from her. Just a very quick summary of where we are and how we have gotten to
this point. ’ - ’

°
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The Task Force was orgenized and charged by the ARJ, Bdard of Directors in
October 1979. 'We were ghven three tasks: first, to gather opinions and pereeption
of research library directors about the current state of education of our staffs and
education for research librarianship. That survey has been conducted and the data
assembled and shared with the Board of Directors. Second, we were asked to
sponsor & forum or discussion in this body, which we did at the October 1980

" meeting. Third, we were instructed to pull together the information from these twb

exercises and present a report to the Board, which Margot did, in January 198l. At;
that time, as a part of our report, we identiffed three kinds of actjyities we thought
needed discussion ahd development in the fature in areas that we would like to
target.

¢ .. ’ Y .

The first area we identified is to work on actions that the” Association, 1tse1f
can take in supportmg improvement in education for research librarianship.

. Secondly, there are a number of things that we, as individual dlrectors, can do, and

we believe these activities are as important as anything else. John McDonald has
just given youy a-nice array of those things that we can do, and each of you can dg, to
support the PETREL program. This coordinates very well with so of” the
directions the task force is pursuing. Thirdly, we are interested in developing more
specific recommendations along lines that we in institutions with library schools can
take, together with our teaching colleagues. "We encourage you to do what John just
added as an afterthought, and that is to begin, those of you_in or near institutions
with schools of librarianship, to engage your colleagues in those schools, if you are
not already talking with them, in exploring together ways that we can improye
research library educatlon.~ ‘We are particularly interested in encouragmg joint
projects: either teaching, in,which we introduce practitioners specifically into the
teaching process along with. faculty; or, conversely, engaging some of the
practitioners or teachers in research projects in our mstltujgons.
- & ' K

The tae\force came up with siX recommendations for the Board I will list

-

" those, very quickly, for you. The first is recraitment, about which we have already

spoken. The problem that we sense is recruiting the very talented students, and
weeding out people we would not want to recommerid for training in a very complex
and increasingly difficult area of work. Second, we would like to work together. with

the library schools on 1mprovmg the quality of the educational experience for those

students in these new programs that we are developing. Third, we’ would like to
foster a‘meamngful intellectual exchange between®the practitioriers- — that fis,
ourselves and our staffs — and library school faculty. Fourth, we would like to work
on the area of mformlng—umversny administrators about the needs of research
libraries and, particularly, 'how this, relates to education for researth library
professionals. Our discussions tomorrow, and Barbara Turlington's paper, will help

" generate support in this regard, but the task force ‘would like, then, to be able to

build®on that general program work, and suggest the importance of’ strohgly -
supporting library schools in the various universities in this time of scarcity,
ensuring that they are contributing to the prefession and particularly {6 our needs in
research libraries. Fifth, we want to increase the opportunity for purposeful,
important, and useful mternshlps. And sixth, we are interested in- working on
development of effective ways to educate and develop midscareer librarians. Again,
the PETREL program holds promise in that regard. .

——We asked the Board for their advice and comments in January on our work and
recommended that the task force be continued and charged to dévelop the areas I

]

.o T4

o -

b A
.

.

*

-

{




Te

.Have j
continue.
B / - ] —
One otler thing we talked about, in general was the’ need to begm to open \
informal communication channels wjth the Association of Americad Library
Schools. We¢/ intend to begin so thas we can_work together with that group fo
develop—ideas, programs, and re\o’mrﬁendatlons that wrll be accepted An both
communities. . " ‘ , .
. Y Lal e
At the task force meeting earlier today, we identified a number of tasks that -
we will pursue to -carry out these basi¢ reecopmendations. We plan to keep ,you
informed through the ARL Newsletter as we proceed We are beginning to.work on
drafting redommendaticfs for internship programs and recommendations for ways

. that library schools and tibraries can work together. We would be most appreciative ' (
of 1deas and mput that any of you have. Please send your comments to the Office, - ‘ -
: send them to the task force members. Also, in the next few

months you will receive -a questionnaire for the development of a SPEC Kit on
internships and recruitment. The task force will be. working with Maxine Sitts on
, the development of the Klt and we ask for your help. Thank yo_)

P . 3 ) ’

. R’e ort of the A L Committeeon Iri“terlibrar Loan:
po y

. “MR. PETERSON (Southern Hlinois Un1ver51ty) There are three items that I
will report on for the Interlibrary Loan Committee. First, the status of the -
Copyright Act review. You may remember from our "meetmg a year ago at Salt
Lake City that. the Interlibrary Loan Committee had considered whether ARL should

_ testify at the hearings that-were being conducted by the Copyright Office, and it -
was decided at that time, that, in lightvof the facts that we had not collected data
from ‘ARL lll?apes and that the burden)of proof of any problems involved in the
copyright revisions was really upon the’ publls’ﬁers, it would be premature to submit .
testimony. In the meantime, the: Copyright Office has cofitracted with King
Research, Inc. to conduct a study among librarians, publishers, and users for the
review. The first set of questionnaires has been distributed to a\selected group of
libraries and the results are being tabulated. Questlonnalres for the publishers and
users have not yet been dlstrlbuted

/

~NS
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* It is still the be11ef of the ILL Commlttee that ARL should probably maintain a

low profile with regard to the Copyrlght Act reyview until the King Research study is

completed. and -we have.firm" datd upon Whlch to base our replies. Meanwhile, in -

some enquiries that. have been made by members of the committee, we have

discovered to date, that, although the copyright regulations have added somewhat to

the paperwork and the mechamcs of compliance, there have been no major problems

for the ARL libraries. We feel that the problems probably have been felt more by
smaller libraries and.special libraries, both groups which have already testified in
_someé of the hearings. We will be continuing to keep in contact with Council of

National Library and Informatlon Associations Ad Hoc.Committee on Copyright

with regard to the progress of the King Research study. And, if there are anyl »

concerns that members of ARL libraries. have about the copyright situation, the
_regulations, or any proposals that might come forth for further revision of the Act,

we certainly W/lll be ready to respond to them on-behalf of the Association. - i »
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Second, Just a word ‘about’ the rev1sed lnterllbrary oar)/ tode. You w111
. remember that the committee recommended at the ARL Meeting in Salt Lake City
" that we support the adoption of the code. The code was pr. ented to ALA in June

\ 1980 and was adopted. In our enquiries about the re to .the code, we have not
found major problems. In fact, there has been a gene eeling that the new code
has facilitated interlibrary loans. If any m ftution feels” that this has not
been the case, we would llke to hear fro )

«

The.third item is that the ALA RASD Interlibrary boan Committee is working
with Virginia Boucher, from the University of Colorado, who has a contract with the
American Library Assocnatlon for the issuing of a manual for interlibrary loan. "Miss
Boucher has written the first',two chapters of that manual; copies of it were
circulated to members of the RASD committee back in February and have been
returned to her. We hope that, during the next six months to a year, Miss Boucher
will be able to eomplete th remammg’chapters. ALA w111 thep publish the manual

If there are any questlons that anyone would like to ask about the work of the
. ILL Committee, I will be certamly glad to respond to them.’

QD

- MR. McDONALD: I do not know whetber | have a question or a comment. I

- belreve that the King s’fudy will prodiuce some information. I have a feeling, though,
. that the questionnaire used as a data gathering instrument is, not all that friendly to
our, cause, and that the information elicited -may require rebuttal by -this
Associatjon. I would just urge’the committee to be alert and be ready to man the
battlements, when the time comes. You know me —.I am a diehard: But, we were
one of the libraries which received the questionnaire, and I found a good many
problems with it. I,d6 not knowlwhether others did or not. ‘

MR. PETERSON: We were one ofﬁe libraries, also, John, that received a
copy 4f the questionnaire, gnd although we were concerned about it, we think that
the difficulties in the questionnaire will not really work against our libraries, but
will cause as many problems for the people trying to propose furthér restrictions.
- We have been anx1ous to receive copies of the proposed questionnaires for publlshers
and users; we waht“to review those carefully. We believe that the durden of proof is

' going to be with the -publishers.to show cause whe(e ey have been damaged by

interlibrary Jloan and copyright procedures that havé been followed.” We believe

. that, at thlS point, if.we were to make very much noise or try to mobilize

arguments, we might be fetding more into counterarguments by the publishers~-- the -

. very kinds of “things for which they and their attorneys may be looking. By

remaining quret, the burdéﬂ of building the case is going to be upon them. When we
see how they show theu‘J]and then we feel that we should be ready for the attack.

r
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R " Admission of New Members

‘ >
- ’

. MR. LUCKER In May 1980, the -Membership approved a new, set of guidelines
" for invitations to new members of the Association. For university libraries the
,» criteria provide for a mathematical test against the institution's statistics. If*an

institution satisfies the conditions in the membership criteria, its name is to be
"brought before the Membership for approval of an invitation to-become & member.
There are now two 1nst1tut10ns who have asked consideration for membership; their
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statistics have been received, evaluated, and checked by  the experts we have
avallable, against the statistics for the Association. And, therefore, I am pleased,
on behdlftof the ‘Board, to request Membership approval to'invite the University of
Manitoba and the University of California at Irvine to join the Association. As this
1s a .motiorr from the Board, it requires no second. Are there any questions or
comments about this? Hearing none, I will callgfor a vote froin the Membership.
Accoramg to the Bylaws, this vote requires a majority of the members present,
assuming that we have a quorum present -—— which we do - 50 percent of the
niembers.. All those in*favor, please signify by saying "aye." Anybody opposed? The
motion carries. We will exten_q an invitation to those two institutions. I am pleased
to report_ that, in anticipation of a favorable response, I took it upon myself to
extend an invitation to the directors af those two libraries to attend this meeting.
Thus, I would like to introduce two soon-to-be-colleagues of the Association. From
the University ‘of California at Irvine, Calvin Boyer; from *the University of
Manitoba, Marilyn Sharrow. )

Q
4

Report gf the AR1/Federal Relations Committee ’ .

[}

«

MR. LUCKER: The next report is from the Federal Relations Cor%mittee.
This is one of the new committees that ARL has organized this year, and it is being
ehaired by Carlton Rochell of New York University.  ~ '

MR. ROCHELL (New York University):” Of all the commi‘ttees one might not
want to-chair at this particular moment, it might be Federal Relations. If you are a
conservative polit1c1an, "this seems to be the best of times, if you are a Federal
Relations chdirman, it 1s the worst of times. Although Ralgh covered a number of
items conceriling federal relations,.] would like to comment on some of these from-
my own perspective. . R

. . ~ ) . . y @

We need to be aware that there is a real, fundamental shift going on that
involves not only governiment officials but the citizenship of this country as well. It
is fairly aceurate to say that those legislators we once termed "liberal" are now
"moderate," and those that we once termed "moderate" are now "conservattive,u and
those we once termed-tconservative" are falling off {he right side of the continuum.
The result of this 1s that a number of the programs that many of us have worked on,
some, of theim since the 1950'5, concerning higher "educatiosiand libraries, social
programs, cultural institutions, ete., are all beleaguered, to (:;y\>he least. So, it is
an appropriate time for this organization to institute a Federal Relations
Committee. We had our first meeting yesterday, but we have been at'work over the
past few months, as you have no doubt guessed, One thing I did want to mention is
the questionnaire that all of you .received last February in the’ name of the
committee. We have tabulated the returns, and we now have at least 72 of you who
have indicated a widlingness to work with us. We have you matched up with fiome
and hbrary district legislato¥s as well as with the contacts and friends in various
federal offices in Washington that you .mentioned on the questionnaire. The
effectiveness of this sytem will,continue to be tested over the coming months. As
we call on you, it will be in spetific areas,®n specific subcommittees, and -for
specific assignments. | hope that you will ‘make’it your busmess .t¢ keep up, as well
as you can, on what is going on in general with these programs.. Since Ralph has
already reviewed several of them for you, I»will“hit/only a couple of high’spots.
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As Lam speakmg at this moment I understand that the House is voting on a
version of the budget ,that has ‘the "support /of the President, known as
"Gramm/Latta." If this version is adopted, as it ds expected to be, the cuts to
educational programs will total substaiitially more than.the $11 billion cut suggested
in the original Reagan budget. ‘A versidn of the budget that called for $1.8 million
cufs in éducation was defeated yesterday, ‘As it now stands, it looks like overall,
categorléal ‘s1stance prOgrams for all types of Mbraries will be cut in excess of 25
percent by the‘current approprlatlons Artd the most devastating part of-this, I

think, is that this is really thé first year of a three-year budget-balancing act, which

‘e nieans that whatever is determined for"this coming year ‘will probably be the
amaximum expected undersany of these programs for the coming three years. Once
these general Teiling levels are set, authorized levels for each program will be

. revnsed prlor to M%y 15,

. . :
DR LR Y

’ .authorization levels, which are set by the Congress. There is an attempt being made

by the Offlce of Management and Budget (OMB) — and it looks like it will probably

¢ be successfnl — to have, the appropriations level that is set .for the year that we are

presently in become the authoruaatlon levels for_the next three years. We have heré

a peculiar case of what appear$ to me ‘tarbe the executive getting involved in the

legislative function. All these programs jn education are included ir an overall

. backage called "Function 500." This funetion also includes various social programs,

public serv;ce jobs, such as the CI!IA program; ete. So; for those of you who

. ®benefit from thdse programs, there 1s going to be at least four billion dollars more
cut in Functlon 300 thdn we had thought Just afew days ago.

As you know Title '{l-C of the Higher Educatlon Act (HEA) is still set at the

1981 level of g6 mllhon Regarting the elimipation' of Title II-A, it is particularly

oL, 'unfortunafé that we are, losmg, at this tlrne A (?art of HEA that has made it possible

o for many .of the smaller college libraries to not only continue to. buy books but to

partigipate in codperative activities and, indeed, to take some of the interlibrary

/loan strain off mapy of the librariés that.are represented here today. To the extent

possmle, F hope that we will continue to keep our forces as & profession . in as

.. harmonious a, posture as we can related to alr types of leglslatlon affectmg all) types
. ’ of llbrarles . ‘

. o ” - IQ
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.Ralph mentloned; a two—pound parcef mailed in 1970 for seven cents, on October’ 1,

o e 1981 will cost 67 cents : o : /‘\/ i
. The sttuatlon of t-he Natlonal Hlstorlcal Publications and Records Commission

= . "% (NHPRC), whieh- -Ralph, descrlbed, is summed;up in the following quote: it would
return to "the status 1t held in the 1950's, a$ art advisory body prov1d1ng documentary
works: and assistisg institutions in finding funds." Now, the awful irony ‘of that is, of
course, ‘that there will be no place left to find funds so this entire program is
directly Jéopardlzed A complica'ting factor is that the grant function of NHPRC is
. . up~ for reguthorization at the same time. On April 2, the House Government
) Operations Commitiee Chairmarf, Jack Brooks, mtroduced g bill to extend NHPRC

- grant authorization for twqgyears at a'level of three million dollars a'year. Hearings .

N were held last week. If a report by the subcommittee, along® with a budget-impact
e, statement is not issued by May 15, however, future projects funded by NHPRO will
be tossed onto the growing funeral pyre of those already mentLoned )

. . . . N -
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~ One of the really alarmmg activities going on “at this point concerns. '

O | would Just give you» one example of the 138 percent po§ta1 rate increase that
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In terms of the National Endowment for°the Humanities (NEH), the/'situé{ion
1S, 8s Ralph has said, fairly well known. It is going to be very drastically affected.
At this point, it lpoks to be a 50 percent reduction in the Challenge Grant area, and
research collection programs, public programs — many of those will disappear
entirely; some of them will be cut back, very severely: : ( v

MS. CHILD (National Endowment for the Humanities): .The  Research
Resources Program has been cut one-third, but we will have thrge million dollars

next.year. Please, don't write me off too soon! i /

MR. ROCHELL: At present, the most effective way we seem to have of

» convineing Congreéss to support programs is by letter campaigns. angd by detailed,

cogent presentations before various subcommittees. Although things are gloomy,

2 there is still some hope, and those of you wHo are interested in the NEH and other'

programs and have been writing and speaking' to Congressmes should keep on doing
so. i . .

Finally, I would like to just say that, in the meeting that the Federal Relations
Committee haa yesterday — and my fellow committeemen are Charles Churchwell,
Richard Dougherty, Roger Hanson, Russell Shank, and George Shipmgn — we really

- spent some time talking about what a committee such as this does when the world is

- falling gown around’us. It is clear, at this time, that this Associationsand others of
like interest are going to have -to rem¥n extremely visible, extremély voecal, and -
extremely active in enunciating our priorities for both long- and short-term goafs.
It1s equally clear to the committee that we are not going to be able to do this alone
and, over the coming weeks and months, it'is our intention to work with Shirley and
the staff and many of you, to cement links with other orgdnizations, associations in
the higher edycatiqn community, in the other elements of the library community
and, specifical]ly, to work and enlist the direct support of such organizations as
ACRL, to mo§filize our collective efforts and work towards common goals.. ’

We fﬂsthat, based on our short time at work here, although the staff of ARL
has been extremely helpful and responsive, we really need a firm level of
commitment by sbmeone who spends as much a$ 50 percent of his or her time on
legislativé/federal relations matters. This ought not be something that someone
picks up when they do not have another crisis before them, but an -exéected part.of
their daily, weekly, and monthly lives. I do intend, in the next couple of weeks, to
have. a conversation with Shirley about our ideas regarding ~ the whole
legislative/federal relations enterprise, and certainly she will be reporting Yack to
the Board on our recommendations concerning that area. - . .

"s
o
~

N I would.like to conclude by thanking Ralph McCoy, who not only worked with ' .
several of us 1n getting this Federal Relations Committee established, buf who has,
persondlly worked with us in getting it off the ground and moving in (the- right
olf*ectig_\\;:s all of -us know, he spent a great deal of his time over the last several
weeks and months dealing with the matters I have just touched on.: So, our thanks to

. you, Ralph. . - : s

4 . . .
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* MR. FORTH (Pennsylvania State University) 1 have some real concerns -
and, 1f you will, T-am more confused than usual. There are a gredt many federal
. programs that the Establishment is interested in. Mr. McCoy ticked off some of
them; Carlton has just tickqd off some of them. And I am finding- with my own
< university agministration that they are taking the approach .of flatly refusing to
. support or-endorse very many of these programs, They want me to tell them what is
o . most important to the library dt the Pennsylvania State University. It has been my
experience with them, and with the Vice President for Academic Affairs of two
, other institutions. with whom’ I have recently had brief discussions,” that the
. ~ uriiversity administrators, beyond our level, are primarily concerned with the
" problems of student aid, work/study, NSF money, NIH money, etc. These things
~loom much larger on their list of priorities than do ours. My administration has
. *  made.it very clear that,they are willing to back only -the two or three issues we
’ .- .comsiter.of highest priority. And I have said, "Okay. The Library of Congress —
" whenever they call for help on appropriations for the Library of Congress, I want us .
\to deliver.". And, they have agreed. Another major issue is postage, whichy of
.  course, is to their benefit, too. The.third is work/study.

But, when my administration has .asked me, o\veél* umpteen years, how much

Title 1I-A money have we received, their point is: it is not really worth using our
imited influence there; we do not want to waste it on that issue’ — certainly not on
Title I-B. And, after our, bitter experience with II-C, my university will not lift a
'fana for that program. My own wish would be that ARL would select the programs
that- they .are mest interested [in, and.push those. Because if we try @nd spread
ourselves over the whole speétrym .of programs, including the National Endpwments,
: so ‘we can have astreet theater and this kind of thing and the people are not

. _ - prepared to give equal support fo all of these programs, thgyp I believe wg must'get
’ our act together and'be selective. Sorry if you dbnot like ity Cariton.

'
v

N
-
v, 1

. _ MR. ROCHELL: We discu$sed this issue, from one perspective yesterday, and
. that is that<ome directors of ARL libraries are freer than other§ to do specific
lobbying activities related to federal programs. Indeed, one of the very things that I
was alluding to a while ago was not only the establishment of current pr’igrities in

« -, terms of this Association but also to start_to look at future legislative initiatives
", that,we might want the Association to undertake. Certa{nly we will be looking over
all that in the coming year or so. ' -

- . ! s
- I

oA But, in terms of what you are sayingf I believe there is both a realistic position
. and, 1f you will, a political position.” From one side, ‘it is important that this
-g:sﬁocianon‘be on record as supporting Nprary législation that has recéived the
support of the ‘American Library Asso(cja.tiop, he Medical Library Association, ete.,
-and_that we gbpear to have common cause, in terms of a legislative package related
to all types of libraries. Quite naturally, we.are going to ‘end up working harder, in
many cases, for things that interest us mosyirectly. " But, we have seen the results,
at least orfce with the National Periodical Center, of the profession itself
. splintering intd.two segments on an issue. The totality of the library profession and
the institutions and-services we represent is, relatively speaking, fairly small and-
not very strong, Sp what we want to do is work to a position where we know what
we want to support most stropgly. But, we are also working in.a network that
includes the whole-pjof&&jon gnd.the higher education community, people who cap
and will, we believe, suppor{ tﬁ%. programs that we arg most interested in. So,’]
think we can have it bath ways; 4f yo‘u-wifl, Stw. . ' . ,

3 . - .
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’ MR. FORTH Yes. I can write, as an individual, to anybody I want, 1dent1fy1ng
myself as a university librarian — and, indeed, I do so. But my concern is if every
time something comes along, ARL makes-a strong response,."You have got to have
this, too," we are ‘going to blow our credibility in the présent climate in Washmgton.
‘. MR. ROCHELL: I do not think we are in any danger mght at the moment, of
saylnr-r too mueh. .

.
a

MR. FORTH: "Yes. Of course, we have nevér got veryvmuch'x either.

p MR LUCKER "The National Endowment for the Humanities was mentloned a
couple of times, and it is not quite clear what the facts are.- Also, there are two
National Endowments, one that does the street’ theater, and one, that does not. The ¢

. one that does not is the one we are most concer ed with;'] thought maybe Margaret
Child would like to say at least a few words about it. n '

MS. CHILD: 1 thlnk I have just done you all a favor’ Actually, it may be the
most gripping thing you are going to hear; today. First of all, as I am- sure most of |
you are aware, there are two Endowments, and we are the ope t'hat does not do

. Street theatre — except- when I get very upset! ¢

These 50 percent cuts that have been heralded in-the press for the last several
weeks are having a very unfortunate effect to, some extent, because meany people
througheut the eountry are more or less wrltlng off the Endowments. That is one
reason for the violence of my reaction at this moment, because | have a deadline
¢oming up the first of June, and 1t is very clear that the level-of énquiries is way
down. Lsually, at this time, three weeks before the deadline, everybody says, "My

»  Goa, their déadline 1s the first of June,” and they call and ask for an extension.

That is not happening this year, and I wanted.to make sure that éverybddy
understands that, although the agency is being cut 50 percent the Research
Resources Program:— we have chafged our name, we do this to keep everybody.
alert — 1s anly belng,, cut one-third and, in real money, we will have $3 million next
year. Now, that only half as much as Title II-C, ‘but $3 million is not an *
inconsidergple sum, and wé would stlll llke to see a number of very stnong
- applications. S <. - L. e \ .

« -
o

I sympathize, however, with Mr. Forth's dilemma with his <college
aaministration, and f~do hope that one of the things that perhaps this Federal
Relations Commjittee thatyou have set up could do is to begin to look yery critically

~at the kinas funding available just for libraries, angd go through the kind of
analysis thay NEH has been going through, 1nternally, over the last several months.
We have tpfed to save those program lines, or cut them less severely, where we féel
tﬁat federal funding is absolutely necessary, We believe that .there are certain ,
ings that will not happen unless there is ajr infusion of federal money. Nany
federal programs make lhife pleasanter, easier, a little bit more colorful ete. But,
there are certain activities that, basically, w111 just not continue unless there are’
' some fedgral dollars, at least to lever the beginning of some movement out in
individual institutiors of in ngtworks. .I.would hope very much that this is part of
the consnderatlon you are glvm wheén you are 100k1ng to determme whieh programs
yoy are going to make the strongest case to save, because I perSonally believe that
- the attack 1s just beginning. The little notice in today’s New York Times that the
. heads of task: forces have been uppointéd to look \at the future of ‘both

-~ € ! ) ) 0 ¥ N
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Endowments, w,tth a mandate from Pre51dent Reagan to consider the viability of
making both Endowments public corporations on the model of the Corporatlon for
Public Broadcastmg would, if that happened to the National Endowmente for the
Humanities, very dramatically change the character of what we do, as well as the

-, _dollar figures involved.

4
That is something- to start thinking about, now. )
’ 13

MR. LUCKER Ralph, do. you want'to make a comment" N

MR. McCOY: I think we have been doing this Jlast year prec1se§y what you
recommend, Stuart. We have been werking closely with the ALA oh the total library
programs, and we have testified at oversight hearings on those total programs. But,
we have an understanding with the 'ALA" Washington Office; we have been zeroing in
on those- programs that have precise and important implication for research
libraries. For example, we have given our first priority to the Library of Congress
buaget. We have told the Membership what ‘the situation was, and then we have
gone to the indivigual’ members so they: could write. to their representatives in
Congress. We gave special prefenence to NEH partlcularly, because we were
concernea with the preservation program-which had eome under partlcular attack.
. We also gave spectal attention to the NHPRC, becayse almost every one of the 40
pubhcag‘.lons pI‘OJeCtS related to a llbrary in our Memb ship. -

Now while we were all favorab\o Tltle II— and would like to see that stay
at the $6 mullion this year, we sort of laid low on thls, because it was already in the
Presiaent's budget so there was no reasom at léast at this time, for usrto agitate for
som ething that 1s already likely to go through A little later on, when it comes to
the appropriations stage, if there i1s-some question whether the $6 million will be
approved, theh 1t will be time for us to agitate. But right now, we are keeping quiet; *
we_think 1t will go through without any agitation. And, of cdurse, we did put.special
effort on the Artists' and Writers' Tax Equity — that is a new bill, and does not
involve the bu?itet ~ because we knew that.all of our,members were concerned with
that.

So, I think we have done both‘ we have tied in with the American Library |
Association for a broad support of all lirary programs, but have zeroed n on those -
four or five programs that w1ll affect research libraries directly. [

~
-~
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" R&port on the Production Guidelines for Book Longevity‘Committee

' .

MR. SAI?A\/] (New YorK Public lerary) I am struck with .the number of these
. reports which ask you to do something: 1 hope you all have deputles at home to run
your libraries so you are free to do your full-time ]ob of writing letters, filling in’
‘questionnaires, advising committees, etc. 1 am -also struck that pProfe
Rudenstine suggested this morning that we could put pressure and high v155111ty on
the publishers on the question of the costs of journals, and that, this afterhoon, we
saw a loW profile on the question of copyrights, ete. I now come to ask-for high
visibility with the publls@i-o‘n the question of the shoddy products that they ‘are
glvmg to us. : ,




N . 23

For the past two years, I 'have served as your representative to a committee
formed 1 1979 by the Mellon Foundation and Council on Library Resources that is
éoncerned® with imperative preserv‘atiort problems that the books we are buying °
present to us now and will Jpresent in the future. The committee is called the
Committee on Production Guidelines for Book Longevity — .1 have heard worse! Our
purpose has been to increase the awaréness of publlshers and, especially their
proauction managers, of the longer-term 1mp11cat10ns of the quality of the papers
they cHaose for their hardbound” books. The.committee .is & small one, but it
1ncludes publlshers, librgrians, and representatives of the paper industry. After 1t
had completea the third draft of its report, the Center for the Book at the Library
of Congress hosted a conference on this subject, with. wide representation from
those three groups. A report on that conference appeared in the LC Information
Buylletin of March 27, 1981. The Committee has fiow ¢ompleted its report on book
paper and, although | am uriable to distribute the cdpies here — I do not have them
yet — we do expect that the entire report will be published soon in Publishers
Weekly.* CLR will distribute the report, toe, to an’ extensive.mailing list, including
ARl dlrictors, and will provide copies to anyone expressing an interest in it.

what the committee .and.report’ have attempted is a description of the.
_ problems created by acidic paper and, in effect, to push that problem back from the
hibrary ana hprarians to the original producer We have discussed. the state of the
péper mcustr), arscovered that acid-free .paper need not be more expensive than
aciaic paper of the quality normally used in hardbound’books, and have tentatively
suggested some types of books for which longevity is particularly .important to us.
Finally, 1n the report 1S an important appendix for the publishérs themselves. We
have cevelopead.a set of' technical guidelines for book longevity. We want to direct
substantial attention to’ the problem and, ultimately, the person we have to reach is
the proguction manager n the publisher's office — the person responsible for
selecting the paper going into the book
— We think that librarians in general, and you in particular, can help. Altfough
we found that the ‘quality of paper used in university press bookais far ‘above
industr§ standaras, 1t cer}amly would be helpful for you to share and discuss our
report with university press directors, and ask them to spread the word further
among their counterparts with whom they must deal. University conservators or
others responsible for, the physical nigintenance of collections can also let publishers
know of your own or their reactions to shoddy book publications. With letters to
those publishers, you might include copies of these guidelines that we have
geveloped. You might also find that your local or campus newspapers will find the <
- 1ssue. newsworthy. . ’

. ~ i
The second group with which you could help is authors on your campuses or

- among your constituencies. Herbert Bajley, the Director of- the Princeton
.University Press, likes to tell a story abdut talking to John McPhee, and his shock
_and horror at the fate that Herb described to him of what was likely to.happen to his
works aue to the harmful production standards. Many of your own authors on
campus » publish with trade book ‘houses ‘and, in contract negotiations, could
sometimes Insist on physical specifications which would be important to a ‘book's
longevity. I think we will all benefit from whatever help you can glve to increasing
theawarehess of“the problem. .

*"Making books that last " Publ!shers Weekly, vol. 219, no. 2,2,‘May 29, 1981, p.
19-22. .

.x

-83-




~ , Q . . , .
Finally, I should say that the committee, having prodﬁced this t‘epori, will next

tdckle the question of binding structures and longevity, and you can expect another
report from me, probably in about two years. Thank you.

& Report of the ARL/CRL Committee on Expgnded. Access
- to Journal Collectiops '

¢ | ‘ .

MR. SCHMIDT (Brown University): No visibility problems, here! 1 will not’
follow David Stam by asking for low visibility on this issue. The Joint Committee,
as you knoéw, was created as a suegessor body — a fourth incarnation, as near as my

, archives can tell me — of an attempt {0 address the problems of access to the
journal literature. The members of the Commlttee are myself, John. Nchonald
Donald Koepp, Susan Brynteson, Richard Talbot, Richard Chapln, and Elaine Sloan.
We met for the first time during the ALA, Mldwmter Meeting in Washmgton and we
will meet again tomorrow morning.

Many of the members of ARL .are also members of_the Center for Research .
' -Libraries and, 1n the materials you reveived for the annual meeting of CRL; last’
‘ ‘Friday, you will. find a description of a three- -phased program for the Center's
efforts to lmprove access, to journal literature. Those of you who are not members
.of the Center can contact me, and [ will be happy to ,reproduce the report for you.
: The tprst phase is} internal phase, wherein the Center is- attempting to examine
the journals for wak:}h it is requesting copies from the British Library Lending
* Division. CRL Director Donald Simpson and his staff have diseovered that for a
number of journals the frequency of demand brings the "price of a subscrlptlon equal
to the cost of borrowing it. They will begin this year to shift funds_from the line in
their budget for BLLD to local subscriptions, selecting those titles for which
purchdse is a more gost-effective method for providing access. The later phases of
the program 'will be of most direct interest to this Membership, as well as to the

Center's Membership. The development of those phases will evolve through
1rrteract10n w1th this Joint Committee. . . . ¢ )

P The immediate projects we are planning are to conduct with your help, a
- 'survey of the kind we have discussed at the October meeting, and to also begin to
discover ways of ldentlfymg, specifically, which.titles are those that represent the
much-talked-about "most-heavily-requested items." There are.a number of lists
around that must be examined and synthesized in order to compile a list of specific
titles that could represent a patt of Phases Two and Three. LI might report, at this
point, that, to the extent that this undertaking occurs, it'is clear that it will need an
infusion of capital beyond tlte, x:esources of any existing orgamzatlon, including the
Center. Also, the accurnulatlon of back files of appropriate length to make thg
enterprise m t viable could maost economlcally come through the cooperation”of

hbraries such as ttfose representag here, who might deposit some of their back files.

- . N
-
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PR Repori of the ARL, Task Force on Bibliographic. Control
a : ' ) ‘
' +MR. GOVAN {University of North Carolina): I am here at the request of
Joseph Howard of the Library of Congress, who asked the task force at its méeting
' ) _ L
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toaay, to call to your attention something you may already have seen and, indeed, to
ask you to write yet another letter. It has to do with the re}atitmships between the
Library of Congress and the GPO, and the shift in balance of publication from
hard-copy to mucroform. Because(of the budgetary pressures %hat we have been
hegring about all afternoon, there is a strong indication that thefe is going to be an
increased number . of government publications issued in microform. This has a
number of”implications for each of ouf libraries, from preservation to space to
orgsnizational “problems,” and LC is very interested in our responses to several
"+ 'specific questiors., First, do you classify monographic government publications, and
second, what would be the impact on your library if the LC classification number
were no longer adding to the records of thg approximately 3000 monographs from
GPQ that LC catalogs. If LC has to choose between continuing to catalog that same
number but doing a less-full déscription, would that be preferable to having a full
destriptidh on a fewer humber of monographs? The Library would also like some
sense of your feeling about the possibility of having all government documents in

" mricroform. . .
¢ .

Report of the ARL President

@

MR. LUCKER: I have spent a very interesting six months as President of this
_ Association. First of all, I want to thank the staff and the Board of Directors and,
also, every director of # ARL library, because you have been very helpful. I have
had a lot of communications-and many interesting discussions and, whenever I have
asked for support and assistance, I have received it. 1 will report first on the Board
meeting that has just taken place over the past few days.

The Board approved the following statement, ¢oordinated with the Library of
Congress and with other organizations, regarding ISBD and AACR 2:

with .the adoption of AACR -2, in January 1981, the North American .
" library ecommunity has been using ISBD. Changing to AACR 2 (including -
the, ISBD) has been an expensive proposition and libraries will be
recovering from this experience for °several years. While the' 113
libraries making up the Association qﬁ Researich Libraries are in support
of international standards and the idea of Universal Bibliographic
Control, many are experiencing severe budget cutbacks and are
extremely concerned -over budgetary impacts when it -comes to the
changing of cataloging rules. Therefore, the Association of Resedreth
'Librar}es requests that the IFLA Committee on Cataloging be aware of
~thesé concerns and'that_a conservative attitude be taken towards any-

possible’ additions or changes to the ISBD in the revision process. o

. Another action the Board took was to approve- the submission of a grant'

o proposal_to impiement the recommendations of the ARL Microform Project. The -

proposal will be submitted to thé National 'Endowment for the Humanities; we have
already received a commitment from the Council on Library Resources of $20,000.
‘The purpose of the funds will be to hire a part-time coordinator to carry out the
recommendations that e Board and the Men}bersﬁip agreed were "the most
important from the projé?'s report. I will read.briefly from the proposal:

!
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The assignment of the coordinator will include: . 1) encouraging
microform publishers to provide cataloging to bibliographie utilitiés; 2)
working with publishers and utilities to negotiate contracts that ensure
that standards are met and records are available without restrictions; 3)
organizing and coordin&ting ‘cooperative cataloging and -conversion
projects for microform collections by both ARL ‘and non-ARL libraries.
The coordination of projects is needed to help libraries determine which
sets to' catalog, allocate assignments, and negotiate standards. Once ,
agreements are working and projects are well, under way, the special
coordinator's task will be con}pleted. . -
*  We have great hopes that this proposal will be funded.. It is a very important
follow-up to a long and difficult study, and I'am very pleased that we .are able to
move ahead. As soon & we hdve some indication that funding will be: forthcoming,
we will'begin recrugting for the position of coordinator. :

In another .action, the Board a‘pprg:ed ARL participation in a joint pt:oject with
the National Federation of Abstracting end Indexing Services. The proposed project
1s -to aevelop a mechanism wherdby information regarding the abstracting and

. 1ndéxing of particular titles can be added to the CONSER database -and to include
.coverage ini the CONSER database of all -the serial titles abstragted or_jndexed by

the major abstracting and indexing services in this country. e first gtage will be
to develop a plan wj@h a consultant; there will be a joiny ARL/NFAIS committee
working with the consultant. Once,the plan has been developed, we¢ will have to

* seek funding for the®program. The objective, of course, i§ to provid'é libraries with

more extensive information online for serial records to help with acquisition and
de-acquisition decisions and with reference service. The records will also indicate
which of the abstracting and indexing services actually provide the delivery’
systems. Part of, the planning will be to see whether informatioh such as the
existence of the file in the Center for Research Libraries or in the Universal Serials
and Book Exehange is also feasible. Another aspect will be to look at the question
of ncluging tnformation in the database about the indexing:and abstracting in online
databases that have no printed countérpart. At this stage,.however, all the Board

-has approved is that there be a joint effort to develop a proposal and to seek funding

for a major grant. We will keep the Membership informed as the project develops.
Another major item -of discussion was the Foreign Acquisitions Newsletter,
which most of you rhay have forgotten about since it has not appeared in quite a
while. .The Board has been discussing;, over the past year, the question ‘of the
continuEtion of this newsletter. It represents a net cost to the Association of °

approffmétely $5,000 per year — not a lot of money, but given our other concerns,
an amdunt to consider. A brief readership survey to determine the use of FAN by
the library community and its importance to ‘the Association did not cover these
economic questions. Therefore, the Board proposed that sanother study be
undertaken, which will very deliberately set’ about to find out_ three things: 1) do
ARL libraries feel this is a justifiable expense for ARL to undertake from general
Association funds; 2) if not, how many libraries would be 'willing to support the cost
of the publication by subseribing to_it, and, 3) of the non-ARL subscribers — of
which there are about 185 — how many would continue to subscribe if the price were
increased from the present $19.00 per year to $30-50 per year, which represents the
real costs ofefgoducgion? So, if you are tired of wrifing letters, ydu will probably .
just have to answer a questionnaire! | o ‘ : :
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r There were two reports made to the Board for information, ‘and I will just
summarize them. Agaln, these are long documents but they report on fwo sactivities:
of great 1nterest . .

-

The first is an effort by the Assoclatlon of American Umversmes (AAU) and
.\the Council on Librany Resources, with the cooperaglon of ARL to begih developing -
some plans for copperative activities regarding research libraries. As you know, the
AAU has identified libraries and library Supporters as a major focus of their efforts .
in the coming years, and the first move in this direction was to set up a small
plahning group consisting of several university pre51dents, four directors from ARL .
librarjes ~ Jim Govan, Pat Battin, Bill Welsh, and myself — and representatives
{rom several foundations and from the AAU and. CLR. The purpose was to develop a.,
mechanism whereby we could start to bring together librarians, university
administrators, and scholars to address research library toplcs It was agreed to set
up several task forces to develop a series of position papers, with the first oltcome
to bring together, some time within the next year, a meeting of university .
Y admlmstrators, association and organization people, scholars, and 11brar1ans to see” - -
what can be dohe to work together to start to promote the cause “of research
libraries. This, yoy will recall, is one of the recommendations in Sch‘Qlarl%l
Communication: - the Report of the Na(nonal Enguiry; it also appears in the set o
recommendations from the AAU ‘Research Umversmes Project. -

-

o ; The second effort of which you should be aware — and there was an article
about it in the April 27 issue of the ARL NeWwsletter — is the work of the Council on,
lerary Resources .and the Carnegie Corporation to interest corporate foundations in
the suppoft of research libraries. The first step was the production of a brochure

. desceribing, in a sgnse, two things. First, the strong relationship of research libraries
to corporatlons in the area of support, the whole idea of Fesearch and development

" and -its dependence upon our collections; and, second, ‘an attempt to interest

Y

corporatlons in suppo;tlng research libraries.” The response to the Council has been

“ good. "At least 75 corporate foundations have expMessed an interest in further

information, with’ several indicating a willifigness to participate in some sort of

«  program. TRe Council and the Carnegie Foundation are proceedlng 'to try to bring
together interested foundations and libraries. ARL is diree Y involved in worklng ©

with the Council, especially jn one particular area: the pdSsibility of setting up in

ARL a fund, supported by corporate. foundations, to, prov1de support for research

¢ library programs.’, ] s
q . »
: The Boaxd also_ discussed plans for the- next two meetmgs of the Assoclatlon.

Wwe will meet in October 1981 in Washington, D. C., and in May 1982 in Scottsdale,

you that 1982 is the fiftieth™ anniversary yegr of ARL, and the, May 1982 meetin

the' one-hundredth meeting of the Association. The Board believes it would .
desirable gnd useful to have a special program to commemorate this event, and: 1f
any of you have suggestions about topies, speakers, or format for the May 1982
meetmg, we would very much [ike to hear those suggestions. They can be made to

- - the staff to‘{’enny Abell, Who is the incoming Pre51den? or to me. ° . - !

S

]
.

-

] ) Durlng“ the year, the Board and the Executive Committee have had a number
¢ of other discussions regarding Association operations. I would like to just talk about ,
thre eas: committee policy, meetmg sites, and the‘budget

’
.
-~ - 7
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Arizorta. For those of you who are not historians of the Association, I will remmd .
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o . . First, commitfee policy. We‘_ took. a very—hard look at the question of
.committee structure, organization, and. membership.- - received a ‘number of
suggestions and comments from people who felt that. there should be wider

- % parucipation in the committees of the Association. Some sensed that the same
people kept turning up on committee lists. After due delitpﬁation, the Executive
. Committee — since the Executive Committee and the President are respensible for
committee assighments — agreed to establish a policy that, whevever possible, no
- director be appointed to more, than one standing committee or major task force.
And, while some circumstances require special expertise making it necessary to
appoint non-directors, insofar, as possible, task forces and committees should be
comprised of ARL directors. This will promote more participation. in the
Association and, incidentally, result in some financial savings, as the Association has -
to pick up the téb when non-directors must come to ARL meetings to attend
committee meetings, Thus, we-have tried very hard in this year's appointments to
put people on commiftees ‘who have not been on committees and to reduce

. responsibilities for people who have more than one comniittee assignment.

D~

-— — ¢ v ———

o
) within the last year ‘or so, we have established a number of new committees,
and you have seen some of the results today. The Federal Relations Committee, -
with Carlton Rochell as chair, and the Collection Development Task Force that Joe
Treyz is chairing have both had their first meetings. We now ’havé a Membership
Committee on Nonacademic Libraries, as mandated by- the miembership criteria

' \adopted last May, which has also had its First meeting. And,.as you have heard, the
’ ACRL{CRLJoint Committee on Expanded Access to Journal ‘Collections has been
. hard at -work. ., ‘ . ‘ .

- ' ’ * . -3

- -

. Now, in answer to tﬁe\lunasked question about what do you do in the other
direction, we are trying to take ‘a_hard look at all the committees. One of the
principal areas that the Collection Development Task Forge is working on this year
1S to investigate the area studies committees. As you probably know, we have abouts
, ten small committees respopsible for policy and discussion in various areas. It has
.not been clear to the Board or to.the Executive Committee what the present role
and function of these committees aré. It is also true t‘hey do not cost us very much,
because they tend-to meet at their learned society meetings rather than at ARL
meetirigs. But, as part of its mandate from the Board, the Collection Development
Task*Force 1s looking at the question of the continuation of these committees or
another format to take their place.

o °

. s l . . ,
_ During the year, as some of you will recall, we -rgised the question about:
. meeting sites. A group .of directors suggested that ARL ‘Consider meeting abroad,

particularly in. England,- and possibly for thé October 1982 meeting because it would
be the fiftieth-anniversary year. Unfortunately, our commitment to Washington

. k3

El

preclyfed proceeding along those' lines. However, we. did ask people to respond to
the' juggestion that- there be a meﬁting, in *Qxford 6r Cambridge @with’ dur -
- countkrparts abroad. We did nef get an overwhelming. respoense, in terms of

.numbers, and opinfons were definitely mixed. In addition to ¢he ten, librarians who .
recommended the meeting, there were about five letters of support; there Wwere also
five letters-that raised serious questions and reservations about such a meefjng,’wilh
concerns over such things as image, financial problems, timing, and -so on. The
Board, essentially, has come to the position of "no position," on the grounds }Jﬁ’t, .
while, it is conceivable that a majority of the. Membérship might, if formglly polled, -
prefer or support this concept, there appéars to be a substantigl number of#
.o . . .

s
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indtvidual directors who feel very strongly that it would be a poor decision, and that
there were many who would not be able to attend. The concern of the Board is that,
even if we were to ddhere to the wishes of the majority, we might, by scheduling a
meeting abroad, disenfranchise a significant number of directors. S .
%  We have tried on" a domestic level to reduce the’cost as much as we can to
participants, generally agreeing, at’least as far as curcent policy js concerned, _tdf

alternate mieetings between the east coast ‘and the west coast. For the next few

years, we will ke having the chober meetings in the East and the May meetings in

the Midwest, Southwest, or Far West.. Also, the Board discussed and agreed that it

would. be desirable and might even be psychologically benéficial to get out of
Washington once in a while. Therefore, we have‘peen looking at the pessibility of

meeting eisewhere on the east coast in October.” Thg first manifestation of that

policy is the meeting scheduled for October 1983 in Cha'p%l Hi#ll, North Carolina.

We also have scheduled the May 1984 meeting in Colorado Springs at the Broadmoor. - -

One other 1ssue on meetings has ‘ceme-ap.-“}tfwassqggested by a number—of - -
people that we consider holding only a single meeting a year, on the ground that this
woula reduce the cost to member directors substantially. The staff and the Board
umhook a study of this possibility. We have some concern about it, in & number of

areas; although we are cognizant of the fact that this is a major cost in a library's
- travel budget, we believe there are a number of problems with a single n}eeting a )
year. The first would be the reduced participation by members in the affairs of the \
Association. TPhe second would be the need for an additional Board meeting, in
_between Membership, méetings. "A third would be a need for committee meetings

that take place while the As?ociation meets, in one of those two.times. In terms of

the Association!s costs, while we would save approximately $9,000 by elimirating
one meeting per year, we wquld substantially add to the Associgtion's budget, given

" the cost of Yravel, inflation, etc., if separate Board and committee meetings were

held. “we woulg Hicrease the Assqcia_tioh's costs at today's rates by at least $20,000
per jear,—appnogjmately $16,000 moreghan pliinned in this year's budget. . s
We will continue, of course, to find Ways‘to make “the running, of “the
Association more economical and reasonable. Let me go on, then, to the gﬁal it ©
oh my agenda, the ARL budget. As you know, last Jyear, the Board sprung on
Membership’ & request~for a dues increase in a rather hurried and ill-prepared
manner. Part “of. the problem ‘was that we failed to adherefto the ByLaws

requirement of prior notification, which created a rather difficulf*and unnecessary, ,
., “"situation. It .was my interpretation, after. hearing from the mbers of  thé ° &
‘Association and from letters,. that you would like more information: about the L

se

- recounit what they are. The[f has heen increased committee activity — not only the ,

Association's finances; you would like to have more advanced noti¢e on the possible «*

"effect of the financial situation on dues, and as much information as’ypu can get )
about the general fiscal situation. We have sent you, with the call to this meeting,
an audited financial statement. _anortur'?tely, due to,the<¢auditors' §(;k3dle_.quiez it oo
. came 1n very late, angd we were u_n@!le? to do any comparative'studies with previous . ..
years. In addition, the-few Executive Director has”some very strong ideas abou’i
how the budget and the financial statement ought to be prepared, but ‘having only .

+

been here,three days hs;’s',not yet had time to act ‘on these ideas. et

T}]ef‘:e are some severe pressures on the Association's budg"et., as. thereare’ on, .
y’ouxﬁ;udge’fs, and I go not. think I am tellihg yol anything you do not know when I

. .
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number of commjttees but, as you heard from today's presentations, more activity
_+and more need to cooperate with other organizations, resulting in more travel, more
s clerical work, more postage, ete. Travel costs, I do not need to tell you,.are going

¢ up. We are trying to economize as well as we can, but inftation, in almost -
everything, affeé¢ts the Association. We did make a decision, three years ago, upon
. * the advice of our additors, to reduce the fund balances whlch were, for a nonprofit,

- orgamzatlon, getting somewhat large. But;.we have reached the end of that
possibility, and now have to start keeping the fund balance at a reasdnable level. In
other words, for two or three years, we actually used the fund balances to subs1dlze
the dues and, therefore, they did not rise as- fast as they might have.

-

‘ Now the ARL budget does not work quite the=way'your llbrary budgets do
because we need to Be much more tlosely lmked to the- activities. "‘Normally, the
budget preparation takes place over the summer, after the May meeting, when the
. ‘Membership has had an opportumty to endorse or reject planned activities, We have

' 3 - already heard from Carlton Rechell; he would like to have some staff support on

* federal legislation. And, more of the-committees keep asking for things that the
. Board has to consider. Normally, the budget is put together during the summer, and

. submitted.to the Board ln October, so that we know .what the priorities are and what

. our experignce has been during the year: The ARL budget cycle does not_appear to
coincide with anybody .else's budget cycle; there appear to be at least 73 different’
budget cycles and at least nine fiscal years among the ARL libraries. I addition,
ARL's process normally is six months slower in making its assessment than you need
_to be'in makmg your budget requests. | =, - D

Te : ‘%
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4 * . In trying to be responsive to your requests Tor more advanced mformatlon on
; what the prospects.are for owr dues for next year, we have tried ‘to identify some of
the budget issues and to give you some idea of what -the Board believes, ‘at t,he
, ' moment, is the prognosis_for Association fiscal affairs. And, the?issues- that we
", could identify as- being ‘most concerned ,are ‘the omLsame concérn to all
. diréctors: Salaries and keeping pace with the pressures of mflatlon. Last year, we .
. mg.a salary popl for the staff of 10 jpercent, which was below the Jlevel of 1nflat10n. N
e, e wasgalso similar to thespool in many ARL’ libraries. We would hope to keep’ the
salary pool somewhere in that range for the.year ahead, The Board ‘continues to.be.
s . 7 concerned about staff salaries and benefits. We cdntmue to monitor sélary range%m
. [ *  cenjunet 1dn. w1th other: cs:mparable 1nst1tutlon§, dnd ‘the new Executlve Pirector 188
N expressed a partwukar mterest«m teviewing - this- whole area agam. There are new
* progranjs- that put psessure on the Assocjation. Whenever possible, we try to seek. *
outswe fundrng, ds 1};1 \he’ case.of the Microform Project, but inevitably, new - -
pragrams'.t ever® ¥ they brmg money with them, put pressure.on the Association ‘and .
! ¥ the staff; the permaNegt staff is nearly stretched to the breaklng point. Everﬁtl,me ~ T
.o s we add & program, en if if brj jngg money .Wlth it, we put a greater purden on
“ " M ¥ cdhtmumg staff to the pot t 'where merely recet,ymg regcompense for- ovérp,taad does:#
e -not reliéve us of the ,Prob em of f;ndmg“‘sufflclent numbers ‘of pgople’ to-def what' . 3, -
:- heeds tg be done. I.can say, however; that despite incpeasing ad§v1t1es, there,gas° N
been no increase in personnel Pald put of, general Assoclamn fun AS far back gs.1- "5 N
. can fmd certaigly for,dhe l&st five ﬁars -we have- nof added". aé p;;ofesswnal’é
. sUpport staff on general funds. There is a’lsp the me,strohapf iricredsed activity' wit e
the government, w;th fhe AAU with the Council, all. of wiich ‘coﬁs ~money.. Finally, .
as you heard this mof‘mng, the Board believes, in agreement Wi the OMS Adv1sory
committee, it is essentxal that the level of ARL suppott tq OM ,should be increased
.~ gradually over the next few years, so the .OMS can g‘ov1de the services that the
Membershlp wants. . = AR
., ) M - ~_90__ . N .- .
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.Therefore, putting all this togethef at this point — and, I confess to a certain E
lack of ability to see very far in\the future — the best view” of the Executive
Committee and_the 'Board is that we will be ask‘ng the Membership for a dués
increase mext year. We would like to-keep it asesmall as. possi.ble. We. also would
like to be responsive to the suggestion ‘that dues increases be as inodest as possible, |-
and that they be regular rather than -"crisis" dues increases. I “think there is no
likefthood that we will stop asking for jncreases as long as inflation continues. At
this' mom'ent, then, the best estimate of the Board is that we will propose a dues
increase of approximately 15 pércent ‘for the next year. About ten perecent of that
will -be, for general inflation, and five percept to raise the levél of OMS support, -

. .

- L4 L

. That is my :r'epor't; and I ‘will be glad to answer any qués\tidn, or' hear any
comments. I know we have extended it beyond our time, but 1.did feel it-necesgary

,to gee everybody iri: on the progral?i, and I know you-sall want to get as' much

information as you can. I will be here, obviously, for the rest of the meeting, if you -
want t§ pii me against the wall privately! All this information will go out tQ you in
the an tes.. : \} . . . + I
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We‘uryge private foundation and corporate support for the establishment of
an initial phase of a national periodicals service by the Center for Research
Libraries and the Association of Research Libraries, and.commitment by

university and other research libraries to support and use thg service. ! ;
Preservation ™ ) (
- : N - N . - - . o

We recommend that the proposed Research Libraries Council undertake
the responsjbility for identifying or establishing an appropriate body to develop "
national policies for the preservation of library and archival materials and to
recommend funding mechanisms for implementation of those policies.

L4

Research needs

o«
-

We recommend that the Association of Research Libraries work with the
Council on Library Resources, the Research Libraries Council, library schools,
library directors, .scholars, and others concerned with the health of research
libraries to establlsh & research agenda for the next decade and to ¢ngage m
needed data collection analysis. : .

We urge private foundation, governmenfc and corporate support for this
effort. . .

Te chnologX-

We recommend that the federal government, state governments,
foundations, and corporations mount a coordinated speclal ten-year prqlect for
funding the transition to a new technology for research llbrarles

The role of the private sector - corporate support . ) ot

]

We recommend that universities increase their efforts to direct more

. corporate attention to the needs both of individual research libraries and of

cooperative projects to increase services to users. -

We urge the Association of Research Libraries to collect and disseminate
information about existing corporate/research library cooperative agreements
and to “consider developing a model agreement for those who would lxke to
increase sué¢h cooperatlon.

We recommend that corporatiens and corporate foundations increase the
size of their contributions to research libraries and in particular to joint
projects” and- to those which will have an impact beyond the 1nd1v1dua1
institution, " *

2

The role,of,the—research librarian

We recommend that university executive heads and the boards of other
résearch libraries reexamine and strengthen the policy role and the salary
structure and other rewards- for research librarians and invest sufficient
resources in professional library staffs to attract and keep people of the
highest intellectual and managerlal ,capabilities.”

\ .
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We recommend that the federal’ ‘government state governments,
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We recommend that unjversities increase their efforts to direct more

. corporate attention to the needs both of individual research libraries and of

cooperative projects to increase services to users. -

We urge the Association of Research Libraries to colléct and disseminate
information about existing corporate/research library cooperative agreements
and to“consider developing a model agreement for those who would 11ke to
increase such cooperatlon.

We recommend that corporatiens and corporate foundations increase the
size of their contributions to research libraries and in particular to joint
projects” and- to those which will have an impact beyond the 1nd1v1dua1
institution. ~ *

-

The role ,of,the—research librarian '

We recommend that university executive heads and the boards of other
résearch libraries reexamine and strengthen the policy role and the salary
structure and other rewards- for research librarians and invest sufficient
resources in professional library staffs to attract and keep people of the
highest intellectual and managerlal capabilities.”/
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OMS ADVISORY COMMITTEE POSITION PAPER
) Revised April 30, 1981

P

OMS Financial and Progf‘am Strategy

.A.  Assumptions ’
1. The Association wants to maintain and strengthen thé " research
consultation, training, and information clearinghouse capabilities devoted

, toresearch library concerns that are currertly operated within the OMS.

2. The managempent.orientation of the Office will contihue with an emphasis
on- applying management expertise and experience to the examination and
resolution of substantive concerns of research libraries (i.e. collections,

/ i preservatlon serv1ces, professmnal educatlon ete.), ~

3. The focus on 1nst1tutlona1 development and assistance will continue with
" some energies directed ‘toward the concerns of 1nter1ns.t1tutlona1 .
cooperation, planning, and decision-making. : ‘

) 4. The OMS philosophy of self—help and management assistance will continue
¢ to evolve artd be complemented by a prescriptive approach-to technical
" and quantltatWe projects and services.

5. Specific prograrn configuration will be designed on the basis of OMS
capabilities, the ARL Board's expression of need and support, the advice
and counsel of the OMS Advisory Committee as established byﬁthe Board
the interest and support of funding agencies, and the opportunltles that
can be identified for addressmg the concerns of research libraries. \

\

B. An Approach to Financial Management of the OMS !

1. There w111 be-an attempt to build a solid financial base centered aroxfnd
) ARL support to allow long range planning of services, studles, staffing,
. and resources. ,

2. Three major sources of support will be extended to assure continuity: the:
ARL contx("futlon, cost recovery, and supplementary support from a
variety of finding agencies. -

3. The ARL contribution is®>a pivotal component since the Association
exercises the governing function. The size of this contribution has
“evolved to $55,000 for the current year which reptesents roughly 12
percent of the total operating budget for the OMS in 1980-81. Each year
the ARL board reviews the OMS allocation and decides if an inflationary
adjustmént is justified. The OMS "Advisory Committee has studied this

- allocation and concluded that a redefinition of the level of support is
needed. The ARL Board accepted this récommendation and is acting to
establish"a support level of $110,000 annually in 1984. This level of
support would:

-94-
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\ a. establish t-he centrahty of ARL financial support for
: co MS operations in the future; .
b. provide a base for development of future f1nanc1a1

support for the OMS;

maintain the OMS's program empha51$ on research
library needs; and ,

d. anticipate fmanclal deficits presently expected in the |
: third and fourth year of the current funding

arrangements. : . v

4. The cost réo/v@ element in the f1nanc1a1 plah will continue to be- a. .

major component of OMS operations. The present level of cost recovery
will undergo inflationary adjustments but will operate around $110,00Q, or
roughly equal to the proposed level of ARL ‘support. Parenthetically,
there are opportunities for conceritrating on cost recovery activities and
changing substantially the level of cost recovery and the nature of OMS
activities. This could, however, direct programs toward market needs
other than research 11brary needs.
4 <
5. The suppgrt from these two sources V\‘lll cover the present core staffing
configuration (four proféssionals) which is Judged to be the essentjal
number for program qperation. .

6. Foundation support will be sought to operate programs and projects *of
benefit to the research libraries of North America. The leyel of this
support will vary from year ‘to year and from project to project. TITE™
Offiee will bring added staff on only where and for as long as' finatcial -
support is secured. The nature of these projects will depend heavily on
the assumptions (#4) noted earlier. -

* K ok ¥k k ¥ k

An Qutline of OMS Capabilities

7/ ' _

The capabilities of the Office-of Management Studies can be described in
terms of: ongoing programs; services.and resources available to member libparies;
assistance provided to the Association; and a general. role of influenecing the.
development of library management in -the library profession. This range of
capabilities has evolved over the last ten’ years and is available primarily for the
benefit of ARL members. The amount and degree to wh1ch the member librarles
take advantage of these programs and services var1es, t?ut they are ava11ab1e for use
by all ARL members on an as-needed basis. '

The léfflce's ability to provrde many of these services and programs is based on
the willingness of member libraries to pay for a portl/on of the direct costs involved
in each (staff time, travel, material cost, mailing, etc.). Development costs are
covered principally by foundatlon support and ARL membership dues. Non-ARL
members” have access to many of the services and resources but on a- secondary’
priority basis and with fees required that ‘include a ull, re‘cogmtlon of dlrect eosts as |
well as some portlon of the development costs B oL

-
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1. Ongoing Programs
a. Research and development in the’ areas of library management,
planning, operations, and decision-making .
b. Academlc Library Program =
- = Management Review and Analysis Program '
- . Collection Analysis Project
. - Preservation Planning Program
* » - . Public Services Study .~ ' .
. = '~ Academic Library Development Program
: - selection and training of librarians as consultants
¢. “Information Services : .
- .surveys of current practices -
- ' - clearinghouse of information on systems and procedures
. -  publications .
o - identific¢ation of topies for coverage )
" d. Training ‘ ,
- management and supervisory development
- film.resources
e -~ Management Skills Instltuél/es
. - preparation of training m terials
! 2. Member Services and Resources '
o a. participation in any OMS self—study program at a reduced rate
" b. consultation on design and operation of internal studles, committee
, " work, or problem-solving efforts
c. telephone reference service on relevant questions
d. training programs designed to individual library specifications
e. first priority for public Management Skills Institutes
f. design and conduct of special focus workshops held locally on topics
 selected by mentber libraries
g. Management Skills Institutes held at member llbrarles
h. access to SPEC files and past surveys ‘
. i.~ on-demand SPEC surveys
Je monthly SPEC flyers and kits at a reduced rate
. 3. Assistance Provided to the Association
a. assistance jn planning for membership meetings and programs
b. contributions to selected ARL meetings and workshops
¢. work with executive staff on Association matters .
‘d. responding to board and committee needs and interests .
. e. Trepresenting the Association mterests on national matters
4, Influen¢ing the Development “of Research lerary Management on _a

N Profession-wide Basis €

T8,
~ b,

C.

contrlbutmg to the design and conduct of relevant research prOJects
participating in relevant advisery committees, panels, conferences,
and other activities

preparing or contributing to papers and publications for the
« profession and higher education generally / L
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"APPENDIX - C

OFFICE%% MANAGEMENT STUDIES
SUMMARY OF 1980 ANNUAL REPORT*

Introduction . ‘ :;

In 1980, the Assoc1atnon of Research rch -bibraries Office of Mahag:ement Studies
completed its tenth year. Throughout its ex1s¢ence, the Office has addressed the
chailenge of 1mprov1ng research library performance Ihrough assisted self-study,
information gathermg and dissemination, staff training and development programs,
and consultation 'services. Because _the establishment of the OMS coincided with the
beginning of a new decade, the tendenc ‘Y to assess its accompllshments within the
general complexion of the seventies is' almost irresistible. During this ten-year
period, economic, political, and social trends heav11y influenced the resources and
performance of research institutions-and their libraries. Higher educatlon, a
relatively affluent sector in the sixties, had to face the challenges of changing
demographic pattérns, economic adversity, and an intensive societal examination.
These trends also have impacted research libraries more than ever before. ‘
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Each university and each research library has had different experiences and
different problems. Yet to a degree it is possible to specify a set of critjcal areas
of ,choice for library adminjstrators as we enter the new decade. These choices
odeur in all sectors of operations, and they are interrelated. Collection
development philosophies and patterns are affected by budgetary changes, but also
by the available expertise of staff members and inter- institutional collabordtion.
Similarly, there is a relationship between 'staffing :and the array of services to be
offered — but there are hard choices to be made amohg relative allocations for

- staff, collectlons, and services. Technology, although it makes’ expanded services

possible, ‘absorbs staff and financial resources. And inter-institutional collaboration,
while desirable, may -produce problems when it confliects with local needs. Balancing
. a set of such demands within a constricted budget while taking into account the
aspirations of staff, students, faculty, and administration has been the story of the
latter seventies.

The habit of thinking in arbitrary fime spans, however, can be a dangerous
strategy. The tendency to separate decades implies a concentration on change
rather than continuity. Yet it is continuity that shapes most activities. It rarely is
. -possible to forecast the general complexion of the years ahead, but it is important
to adjust to traceable shifts. In.the context of the OMS operation, many of the
needs of the seventies have still to be met, but it has become essential to change
the mode . of ‘response. A balance of modification and innovation ih addressing
institutional needs is required at a time when there are repeated pressures to
examine, toqustlfy and to formulate measurable results for all programs

The basic OMS approach to- assnstmg the ana1y51s of research library problems
evolved during its first years of operation. [t is summarized by .the assisted
self-study method, which engages the library staff in analyzing library operatipns
and suggesting p0551b1e improvements. This methodology was first used to address
general management: issues but it has been applied to the study of collectlons,
preservatlon, and public serynces”nssues as well.

*The complete Office of Management Studles Annual Report for 1980 is available
from the OMS. . . .
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Briefly, assisted ‘self-study proceeds under ‘the following assumptions. First,
libraries exist within rapidly changing environments, and to" be effectme,
organizations must undertake periodic réassessments that lead . toward.
administrative and organizational “change. Second, the persons best,qualified to
undertake the analysis are those who are highly invgolved in both day-to-day
" operations and long-range planning or who are represéntative of the library's
coastituencies. Third, it is essential to proceed -under the assumption that the
commitment exists to produce a study that will have measurable and pragmatlc
results. The third assumption is fully tested by OMS staff before the self—study

.process\begms. . ) . . “

« Library directors have found participation in the assisted self-study programs

- useful for & number of reasons:

1. Momentum. A systematic assessment of a variety of major,
" complex and often highly political-problems often serves to generate
-the required momentum for change.
) )
2. Understanding and Motivation. Involvement of library staff in issues
analysis '1s often instrumental in produding an understanding of
existing pressures, and the experience can act as a motivating force. g

[}

\ . . . . .
3. Assessment Program. Review js desirable when.some changes in
priorities or emphases appear probable.

4. Recognition. The study process can serve to identify a variety of
personnel and administrativé concerns as well as to provide a
rationale for action. ' -

B
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5. Staff Development. Participation in the self—stu\dy process builds

- skills, abilities and knowledge of library staff.” This improved

understanding of the organization can lead to better job
performefice over time, and benefits the profession as a whole by *
promoting genera] improvement for ‘both organization and staff. '

6. " Involvement. For many library staff members, the self-study,
process provides a rare opportumty to mfluence organizational
change and programs. "
" Two other components of the OMS approach are its informational and staff

training and development programs. Collection and dissemination of information

through the Systems and Procedures Exchange Center (SPEC) allows libraries to
assess a range 6f possible institutional approaches and responses to particular
issues. The fraining program helps academic libraries equip their staffs with the

skills and abilities required for 1mproved performance. .In all OMS programs, a-

major emphasis is upon direct consultation. and aSsistance to 1nd1v1dual librarians,

under the assumption'that ap assessment of spemflc needs in a particular situation is

the method best suited to their resolution even where problems appear to be similar.
During the past few years,.sexeral new programs have evolved pa'rtly front”

research, study and training activitied, and from staff ex_‘g,erience and expertise.

-
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Howeve[:, innovative aspects of programs also have beeh fostered by ARL Executi;/e
Office leadership, the counsel of advisory committees and the advice of funding

agencies. Four recent initiatives are particularly noteworthy. .

The assisted self-study strategy has been extended to address the changing .

needs of the early eighties. The early emphasis' on completing management studies
has given way to an adaptation of .the Management Review and Analysis Program
(MRAP) techniques for substantive issues beyond management cogicerns. The Publie,
Services Study, for example, is desngned to offer libraries an opportunity to examine
operations, management, and user needs in an effort to improve their knowledge of.
ongoing [ﬁrograms and their ability to meet changing user requirements. -

< P -

Another program, the Preservation Planning Program, is now in its sécond S/ear
of, development.’, Library preservation needs hdve long been viewed as a major
concern, and this concern resurfaced during the late seventies. However, very little
has been done to educate librarians in the managgrial and technical aspects of
mamtaining collections or to help the iwdividual librarian recognize and resolve
preservation problems. OMS self-study and technical programs now being developed
are an attempt to meet those needs, recognizing that important developments on
the national scene must go hand in hand with institutional development.

The OMS Collection Analysis Project has been available since 1977. The value
of this particular self-study is attested by.the fact that it is the most demanded of
all Office brograms at this’ time. 'However, the topic of cooperative collection
development is an 1mt1at1ve that has become increasingly important as the econgmic
climate forces librariés to scale down their local collecting efforts. Analyzing
cooperative efforts and encouraging programs that involve more than one library in
the collection development task are current Office concerns. - '

' F‘inally,'the OMS investment in human resource development continues. In ,

“addition to the training programs for superws%s and managers, a major effort is

directed toward training several successive groups of highly qualified librarians to
serve as consultants, most of them frém ARL libraries. The recruitment and

_tramipg of these professionals enables the Office to expand its training and

. self-study efforts with their assistance. However, this is not the enly reason for

such a program, nor is it even & major part of the rationale. The training effort will-

produce a group of individuals who have the management skills and perspectives to
bring to both their current positions and future, more advanced, responsibilities in
their home libraries. In #training individuals to recogmze and assist development
efforts and needs in many libraries, the profession gains immeasurably in prov1dmg
an increasing number of llbrarles with better administrators.

The approaches to ' management deVelopment and organizational

problem-solving provided by the OMS are meant to place research libraries in a.

proactive stance regarding environmental pressures. In the future, the issues may
change, but the basi¢ challenge to adapt, to change, and thereby to grow in a
demanding environment will continue to require the best thinking, creativity, and
ingenuity in academic lj amanshlp. The following reporft chronicles the current
OMS attempts to aid libraries in responding to the challenges of the eighties. The
report concludes with a brief review of priorities for developmentd¥ activity in 1981.
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" Highlights of OMS Aetivities in 1980
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Twenty-eight libraries participated in the Academic Library Program
(ALP) during 1980. Within the ALP, the Office continued to develop
modular programs to allow libraries to conduct discrete segments of each
program as well as to complete full self-studies: - .

a." *The Managément Review and Analysis Program was under way at Ball
State University, with a pepé)rt_expected in early 1981.

b, Three libraries worked with the Organizational Screening Program:
Syracuse University, Temple University and North Texas State
* UniVersity

c. The Collection Analysis Project (CAP) assisted seven librarles 1n
1mt1at1ng or pursuing self-studies: case Western Reserve Umversxty,
\gGlll University, the University of Maryland, the University of
_Ilinois, the University of British- Columbia, the University of Notre
Dame and Franklm and Marshall Colleg;e : .
d. Full-scale program reviews within the framework of the Academic
lerary Development Program began at Southeast Missouri State, and

the Umversnty of the Pacific. - v

e. In additiod to the 20 libraries m Indlana, Nlinois and Mlchlgan,
libraries -completing , the Planning” Program for Small Academic
Librafies under thé Lilly Endowment grant, St. Olaf College and
JCarleton College, and Transylvania University are participating.
Lllly has awarded the OMS a $39,000 grant to complete the project.

14

The. Acedenuc, lerary Public Servuces StUdy, a new effo}'t to involve

+ library staff in reViewing public services, user needs, university support

and library capabllmes, began with a series of workshops at the
University of Califorrfa, Berkeley. A survey of public services policies
and practices among ARL libraries was completed, and design of a manual
for the self-study’ process was begun.” As the year ended, Off}ce staff

" prepared to assist ‘the .University of Houston in the conduct of a public

services study.” .

Thé first Academic Library Consultant Training Program ‘class of 20
librariaps chosen in 1979 _was placed’ on self-study or training
assignments. Finalists for a second ‘class to be trained in early 1981 were
chosen. ¢ -

The Preservation Program funded for a two-year period by the National
_ Endowment for the. Humanities completed its first year. Pamela W.
Darling began her duties as Preservation Specialist in July. In addition, a
program advisory committee was-constituted. A sugvey of preservation
practices among ARL libraries was completed, two SPEC Kkits- were
published, and a preservation self-study manual was partially

¢+ . ot
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drafted. The University of- Washington, the Urfiversity of Virginia, and
Darthuth College were chosen as the pilot test libraries for the program.

conducted by the Associated Colleges of the Midwest under a grant from

the Council on Library -Resources. A Circulation Study Manual was
developed and a working relationship with CAP was established.

6. The Systems ‘and Procedures Exchange Center (SPEC) issued ten Flyers

~and Kits in 1980 covering the topies of Library Materials Cost Studies,

. Status of Librarians, .On-Line Bibliographic Search ~ Services,

Retrospective Conversion, Indirect Cost Rates, Collective Bargaining,

Affirmative Action Programs, Planning for Preservation, AACR2

Implementation Studies,. and Preparing for Emergencies and Disasters. .

The Center
publicatigns.

maintained 257 , subscriptions and distributed 6,000

7

included four Management Skills Institutes, 14 Special Focuse workshops,
and the "training film service. Maureen S. Schechter joined the staff as
Training Program Specialist. .

A new program intended to help selected librarians complete
issue-oriented research and publication projects has been launched. The
. papers produced by the first two participants, Joanne Euster and William
Jones, for the Collaborative Research/Writing Program will be published
early in 1981,

OMS Priorities for 1981

-
-

-
.

The ‘Office of Management Studies reviews its program priorities anntally with
the assistance and advice of the QMS Advisory Committée establish€d by the ARL
Board of Directors. - The committee meets at least four times a year to rev1ew
activities and priorities, and to plan future programs. OMS prlorﬁles comprise
developmental, operatlonal ‘@nd internal. lyaeds

_ The major developmental prlorltles for 1981 are the Preservation and Public
Services Study prdgrams.s Both are well under way, but each requires refinement,
testing, and further analysis. Completion of program manuals and testing, the
studies in pilot proje¢t libraries are the major prioritjes.
Use and Assessment Project for Small® Academic "Librarlqs_should see further-
development, including preparation of a working manual and, pilot studies.

bperatlonal priorities relate to the ongomg OMS programs. During 1981. the

Small Academic Libraries Planning Program studies should be co \pleted and the

Office plans to schedule up to 20 additional self-study prOJects under the ALP. The
trainees in the second class of consultants will attend an intensive two-week
institute and all will be involved in soie project experience or tralmng act1v1ty
The process of selectmg a third class of- consultants will begin. A major review of
the Collection Analysis Project's impact on participating libraries also is scheduled.

.
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The. Organizational Training and Staff ADevelopment)Program activities .

In addition the Collection ' .

OMS staff' acted as consultants for the Clrculatxon Study Prdject

-
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The Systems and Procedures Exchange Center @PEC) will conduc§* several
surveys, issue ten kits and flyers, and .assist in.the preparation of self-study
manuals. Preservation and public services will receive heavy emphasis in the
publication program. Topies scheduled for coverage are external user services, fees
for service, service to .disabled users, preservation of niaterials, professional
development, fmicrocomputers and internships. - .

The two publicaiiohs from the 1980 Collaborative Research Wrifing préject
will be produced and OMS will move ahead with the next pr@e/of this program

"+ which includes working ‘with a larger number of consultants in the preparation of

SPEC kits and flyers. . Uy -

The present training programs will be maintained at current levels, ineluding
in 1981: three basic Management Skills Institutes, 15 Special Focus 'workshops, and
maintenance .of the training -film program, An Advanced +Management Skills
Institute is scheduled for November 1981,7and an additional basic. Institute will be
held at Ohio State University in June 1981. Special training projects such as
managgkient resource workshops and .collection assessment workshops will . be:
considered as funds become available. '

The Association is pres,enfly plenning to extend its direct financial support of

 OMS programs to assure their eontinuity. The new approach.to fiscal planning will

center around ARL support to allow long range planning of services, studies, staffing
and resources. Three major sources of support will be extended to assure
continuity: the ARL contribution, cost recovery and supplementary support from a
variety of, furiding agencies., - _ / )

The planning for OMS program development is-based on.a broad and continuing
assessment -of member needs and capabilities. rSeveral methods are’ used for
_securing information on these needs as ‘'well as monitoring the availability of OMS
programs including: OMS staff working ‘with member libraries, evgluation of
specific training, study and- publication activities, OMS Advisory Committee ideas
.and insights, the ARL Executive Stgff,’ the: ARL Board- of Directors, advisory
committees set up .for specific projects, and cofments~from individual library
diregtors and staff members. As the Office begins & second decgde of work,
elements of change appear in specific program elements, but responding to libraries'
needs continues to be the major determinant of Office activity and the hallmark of
its philosophy.

e . ~-
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Bibliography of OMS Publications and Related Documents in 1980

>

Association of Research Libraries, Offlce of Managemeht Studies. Systems and L

Procedures Exchange Center. SPEC Flyer& and Kits 60-69. Washmgton, D.C.:
Author, 1980. . ~

.~ - Library Materials Cost Studies, #60 January 1980; 108 pp.
- Status of Librarians:, An Overview, #61, February 1980, 105 PpP.
- On-Line Bxblxographnc Search Services, #62, March 1980, 107 pp.
- ,Collective Bargaining, #63, April 1980, 115 pp. ) c
‘- Tndirect Cost Rates in Research Libraries, #64, May 1980)'87 pp.
- - Retrospective Conversion, #6%, June 1980, 91 pp. . *
- Planning for Preservatlon #66, July-August 1980, 99 pp.
- Affirmative Actnon.P"f'ograms, #67, September 1980, 87 pp T
- AACR 2 Implementation Studies, #68, Octeber 1980, 117 pp. LY
- Preparing for Emergencles and Disasters, #69 November December 1980, .
107 pp. o LN~ e ‘ "

Case Western Reserve University Libraries. Collection Analysis Project: Final
Report.. Cleveland, Ohio. April 1980, 70 pp.
9 ‘ -
Darhng, Pamela W. "Beset by Foes on Every Side", Disasters: . Prevention & Coping,
Proceedings of the Conference May 21-22, lm ed. by, James N. Meyers &
Denise D. Bedferd. Stanford CA, Stanford Umversxty Libraries, 1981, P- 18-23.

/
Darllng, Pamela W. "Collectlon Officer or Collector Th& Presérvagion Side of the -
. Development Respon51b111ty" Collectien Development in Libraries, ed. Robert
D. Steuart and George B. Miller, Jr., Greenw1ch Conn., JAI Press, 1980, v. 1, p.
281-288. - . ‘5
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Darling, Pamela W "Domg Preservatlon, With or Wlthout Money" Oklahoma

. lerarlan, October 1980, 39,.20 26, . !

e - o~ S .
Darling, P&mela W. VFrom Problems Percewed to Programs in’ Pract1ce the
Preservation' of Library Materials in’the USA, 1956-1980"; with Sherelyn

Ogden. Library Resources & Techmcal Serv1ces 25:9-29 (Jan/March 1981).

Darling, Pamela W. "Housekeepmg",,PreServataon o'f lerary Materials, P ceed1ngs~ .

- of “SLA/LBI Seminar July, 20-21, 1979, ed. by Joyce R. Russell, /New York:
- Spécial L1brar1es Associationy 1980 p 6-13. ] . .
i

" Darling, Pamela W." "Preservatlon" Minutes 6f the 96th Meetmg, May 15 16, 1980

Washlng/on, Associatidn of Research Libraries, 1980 p. 28-33. .

Darding, Pamela W. "Preservat’on Today on a Shoestrlng, Tomorrow on lerary .
Journpal, Apnll 1980' 781 785.. ¢

Darhng, Pamela W. "The 'reservatlon of Librar Materlals A CUL Handbook", -

Preservation Department Columbia University Libraries, 1980. 65 p. - o
*

° ..Manchester College, Funderburg Library. Small lerarLPlanmng Progam Report of

‘the Self—Study North Manchester, Indiana. 1980, 165. pp.
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Morein, P. Grady. "The Indiana Experience with Self-Study™"., Indiana Libréries,
. vol. #2, Summer 1980. ' B

North Texas State University Libraries. Organization Study Team - Final Report.
April 14-July 23, 1980, 55 pp. ! ) .

v Saint Mary's College. Small Library Planning Program: Report of the Self Study. .
~ Notre Dame, Indiana. October 1980, 202 pp. . -

‘
©

" Sitts, Maxine K. "Association of Research Libraries, Office of Management Studies",
in Bowker Annual, New York, N.Y., R.R. Bowker Company, 1981, pp. 120-124.

Sitts, Maxine K. "Office of Management Studies", ALA.Yearbook, Chicago, Illinois,
* ., <American Library Association, 1380, p. 60.

Taylor Universitsg Small Library Planning Program: Report of the Self-Study.
Upland, Indiana. April 1980, 123 pp. -

Temple; Univer'sity. Report of the Task Force on R.eorganization. Paley Library,
1980, 92 pp. ,

sUmiversity, of Illinois Library at Urbana-Champaign. Collection Analysis Project:
Interim Report. Jan. 1980, 127 pp. -

Valparaiso University. Small Library Planning Program: Report of the Self-Study.

* Valparaiso, Indiana. October 1980, 227 pp. - ) .
% Webster, Duane E. "Cooperative Collection Devlopment for Libraries" in.
" Cooperative Collection Development for Missouri Libraries A Beginning = Goals
and Methods. Proceeding from the Missouri itTary Association 1980 Annual
Conference, September 25-27, 1980. Columbia, Mo., -Missouri ,Library
Association, in press. . ‘ .

w

Webster, Duane E. "Description of the Management Review and Analysis Program” -
in Johnson Edward R. and Stuart H., Mann. Organization Development for
Academie Libraries. Westport, Conn., Greenwood Press, 1980}.

5 e s Webster, Duane E. and John G. Lorenz. "Effective Use of Library thsultants", in
Library Trends, Wiriter 1980, pp. 345-362.

Webster, Duane E. "Ownership and Distribution of Machine Readable Bibliographic
Data". .
Washington, D.C., Network Advisory Committee, 1980.
b . - «
Webster, Duane E. and Maureen S. Schechter, "Libraries",.D. K\ent Halstead, ed.
. Higher Education Bibliography, vol. 2. Washington, D.C., National Institute of
] Education, forthcoming. 680 pp. .

. . Webster, Duane E. , Jeffrey Gardner and Maxine Sitts. The Public Services Study
R Manual, Washington, D.C., Office of Management Studies, January 1981. A
working draft for developmental purposes. .

. 1
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APPENDIX -D

A

ATTENDANCE AT 98TH MEMBERSHIP MEETING
P NEW YORK, N.Y.

May 7-8, 1981

University of Alabama Libraries
Not represented”

University of Alberta Library
Bruce Peel

University of Arizona Library
Mary Dale Palsson

Arizona State University Library
Donala kiggs

boston Publie Library
Philip J. meMiff

boston University Library
John Lauecus

Brigham Young Umversity Library
Sterling J. Albrecht

University of British Columbia Library
Basil Stuart-Stubbs

. Brown ﬁniversity Libragy
C. James Sehmidt
Univerélty of California, Berkeley Library
Joseph Rosenthal. '

University of California, Davis Library Fy
bernard Kreissman

University of California, Los Angeles Library
Russell Shank

¢

University of California, Riverside Library
John Tanno

- Univepsuty of California, San Diego Library -
Millicent D. Abell

University of Califorﬁia, Santa Barbara eLibr&try
o Allen B. Veaner

Case Western Reserve University Libraries
James V. Jones
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Center f¢r Research Libraries
Not represented

* University of Chicago Library:

Martin D. Runkle

University of Cincinnati Libraries
Charles B, Osburn

University of Colorado Library
Clyde walton

Colorado State University Library
Not represented

Columbia University Libraries
Patricia Battin

University of Connecticut Library
John P. McDonald :

Cornell Univers)ty Libraries
‘Louis E. Martin

Dartmouth College Libraries
Margaret A. Otto

Duke University Libraries
Not represented

Emory University Libr'ary
Herbert F.'Johnson

University of Florida Libraries
* Gustave A. Harrer

Florida State University Library
Charles E. Miller

Georgetown University Library
_James De Lancey

University df Georgia Libraries
David F. Bishop

University of Guelph Library
Not represented

-




Harvard‘Universit‘y Library
Y. 7. Feng N

_University of Hawaii Library
Kengo Yasumatsu

University of Houston Libraries
Robin Downes

Howard University Libraries”
Juarfita W. Portis °

aUn,iversity of Illinois Library
Hugh Atkinson -

Inmana University Libraries
Elaine F. Sloan

University of Iowa Libraries
Not represented

Iowa State University Library
Not represented

John Crerar Library
William S. Budington

_John¥ Hopkins University Library - ;
Susan K. Martin
University of Kansas Library
Mary Hawkins
Unmiversity of Kenfucky Libraries -~
Ruth Brown ’
Kent State University Libraries
Hyman W. hritzer
Library of Gongress
willigm Welsh’
L J
Linda Hall Library
Thomas D. Gillies
i - * .. .
Louisiana State University Library
George Guidry, Jr. - .
MmeGull Uni_yersity Library
Marianne/Scott -
MmcMaster. University Library
Graham R. Hill '
-106~
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University of Maryland Library
H. Joanne Harrar

University of Massachusetts Libraries"

% Richard Talbot

3

Massachusetts Inst. of Technology Libs:

Jay K. Lucker

University of Miami Library
Not represented

Unive'rsit-g%f?}/}.ichigan Library
Richatd M. Dougherty

Michigan State University Library
Richard E. Chapin

. . . . A .
University of Minnesota fdbraries

Eldred Smith .°%"

'University of Missouri Library
Not represented

National Agricultural Library
Sam Waters

National Ljbrary ofCanada
. Joseph Guy Sylvestre

National Library of Medicine ¥
Lois Ann Colaianni

. University of Nebraska Libraries -~ .

Brice G. Hobrock .

The Newberry Library,
Joel L. Samuels

"Univerdity of New Mexico Library
Paul Vassallo

Aew York Public Library
David H. Stam

New York State Library
Joseph F. Shubert -

New York University Libraries '
¢arlton C. Rochell

University of North Carolina Libraries

James F. Govan

\.le:
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thwestern University Libraries
dJohn P. McGowan C

University of Notre Danie Libraries
" Robert C. Miller
N

Ohio State University Libraries
William J. Studer

University of Oklahoma Library
- Sul H. Leeg

Oklahoma State University Library
Roscoe Rouse

. .

University of Oregon Library
George W. Shipman

University of Pennsylvania Libraries
Not represented

Pennsylvania State University Library
Stuart Forth

University of Pittsburgh Libraries
s Glenora E. Rossell

Princeton University Library
Donala koepp

Puraue University Library’
Not represented

Queen's U'niversity Library
Not represented

Rice University Library
Samuel Carrington

University of Rochester Libraries
James F. Wyatt

Rutgers University Library
Hendrik Edelman

University of Saskatchewan Library
Not represented

Smithsoman Institution Libraries
Robert Maloy ‘

University, of Soutb Carolina Library
kenneth E. Toombs
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University of Southern Calif. Library

Roy L.*Kidman
!

Southern Illinois University Library
Kenneth G. Peterson

Stanford University Libraries
Not represented

+ State University of New York at Albany

Jeseph Z. Nitecki

State University of New York at Buf alo
Saktidas Roy

State University of New York at Stony Brook
dJohn B. Smlth

Syracuse University Libraries
Donalg C. Anthony N

Temple University Library
Joseph Boisse

University of Tennessee Libraries = .
Donald R. Hunt

University of Texas Libraries | L0
' Harold W. Billings

Texas A & M University Library
* " Irene B, Hoadley

University of Toronto Libraries
David G. Esplin T a

Tulane University Library
+ William Newman

University of Utah Libraries
* /Roger K. Hanson

Vanderbilt University Library

Frank P. Grisham

Virginia Polytechnic Inst. & State Univ.
Thomas Souter

University of Virginia Libraries
Ray Frantz

University of Washington Library
Not represented
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Washington State- University Library University of Western Ontario Library )
Allene F. Schnaitter : N Robert Lee
Wwashington University Lib}arles ‘ Univ"ersity of Wisconsin Libraries
Renata Rotkowicz . ‘ doseph Treyz
Wayne State University g_,ibrérl‘és Yale University Libraries .
> Vern M. Pings : © . . Rutherford D, Rogers
<
I Y . ‘ } §
York University Library
Anne Woodsworth © .
“ -
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ATTENDANCE BY THE MEMBERSHIP - NAME INDEX
. § ¢ -

4

Abell, Millicent D. .

Albrecht, Sterling J.
Anthony, Donald C.
Atkinson, Hugh

Battin, Patricia
Billings, Harold W.
Bishop, Davia F.

. Boisse, Joseph

Harrar, H., Joanne a

Brown, Ruth’ ;
Budington, William S.
Carrington, Samuel
Chapin, Kichard E.
C,olalanm Lois Ann

De Lancey, James
Dougherty, Richard M.
Downes, Robin

. Egelman, Hendrik

Esplin, Davia G.

Feng, Y. T.
Forth, Stuart:
Frantz, Ray o

Gillies, Thomas D.
Govan, James F.
Grisham, Frank P.
Guidry, George

Hanson, Roger K.
Harrer, Gustave A.

Hawkins, Mary
Hill, Graham R. -

Hoadley, Irene B. . N

Hobrock, Brice G.
Hunt, Donald R.

Johnson, Herlie;t F.
Jones, James V.

Kidman, Roy L.
Koepp, Donald
Kreissman, bernard
Kritzer, hyman W,

‘ .
b ‘
N | %

. University of Callforma San D\lego lemry

Brigham Young University Library °
Syracuse UmverSIty Libraries
University of 1111n015 fglbrary ’ .
Columbia University ﬂlbrarles
Umver51ty of Texas Libraries
University of Georgla Libraries
Temple University Library
University of Kentucky Libraries
John Crerar-Library

Rice Uni{/ersity Libréry

Michigan State University Library
National Library of Medicine
Georgetown UmverSIty lerary
University of Michigan Library
University of Houston Libraries

<
Rutgers University Library
University of -Toronto Libraries

Harvard Uni\;ersity Library -
wPennsylvania State'University Library
UmverSIty of Virginia Libraries

Linda Hall Library o
University of North Carolina Libraries
Vanderbilt University Library.

. Louisiana State University Library

. University of Utah Libsaries
University of Maryland Library

University of Florida Libraries
University of Kansas Library
MeMaster University Library
Tekas A&M University Library
Univensity of Nebraska Libraries
University of Tennessee Libraries

Emory University Library

- Case Western Reserve University Libraries

- University of Southern California Library

Princeton University Library )
Eniversity of California, Davis Library
ent State University Libraries
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Laucus, Jéohn
Lee, Robert
Lee, Sul H.
Lucker, Jay K. ~
McDonald, John P.
McGowan, John P.
mcNiff, Philip J.
ivialoy, Robert
Martip, Louis E.

_Marting Susan K.

Miller, Charles E.
Miller, Robert C.

Newman, William
Niteckl, Joseph Z.

Osburn, Charles B.

. Ofto, Margaret A.

-

« Palsson, Mary Dale
Peel, Bruce
Peterson, Kenpeth G.”
Pings, Vern M.
Portis, Juanita W.

Riggs,.Donald
Rochell, Cariton C.

Rogers, Rutherford D.

Rosenthal, Joséph
Rossell, Glenora E.
Rotkowicz, Renata
Rouse, Roscoe )
Roy, Saktidas
Runkle, Martin D.

Samuels, Joel L.
Scehmidt, C. James
Schnaitter, Allene F.
Scott, Marianne
Shank, Russell
Shipman, George W.
Shubert, Joseph F.

. Sloan, Elaine F,

Smith, Eldrea
Smith, John' B, — ~

- Souter, Thomas
- Stam, David H.

Stuart-Stubbs, Basil

Studer, William J.

Sylvestre, Joseph Guy

-

’

. University of Cincinnati Libraries

Boston University Library

University of Western Ontario Library
University of Oklahoma Library

Massachusetts Institute of Technology Libraries

“University of Connecticut Library '
Northwestern University Libraries
Boston Publie Library

Smithsonian Institution Libraries
Corntll University Libraries

Johns Hopkins University Library
Florida State University Library
University of Notre Dame Libraries

Tulane University Library‘
State’University of New York at Albany Libraries

Dartmouth College Libraries

University of Arizona Library -

UniVersity of Alberta Library
Southern Illinois University Library
Wayne State University Librédries
Howard University Librdries

Arizona State University Library

New York Uniyersity Libraries

Yale Universit@Library ’ :

University .of Callforma Berkeley Library
University of Pittsburgh Libraries

Washington University Libraries

Oklahoma State University Library

State University of New York at Buffalo Libraries
University of Chicago Library .

Newberry Library

_ Brown University Library

Washington State Umversxty lerary -

'MCGIH University Library &

Umversxty of California, Los -Angeles lerary

University of Oregon Library

New York State Library

Indiana Umversxty Libraries

Umverslty of Minnesota Libraries

State University of New York at Stony Brook
Library -

' Virginia Polytechnic Institute & State Umversxty

New York Public Library

University of British Columbia lerary
iOhio State University Libraries - s
fNatlonaI Library of Canada T
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. Talbot, Richatd

P

Tanno, John
Toombs, Kenneth E.
Treyz, Joseph

Vassallo, Paul
Yeaner, Allen B.

Wal(ion, Clyae
hWaters, Sam
Welsh, wilham
Woodsworth,c Anne
Wyatt James F.

Yasumatsu, Kengo

£

~ University of Massachusetts Libraries {
University of California, Riverside Library
University of South Carolina Library
_University of Wisconsin Libraries

University of New Mexico Library
University of California, Santa Barbara Library -

University of poWrary ,
National Agriculfural Library )
Library of Congress L.
York University Library 7

University of Rochester Libraries . .

University of Hawaii Library .

L




" Guests

Page Ackerman
James Anderson
Calvin Boyer.

* Susan Brynteson
Stevén Cahn
Margaret Child

- Phyllis Dain .
Richard Darling
Suzanne Frankie
Beverlee French

. Arnold Goren
Ann Greenberg

s . Gertrude Gunn’

Kathleen Gunning
C. Lee Jones

<
A

Stephen McCarthy
Kathleen Moltz
Kathleen Moretto  ~
James Morris
Thomas Mott -
Maxine Reneker
Charlene Renner
Marilyn Sharrow

-~ Barbara Turlington
Julie Virgo ’

ARL Staff

Thomas V. Litzenburg, dJr.

OMS Advnsory Com mlttee (speaker)

Graduate School of 'Library & Information Studles, .
Rutgers University

University of California, Irvine lerary -

University of Delaware lerarles - g

The Rockefeller Foundation

National Endowment for the Humamtles (speaker)

School of Library Service, Columibia University

School of Library Service, Columbla University

New York University bibraries

CLR Intern /Umversny of Conneqtlcut Library

* New York University (speaker)

New York University (speaker)

Canadian Assoc1atlof$of Research lerarles
CLR Intern - University of Wisconsin lerarles
.Council on Library Reséurces

; Assoc1at10n of Amerlcan Umversmes

-

<

School ‘of Library Service, Columbla University
CLR Intern - University of NorthyCarolina Librgries
Andrew W. Mellon Foundatioh
Graduate School of Librarys& Information Studi
. Rutgers University

CRL Intern - Columbla Umvers‘ity lerarles

University of Manitoba Library
'Assoc1at10n of American Universi

Shirley Echelman, Execut?ve Director ) . -
Ralph E. McCoy, Interim Executivedirector :
Carol A. Mandel, Associaté Executive Director ]
Nicola DavaL\Info_rmatlon Officet /-_# ' e
: Duane E. Webster, Director, Office of Management Studies <
Jeffrey J. Gardner, Associate, Office 6f Management Studies
Maureen S. Schechter, Training Prggram Specialist, Office of Management Studies
Maxine Sitts, Information Services Specialist, Office of Management Studies
Pamela W. Darling, Preservation Specialist, Office of Managemept Studies

y e
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APPENDIX - E
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A

ASSOCIATION OI{RESEARCJH LIBRARIES
OFFICERS, BOARD-OF DIRECTORS, EOMMITTEES AND TASK FORCES

| MAY 1981 . ¢ |
. . .o
. o
, P * f‘

A . [

. ARL OFFICERS AND BOARD FOR1980/1981 ® .
L} e - - '
_Jay K. Lucker, xPresment '

Millicent D. Abell, Vice President & President- Eleet 4&/

Irene B. Hoadley, Executive Committee Member- at-Large
Sterling J. Albrecht (Oct. 1983)
Charles Churchwell (Oct. 1982) ° . | : N
James F. Govan - (Oct. 1983) i o
Donald Koepp™©  ~ (Oct. 1983)
Margot B. McBurney  (Oct. 1981)
Eldred R. Smith (Oct. 1982) - :
James F. Wyatt (Oct. 1981) ’ R ;
! - ¢

- °

STANDING COMMITTEES

Committee on ARL Statistics

Kendon Stubbs, University of Virginia (1982)
Anne Woodsworth (1982) R
Richard J. Talbot, Chairman (1982) i

Committee on Interlibrary.Loan

x . 1

H. Gordan Bechanan (1983) ) T
Bernard Kreissman (1983) . . ’
Glenora E. Rossell (1982) ,
Sterling J. Albrecht (1982) ‘ oo /2

. Kenneth G. Peterson, Chairman (1981) T ’F . n

. - -
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AY 3
. .
* ‘ ’ A
.
v - .

’ * -~

Committee on Preservation of Research Libraries Materials . S .
Joanne Harrar (1981) . -

David -Laird (1982) ‘ .

Joel L. Samuels (1982) ' R ¢ .
Clyde Walton (1983) ’ ) '

David H. Stam, Chalrman (1982)

Pamela Darling, ex-officio (1981) -

-~ ’

Committee on Nominations : , ) R -

. ARL Vice President, Chairman . . . .

Y.
L

Federal Rélations Committee

Charles Churchwell (1982)° -~ o
Richard M. Dougherty (1982) .
- Roger K. Hanson (1983) N o
. ? Russell Shank (1983) ; : .
) George W. Shipman (1982) . . . : k

. Carlton C. Rochell Cha;rman (1983)

Membership Committee on Nonacademic Libraries ° ‘ : -
o » » B “

Margaret Beckman (1983) ﬂ
p. william S. Budington 1983) . ) ‘ -
Robert C. Miller (1982)
Robert Maloy (1982) © :
Roy L. Kidman, Chairman (1983) S AR \‘

.
X ~ N -~

[
s _*% -

I3 . e,
H

ARL/CRL Joint Committee‘on Expanaed Access to Journal Collections £
Susan Brynteson, University of Delaware .

. Richard K. Chapin - ' - $ ?

o * Donald Koepp . : * g .

v * John.P. McDonald ) ) . \

Elaine Sloan = . ' . Co R

RichardJ:Tatbot——— - - : e

w ¥ C. Ja;;les Schmidt, Chairman : . N

7

* ARL representatives <o - v

’
a -
. ©




. .ARL COMMITTEES ON FOREIGN ACQUISITIONS °

-

,

_ Africa

Peter Duignan, Hoover Institution of War, Peace,’an'd Revolution-
J.M.D. Crossey, Yale University ° ’

Esther J. Walls, SUNY Stony Brook

Julian Witherell, Library of Congress

Hans Panofsky, Northwestern University, Chairman

. - & ~
Middle East B

Georgeﬁ. Atiyeh, Library of Congress
0

James Pollack, University of Indigana
David H. Partington, Harvard University, Chairman

Eastern Europe

Nina Lencek; Columbia University

Laurence Miller, University of Illinois

Joseph A Placek, University of. Michigan’

Anna StyliglqQwa, Cornell University
Wojciech-Yalewski, Stanford University

David H. Kraus), Library of Congress, Chairman

East Asia ) .

Weying ‘Wan, University of Michigan
Eugene Wu, Harvard University
Warren Tsuneishi, Library of Congress, Chairman

,

' South Asia

- Paul Fasana, New York Pubkc Library
Maureen Pattersdw, University of Chicago
- Louis A. Jacob, Library of Congress, Chairman

.

Southeast Asia

Charles Bryant, Yale University
John Musgrave, University of Michigan*

&
-

Latin America

Nettie Lee Benson, University of Texas
Donald Wisdom, Library of Congress
Carl W. Deal, University of Illineis, Chairman

., -115-




Task Force on Bibliographic Control (1983)

David Bishop

Merlg N.-Boytan
Joseph H. Howard, Library of CongreSS\>
Joseph Rosenthal :

James F. Govan, Chairman

Task Force on Collection Development (1983)

Hendrik Edelman

John Finzi, Library of Congress
warren Kuhn

Charles Osburn ’

Marianne Scott

Joseph Treyz, Chairman

o

Task Force on Library Education (1982)

Patricia Battin

Stuart Forth

‘Irene B. Hoadley

Herbert F. Johnson

James Ranz L
Margot B, McBurney, ‘Chairman’

A

. — T )
Task Force on National Library Network Developme?t (1983)"

Harold W. Billings

John P. MeGowan

"Susan K. Martin

William J. Welsh

William J. Studer, Chairman

‘,'!

3
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REPRESENTATIVES
¢ - }“ ’ ) PR )
5 . . -~
) .
. ALA Committee on Cataloging: ' *
Descrlptlon and ACCEeSS. v v v v ot vt st e v nn oo Carol Mandel
ALA Interlibrary Loan Committee ... ... .. 1. . .Kenneth Peterson
ALA Joint Statisties Coordinating Commlttee . Carol Mandel
ANSI Committee Z39.......... B Ralph, McCoy *
CONSER AGVISOIY GIOUD « v v v v v v e e v ennnnss ‘Carol Mandel :
Eighteenth-Century Short Title Cataldgue. . .. ..-.Ray Frantz
o Joint Committee on Union List of Serials ... ...,William Budington
! LC Bibliographie Advnsory Comifiittee . ..., ..... James Govan
LC Cataloging in Publication Advisory Group .« .Carol Mandel
. LC Network Adv1sory Committeé . ........ . e William Studer
. Society of American Archivists....%..,/:.....C.Herbert Finch, Cornell
— Universal Serials & Book Exchange .. ..........: -Joanne Harrar
«+ . " National Conservation Advisory Committee ...... David Stam
IFLA Standing CommlttWBuildmgs .
and Equ1pment ...... LT R Roscoe Rouse -

. .
K -
- - .~ Iy .

) . : ; -\

CENTER FOR CHINESE RESEARCH MATERIALS ADVISQRY COMMITTEE

Lloyd E. Eastman,.University of Hlinojs (1981»)" .
~ Ying-mao Kau, Brown University (1981) . ©
. David T. Roy, University of Chicago (1981) ‘
A g Welying Wan, Uiliversity of Michigan (1981)
%‘ -Eugene Wu, Harvard ‘University (1981)
Philip J. McNI{Tf, Chairman (1981)
V. “ i
- ¥ . : .

OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT STUDIES ADVISORY COMMITTEE

.Page Ackerman, UCLA Graduate School of Lib. and Info. Science (1982)
Frank P. Grisham, (1981) -

Louis E. Martin (1982) ™ | :

Frank Redgers (1983) - ‘ ‘
Martin Runkle (1983) ' -
Irene B. Hoadley, Chairman (1981) , ‘

~
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APPENDIX - F

" MEMBERSHIP LIST

MAY 1981

&

University of Alabama Libraries
,P.O.Box S
University, Alabama 35486
Maleolm MeDonald, Interim Director
of Libraries
(205) 348-5298- -

University of Alberta Library
Edmonton, Alberta, Canada T6G 2JB
" Bruce Peel, Libn. to the Bniv.
(403) 432-3790

Universityof Arizona Library
Tueson, Arizona 85721
W. David Lairq, Librarian
(602) 626-2101

Ari1zona State,ﬁﬁiversity Library
Tempe, Arizona 85281

Donald Riggs, Libn.

(602) 965-3417

Boston Public Library

Copley Square

Boston, Massachusetts 02117
Philip J. MeNiff, Librarian
(617) 536-5400 g

Boston University Library

Boston, Massachusetts 02215
John Laucus, Director
(617) 353-3710

Brigham’ Y6Ung University Library

. 324 Lee Library

Provo, Utah 84602 .
Sterling J. Albrecht, Director
(801) 378-2905

University of British Columbia Library

Vancouver, B.C., Canada V6T 1W5
Basil Stuart-Stubbs, Librarian R
(604) 228-2298

t

Browh University Library

Providende, Rhode Island 02912
C. James Schmid® Librarian
(401) 863-2162

v

University of California, Berkeley Library
Berkeley, California 94720

Joseph Rosenthal, Director

(415) 642-3773

University of California, Davis Library
Davis, California 95616
Bernard Kreissman, Librarian
(916) 752-2110

University of California, Los Angeles Library
Los Angeles, California 90024

Russell Shank, Librarian

(213)'825-1201

]
G

University of California, Riverside Library
P.0O. Box 5900
Riverside, California 92507

John Tanno, Acting Univ. Libn.

(714) 787-3221

University of California, San Diego .
The University Library
La Jolla, California 92037 ,
Millicent D. Abell, Librarian
(714) 452-3061

University of California, Santa Barbara
The University Library
Santa Barbara, California 93106

Allen B. Veaner, Librarian

(805) 961-3256 ’

L2 * - N
Case Western Reserve University Libraries
Clevelang, Ohio 44106

James V. Jones, Director
(216) 368-2990
-118- )
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Center for Research Libraries
5721 Cottage Grove Avenue
Chicago, Illinois 60637
Donald B. Simpson, Director -
"(312) 955-4545

University of Chicago Library
Chicago, Illinois 60637
Martin D. Runkle, Director
(312) 753-2933 -

University of Cincinnati Libraries
Cincinnati, Ohio. 45221
Charles B. Osburn, Vice-Provost
for Univ. Libraries
(513) 475-2218

Univgrsity of Colorado Library

Bouldér, Colorado 80309
Clyde Walton, Director
(303) 492-7511 ‘

Colorado State University Library
Fort Collins, Colorado 80521
Le Moyrie W. Anderson, Director
(303)491 5911

Columbla UmverSIty Libraries
New York, New York 10027
Patricia Battin, Vice Pres.
& Univ. Libn.
(212) 280-2247

Unive?gity of Connecticut Library
Storrs, Connecticut 06268
dohn P, McDonald, Director
(203) 486-2219

Cornell University Libraries
Ithhaca, New York 14850
Louis E. Martin, Univ. len
(607) 256-3689

Dartmouth College Libraries

Hanover, New Hampshire 03755
Margaret A. Otto, Libn.
(603) 646-2235 ’

Duke University Libraries

Durham, North Carolina 27706

Elvin E. Strowd, Interim Umv Librn.

(919)684—2034

L
.

-119-
124

Emory University Library

Atlanta, Georgia 30322
Herbert F. Johnson, Director °
(404) 329-6861

University of Florida Libraries

Gainesville, Florida 32603
Gustave A. Harrer, Dlrector
(904) 392-0341

Florida State University Library

Tallahassee, Florida 32306
Charles E. Miller, Director
(904) 644-5211

Georgetown University Library

Washington, D.C. 20007
Joseph E. Jeffs, Director
(202) 625-4095

University of Georgia Libraries
Athens, Georgia 30601
David Bishop, Director
(404) 542-2716 )

University of Guelph Library

Guelph, Ontario, Canada N1G 2Wl
Margaret Beckman, Chief Libn.
(519) 824-4120

Harvard University Library

Wadsworth House

Cambridge, Massachusetts 02138
Oscar Handlin, Director
(617) 495-2401

University of Hawaii Library
2550 The Mall

- Honolulu, Hawaii 96822

Don L. Bosseau, Director®
.(808) 948-7205

University of Houston Libraries
Houston, Texas 77004
Robin Downes, Director
(713) 749-4241

Howard University Libraries
Washington, D.C. 20001
Binford H. Conley, Director
(202) 636-7234




* University of Illinois Library
1408 West Gregory Drive
Urbana, [llinois 61801

Hugh C. Atkinson, Umiv. Librn.
(217) 333-0790

Inciana University Libraries

Bloomington, Indiana 47401 .
Elaine F. Sloan, Dean of Univ. Librs.
(812) 337-3404

Umversity of Jowa Libraries

Iowa City, Iowa va 52240
Leslie W. Dunlap, Dean of Lib. Admin.
(319) 353-4450

Iowa State Umiversity Library :
Anies, lowa 50011 '
. Wwarren B. Kuhn,-Dean of Lib. Services
(515) 294-1442

John Crerar Library
Chicago, Illinois 60616
William S. Budington, Director
(312) 225-2526
Johns Hopkins University Library
The Milton S. Bisenhower Library
Baltimore, Maryland 212]8
Susan K. Martin, Libn.
(301) 338-8325

- University of Kansas Library
Lawrence, Kansas 66044
James Ranz, Dean of Libraries
(913) 864-3601

. University of Kentucky Libraries
Lexington, Kentucky, 40506
* * Paul A. Willis,.Director
(606) 257-3801

Kent State Umver51ty lerarles
Kent, Ohio 44242
Hyman W. Kritzer, Assistant Provost &
Director of Libraries .
(216) 672-2962 _
Library of Congress °
Washington, D.C. 20540 .
Daniel J. Boorstin, Librarian
(202) 287-5205

L3 »
-

Linda Hall Library

Kansas City, Missouri 64}10 ‘
Thomas D. Gillies, Director
(816) 363-4600

Louisiana State University Library

Baton Rouge, Louisiana 70803,
George Guidry, Jr., Direc%
(504) 388-2217

4 g

McGill University Library

3459 McTavnsh Street

Montreal Canada H3A 1Y1
Marianne Scqtt, Director
(514) 392-4949

MeMaster University Library

1280 Main Street West

Hamilton, Ontario, Canada L85 4L6
Graham R. Hill, University Librarian
(416) 525-9140 Local 4359

University of Maryland Library
College Park, Maryland 20742
. H. Joanne Harrar, Librarian
(301) 454-3011

‘University of Massachusetts Libraries

Amherst, Massachusetts 01002 '~
Richard J~Talbot, Director
(413) 545-0284

Massachusetts Inst. of Technology Libs.
Cambridge, Massachusetts 02139
* Jay K. Lucker, Director
(617) 253-5651 -

R

University of Miami lerary
P.O. Box 248214
Coral Gables, Florida 33124
» Frank Rodgers, Director
(305) 284-3551"

. University of Michigan Library

Ann Arbor, Michigan 48109
Richard M. Dougherty, Directar
(313) 764-9356

Michigan State University Library

East Lansing, Michigan 48823 »
Richard E. Chapin, Director
(517) 355-2341




University of Minnesota Libraries
Minneapolis, Minnesota 55455
Eldred Smith, Director
(612) 373-3097
Y
University of Missouri Library
Columbia, \Missouri 65201
John Gribbin, Director
(314)-882-4701

National Agricultural Library

Beltsville, Maryland 20705
Richard A. Farley, Director
(301) 344-4248

National Library of Canada

395 Wellington Street

Ottawa, Ont,, Canada K1A ON4
Joseph Guy Sylvestre; Librarian
(613) 996-1623

National Library of Medicine

. Bethesda, Maryland, 20014

Martin M. Cummings, Director
(301) 496-6221

Univeysity of Nebraska Libraries

Lincoln, Nebraska 68508
Gerald A. Rudolph,- Dean of Libraries
(402) 472-7211

The Newberry Library

60 West Walton Street

Chicago, Illinois 60610
Joel L. Samuels, Dir. of Lib. Sers
(312) 943-9090

The University of New Mexico

General Library -

Albuquerque, New Mexico 87131
Paul Vassallo, Dean of Lib. Sers.
(5\05) 277-4241 .

New York Public Library
Fifth Avenue at 42nd Street
New York, New York 100I8
David H. Stam, Director of the
Reseal‘ch Libraries
. (“2~L2) 93020709 .

New York State Library
Cultural Edueation Center
Empire State Plaza " .
‘ Albany, New York 12234 . )
- Joseph F. Shubert, State Librarian
(518) 474-5930 ‘

New York University Libraries -~

New York, New York 10003
Carlton C. Rochell, Dean of Libraries
(212) 598-7676 :

University of North Carolina Libraries

Chapel Hill, North Carolina 27515
James F. Govan, Director
(919) 962-1301

Northwestern University Libraries =.
Evanston, Ilinois 60210
John P. McGowan, Librarian
(312) 492-7640

University of Notre Dame Libraries .

- Notre Dame, Indiana 46556

Robert C. Miller, Librarian
(219) 283-4674

Ohio State University Libraries
Columbus, Ohio 43210
William J. Studer, Dlrector
(614) 422-4241

University of Oklahoma Library
Nérman, Oklahoma 73069

Sul H. Lee, Director

(405) 325-2611 or 2614

4

Oklahoma State University Library
Stillwater, Oklahgma 74078

Rosctoe Ro Dean of Lib. Ser.

(405)624 6321

Univer51ty of Oregon Library
Eugene, Oregon 97403
George W. Shipman, Univ. "Libn.
(503) 686-3056 '
University of Pennsylvania Libraries
Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 19104 «
Richard De Gennaro, Director
(215) 243-7091

Pennsylvania State Yniversity Library
University Park; Pennsylvania 16802
- . Stuart Forth, Dean of Univ. leranes
"(814) 865- 0401 .




University of Pittsburgh Libraries

Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania 15260
Glenora Edwards Rossell, Director
(412) 624-4401 ’

Princeton University Library

Princeton, New Jersey 08540
Donald Koepp, Director
(609) 452-3170 .

Purcgue University Library

Lafayette, Indiana 47907 .
Joseph M. Dagnese, Director
(317) 494-2900

Queen's Unji)ersity
Douglas Library
Kingston, Canada K7L 5C4
Margot B. McBurney, Chief Libn.
(613) 547-5950

6'}__8 University Library
100 8. Main, Box 1892
Houston, Texas 77001
. Samuel Carrington, Director
(713) 527-4022

University of Rochester Libraries -

Rochester, New York 14627 \
James F. Wyatt, Dlrectém,ar
(716) 275-4463

Rutgers University Library

New Brunswick, New Jersey 083901
Hendrik Edelman, Univ. Libn.
(201) 932-7505

. University of Saskatchewan
Saskatoon, Canada STN OWO
Nancy A. Brown, Univ. Libn.
and Director of Libraries
(306) 343-4216

" Smithsonian Institution Libraries
Constitution Avenue at 10th St.,
Washington, D.C. 20560
Robert Maloy, Diregctor
(202) 357-2240

N.W.

University of South Carolina Libraries
Columbia, South Carolina 29208

Kenneth E. Tobombs, Director, of ‘Libs.

" (803) 777-3142

w——

- =122~

University of Southern California Library
Los Angeles, California 90007

Roy L. Kidman, Librarian

(213) 74413.:2543

Southern Illinois University Library
Carbondale, Illinois 62901
Kenneth G. Peterson, Dean of
Library Affairs
(618) 453-2522

Stanford University Libraries

Stanford, California 94305
David C. Weber, Director
(415) 497-2016

State University of New York at Albany
. Libraries
1400 Washington Avenue
Albany, New York 12222 -
Joseph Z. Nitecki, Director
(518) 457-8540

State University of New York at Buffalo
Libraries
Buffalo, New York 14214
Saktidas Roy, Director
(716) 636-2965 - .

State University of New York at Stohy Brook
Library
Stony Brook, New York 11794 .
John B. Smith, Director & Dean of Lib.
~ . {516) 246-53650 . )

Syracuse ‘University Libraries

Syracuse, New York 13210
Donald C. Anthony; Dlrector
(315) 423-2574

‘Temple University lerary
Paley Library
Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 19122
Joseph A. Boisse, Director
(215) 787-8231

University of Tennessee Libraries ,
Knoxville, Tennessee 37916

“Donald R. Hunt, Director

(615) 974-4127

¢ b
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University of Texas Libraries
Austin, Texas 78712
Harold W. Billings, Director
(512) 471-3811
Texas A&M Uhniversity Library . .
College Station, Texas 77843
Irene B. Hoadley, Director
(713) 845 81.11 N . . -
Umver51ty of Toronto Libraries
Toronto, Ont., Canada M5S 1A5
Robert Blackburn, -Director
(416) 978-2292

Tulane University Library v

New Orleans, Louisiana 70118
William Newman, Director
(504) 865-5131

»

University of Utah Libraries

‘Salt Lake City, Utah 84112
Roger K. Hanson, Director
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".December 31, 1979, were examined by other auditors. whose o

hae
- 14 * " \ *
- . v . Paie l of 12
R . . . . P~ ‘ . ]
. GARNER,BLOOM & CO.,.CHARTERED ° T
CERTIFIED PUBLIC ACCOUNTANTS Y
+ ) *
s . L s 8630 FENTON STREET, SUITE 708
o . L oo " SILVER SPRING,MARYLAND 20910
F ° . ’ 301 585, 5300
7{ P -
. ) ‘ ) . R 3 . R A
Board of Directors Vo . T ’
; Association of Research Libraries - '
. Washlngton, DC ¢ “ . . . o
4 ' N ’ s
$ oy . . .

_We have examlned the statements of assets and 11ab111t1es
of the Association of Reséarch Libraries as of December\}l,
1980, and the related statements of revenue and_expenses’ and .
changes in fund balances for the year then ended. Our examination
was made in accordance w1th ,generally accepted aud1t1ng
standards and,. acqordlpgly, 'included such tests of the ‘accounting

. records and such other auditing procedures as we considered

necessary in the c1rcumstances We did not examine the
" financial statements of the Forelgn -Newspaper Microfilm
Project which reflect total assets and revenues constituting 2
6% and 13% respectlvely for 1980 and 7% ‘and 14% for 1979 of '
the related totals. _These statements were examined by other
auditors whose reports thegreon have been furnished to us.

Our opinion expressed herein, 1psofar s it relates to +the
amounts included fer such projegt, is based solely upon the
reports of the other auditors, The financial statements of
the Association of Research Librariés for the year ended ¢ -

-

report dated January 24&,1980 expre§sed an unqualified
-opinion on those moalfled ca%h basis statements. _ A
- B, N »

As descriped in Note 1, the Assoc1at10n s policy is” 03

to prepate’ its financial statements on a modified basis of -

. cash receipts and disbursements; consequeatly certain revenue .

and the related assets are- recognlzed when rece1ved rather

‘than when earned, and certain expenses are recognlzed when™ . -
paid rather than when the-obligation ‘is incurred. Accordlngly,

the accompanylng financial statements, are not intended to k-
present f1nanc1ag position and results .of operations in

. coanrmlty w1th generally aCCepted accounting pr1nc1p1es

n rd
.In our opinion, based upon our examlnatlon and the e

reports of the dther auditors, the ,financial statements -~ Q.
mentioned ‘present fairly the assetscand liabilities @f ‘the. .
'Association of Research Libraries at December 31, 4980, and -
the revenue collected afid expenses paid and changes in fund
balances for the year then ended, on the basis of accounting - - s
descrlbed in Note 1 applled on a cons1stent b§s1s. . . :

t B z‘éé!Ah«u/ 4’4‘;vn~4 ég Ziétajszqd(

January 22,.1981
. - l%%i - -
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% | ASSETS

Cash in bank and.on hand .
Cash "in. savings accounts,-
" Cash held by others - agency fund
Savings certlflcates . T
Deposits '
Furniture and equ1pment, at cost
less accumulated deprec1atlon e
(Note 5) B

Total assets

.

LIABILITIES

o

Payroll taxes withheld -
Funds ‘collected and payable to

Special programs for which the
Association is accountable
" to the grantors

t Total llab11%tiesA'

a~ w %
General Operating” Fund
Foreign -Newspaper Microfilm,

] Project Agency Fund 3
Chinese Center Revolving Fund

-FUND BALANCES

4

' Total fund balances

Total liabilities and
fund balances

-

\ B

1261 32

others .-

, . ;///j' Page 2 of 12
ASSOCIATION OF RESEARCH LIBRARIES

STATEMENTS OF ASSETS AND LIABILITIES

55%#'
_.December 31, _
1980 1979,

" 45,978 S 31,804
24,875 1,872
46,438 57,361

633,548 ' 705,474
894 1,094
v‘. ’ § '\. .-
21,613 21,887
773,346 $ 822,492
3,457 § ‘3,263
-0~ 3,500
192,543, 202,973
196,000 ' 209,736
193,099° 99,763
46,438 57,361
437,809 4557, 632
: ”»
577,346 612,756
-
$ 773,346 §

See accompanying -notes to‘financial'statemén&s

/o

822,492 .
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: * ASSOCIATION OF RESEARCH LIBRARIES

a
*

L 4 L. _ Page 3 of

¢

’ ' GENERAL OPERATING FUND - , ]
‘-STATEMENTS OF REVENUE AND‘EXPENSES AND E
CHANGES IN FUND BALANCE ' :

w

d

See accompanying ngQ
¢
129--

133 o

Year ended December 31,.

. . 1980 1979
Revenue i ! ) Y | . ‘

. Dues ., vv $ 275,375+ $ 277,125
Interest 19,357 16,856
Publications: 3,759 - &« 8,263
Royalties ] 46 197

. ' . 298, 537 .302,441
: - -
Expenses ‘ ,'926,690. _ 333,069
Less admlnlstratlve expenses : ‘
charged to speqi;f programs . 21,489 ° 21,108
Net expenses ' - 305,201 ° 311,961
Excess of expenses over revenue ) T (6,664) . . (9,520)
. ) R . 8
Fund balance, beginning of year 99,763 . 109,283-
Fund balance, end of year "8 93!099 \é“99,763'
\
“~ , -
// v ‘ s
oo \
’ - v L4 \

v i

es to financial statements

12

.t

-
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¢ ASSOCIATION OF RESEARCH. LIBRARIES

FOREIGN NEWSPAPER MICROFILM PROJECT AGENCY FUND
) STATEMENTS OF REVENUE AND EXPENSES AND
i * "CHANGES IN.FUND BALANCE

' : .
~ ‘ -

Year ended December 31,

—— s ———— —— — " ——— ——— ——

L

~

1980/ 1979
~ Revenue . T g ‘ '
.~ Dues - $ 90,740 "$ 92,360
‘C/ﬁ Sales:to mémbers and non-members 80,191 77,157
Interest . ) . 2,223 1,413
. ~ .
-~ o ' \ 7 173,154 170,930
Expenses ) , -
Newspapers—and migrofilm & - 75,394 72,641 *
Purchases for~-members and : . . _
. non-members ( 1 ’ ., 54,341 67,846  *
~ “ Balaries : - ©L 40,005 . . 35,192
-, - Payroll taxes . ) 2,452 2,115
Insurance . % . . 1,276 1,986
Storage g . 1,760 1,760
Supplies : 1,438 ) 1,714
‘Royalties : 3,252 381
Miscellaneous 4.,159 3,955
. w
~’._ . . EE N BN
- R . ' 184{977 1§71590
Bxcess of expéhSés over revenue e (10,923) @ (16,660)
Fund balance, beginning of year - ) 57,361 74,021
., Fund BalanCe, end ‘of yéar N © T S 46,438 . $- 57,361
,~u LI ’ - ~' g i ; .: i I
-~ ) ’ t [ » T R
' . o
- - \z‘ “
4 - ) » ’ @‘
. € /\
- \
4 -
a\ - T i —

See -accompanying notes to financial statements: /
. ’ v

~130- 12
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Page 5 of, 12

ASSOCIATION OF RESEARCH LIBRARIES

CHINESE CENTéR REVOLVING FUND

STATEMENTS OF REVENUE AND EXPENSES AND 4

CHANGES IN FUND BALANCE

-131-

~ \

I —_— XSEE_E@EQ_PEEEE‘?EE_EE '
’ 1980 - 1979
Revenue- . .

Sales of publications .S 104,484 $ 11qQ,384
Interest 1nqome 48,481 42,853
' ! 152,965 153,237
Expenses .
Transfers to Center for Chinese ' .
) Research Materials Program 117,401 86,890
/ . Cost of publications 50,482 .58,903
T - Postage and other &xpenses 2,905 6,468
s 170,788 .152,2
Excess of (expenses over revenue) .
revenuwe—ever expenses (17,823) 976
Fund balance, beginning of year 455,632 454,656
Fund balance, end of year $ 437,809 $ 455,632
! - ~




SUMMARY OF $IGNIFICANT ACCOUNTING POLICIES

Basis of accounting

‘B

ASSOCIATION OF RESEARCH LIBRARIES

NOTES TO FINANCIAL STATEMENTS

.- o

g

'\"’ ’ ) )

»

The accounts of the Association are maintained on

a modified cash basis of' accounting. Under-this o
method, effect is 'given only to cash collections
and payments except that furniture and equipment

is capitalized and depreciated over its estimated
useful life. Accordingly, the financial statements
'do not “show accrued income, costs ahdgexpenses, and
the receivables and .payables that would result from
‘such accruals. -

. .

ac¢counting
To erisure observance of limitations and restrictions
PYaced on the use of resources available to the
Associatioén, the accounts of the Association.are .
. mainhtained in accordance with the principles of

fund accounting. This is the procedure by which
‘resources for various purposes are classified for
accounting and reporting purposes into funds
established according to their nature and purposes. -
Separate accounts are maintained for 'each fund;
"accordingly, all financial transactions.have been
recorded -and.reported by fund group.
Grants are accounted for separately and classified
in the liabilities section of the accompanying
statements of assets and liabilities as "funds
accountable to‘'others”. , '

~

Fuf@?}ure, equipment and aeprec}ation

Furniture.and equipment is gtated at cost,
Expenditures for additions, renewals and betterments
are capitalized. on retiremént or disposal of
assets, the cost aEE accumulated depreciation, or
amortization are e¥iminated from the acceunts and
the resulting gain ot loss. is included in income. /
Depreciation is computed on the straight—line .
method over an estimated useful life of ten years. °
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ASSOCIATION OF RESEARCH LIBRARIES

| NOTES TO FINANCIAL STATEMENTS (CONTINUED)

&
2.. INCOME TAXES. . '

The Association is exempt from federal incbme tax
* under Sect10n—501(c)(3) of the Internal Revenue
Code.

- 3. LEASE T . . - .

The’Association rénts its office facilities under
an. operating lease that expires on June 30, 1981.
Minimum lease payments due;in 1981 are $20,111.

. Total rent and storage charges were $42,183 for 1980
’ and $38,269 for 1979. .

4. <RETIREMENT PLANS N

A}
A

The Association has a retirement.plan that covers
substantially "all full-time employees. Contributions

to the-plan are based on a percentage of salary for
enrolled staff members. Total amounts paid in by .
- ” the Association were $49, 040 and $52,864 for 1980 and
1979 respectively.

5. FURNITURE AND EQUIPMENT -,

.+ Furniture and equipment are categorized as follows:

. | 1980 . 1979
¢ * ' ~

Center for Chinese Research . T -

Material o , $ 11,887 -$ 11,887

Academic LiBrary Program , 15;641 15,641

Association of Rééeérch‘Libraries - 31,077 - 30,687

, T 58,605 58,215

Less: Acéu@ulated depregiation . . 36,992 33,328

. Net property and equipment ‘J" ~ $ 21,613, § 24,887

-~

ERIC™ - : S <
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v N . }
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION
o

Oué éxamination was made for the purpose of forming an
opinion on the basic financial statements taken as a whole.
The suppiementary information includéd on pages 9 through 12
is presented for purposes of adhitional analysis and is not a

requlred part of the ba51c financial statements. Such
b d

1nformétlon has been subJeCted to the auditing procedures

N

applied in the examination of the basic financial statements
and, in 6u: opinion, is fairly stgted in all material respects

'yn relatlon to the basic financial Statements taken as a whole.

‘ pinisns, ns ¥ &, o TGone?
v o, 0 - T Certified Public Accountants
, .

;o

- . ¥

Silver Spring, Maryland
. January 22, 1981 ( . ‘

8 "134' * . ‘ . .
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ASSOCIATION.OF RESEARCH LIBRARIES

GENERAL OPERATING FUND
SCHEDULES OF EXPENSES

-
<

Board and committee expenses 17,818
Computer services ) 1,273
Conference exﬁénse . 19,086
Dues , ’ 5,588

Depreciation ' ' 1,947

‘Honorarium 300
Hospitalization ) 2,992
Insurance and bonding ’ © 2,409
Miscellaneous 1,583
Payroll taxes ) 8,116

¢

Periodicals and subscrlptlons . ' 2,143
Printing 13,363
Professional fees 4 6,045

Postage and frelght . 4,970
Rent . : 11,285

»

Retirement plan . : . . 11,287 ’ .
- Salaries - 142,629 146,510
Staff travel and expenses 8,113, 16,042
Stationery and office expenses 7,879 74784
Telephone o 5,364 5,180

Fundlng for special programs -
University Library Management

Study Office and ALP - 52,500 52,500

«

~$ 326,690 $ 333,069

+




ASSOCIATION OF RESEARGH LIBRARIES

~ N

SPECQIAL PROGRAMS
SCHEDULE OF REVENUE AND EXPENSES AND CHANGES IN PROGRAM BALANCES
- - '

~ . 7

’ - g Center For
® Chineseg - Academic
, Research Library Lilly @
- : Materials Program Project
Revenue . P .
, Grants $ 100,000 - $ 60,000 ~$ 100,000
- ., Sale of publlcatlons : -0- 63,873 -0~
* " ARL support - transferred from ® .
. General Operating Fund -0- 52,500 -0-
Support from Chinese .Center
Revolving Fund : 71170401 . -0- -0-
"Workshops and tralnlng programs’ -0- 1,742 -0- .
Management Instjtutes . . -0~ 65,729 - -0-
Interest irnicome - ' -0- . 17,047 -0-
Miscellaneous . . . -0- .=0- ) -0-
Total ,revenue N ) 217,401. 260,891 | 100,000
Expensés ) ” A
Allocated administrative fees 21,489 -0- -0-
Consulting fees, computer . .
expenses and sub-contracts - 3,503 10,953 64,200
Depreciation ) B 543. 1,175 -0-
Employee benefits 22,662 © 13,107 ' 6,380
Miscellaneous . | ' . =0- 874 ' -0- |
Office expenses . . 6,038 14, 366 %50
Payroll taxes ' - 8;242 10,077 - 15
. " Periodicals and subscrlptlons . , 704 1,010 -0-
Postage : . 999 6,351 . 800
Printing . 2,847 26,261 2,391
Professional services . -0~ -0- -0-
- Rent and storage Co 13,348 15,350 . 2,200
. Salaries . 133,531 111,66 26,842
Telephone — 1,120 . 6,624 1,200
Training. (net) - ,=0- 1,274 -0-
Travel . ‘ ~ 2,375 . 39,491 14,477
Total expénses . 217,401 258,582 - 119,055
Excess of (expenses over révenﬁé) ) .
revenue over expenses \ ) < =0- ' 2,309 (1%,055)
/
Program balance beglnnlng of . :
‘of year \ -0- 182,448 14,768
Program balance, end of year . $ -0- "$ 184,757 $  (4,287) |
i -136- . 7
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Page 10 of ;2

/

. . 1
: Bibliographic SPEC ¥ear_ended
. Control Wilson Other - 1980
Preservation Project (New) Projects . Total
$ 53,172 . $ 38,000 $ 14,750 $ i%? $ 365,922
. =0- -0~ -0- 2¥2 64,085
-0- 779 -0- T -0~ 53,279
-0- -0- -0- -0- 117,401
-0- ° -0~ -0- -0- 1,742
-0- -0~ -0= -0- 65,729
-0- -0- -0- 105 17,152
-0- -0~ -0- 150// 150
53,172 38,779 14,750 467 685,460
e ‘ '
-0- -0- -0- -0- 21,489
696 35,568 —0- . “0- 114,920
-0- -0- -0- -0- 1,718
7,028 -0- -0- -0- 49,177
634 755 64 1,250 3,577
1,319 300 720 -0~ 23,293
-0- . -0- -0- ~ 7 ~18,341
-0- -0- -0- v =-0- 1,714
254 * -0- 312 -0- 8,716
75 -0- 3,414 275 35,263
-0- -0- -0- -0- -0-
-0- -0~ -0~ -0- 30,898
30,348 3,800 8,468 61 314,719
675 , -0- -0- -0- 9,619
-0- -0- -0- -0- 1,274
4,829 -0- -0- -0- 61,172
- =0-
45,858 40,423 12,978 1,593 695,890
5. ,
7,314 (1,644) 1,772 (1,126) (10,430)
“~N ..
-0~ g“ 1,644 -0- 4,113 202,973
$ 7,314 $ -0- $ 1,772 $ 2,987 $ 192,543
e, * -

e

~

1979
Total ' L

-

$ 311,333
‘61,979

52,500

86,890
7,027
28,425
18,853
548

- L

567,555
16,639 ~

45,489
1,908
47,169
. 82
23,115 -
17,216 -
2,700
12,194
42,587
1,712
27,058
. 294,385
7,525
8,068

83,186
631,033
(63,478)
266,451

$ 202,973

['4
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ASSOCIATION OF RESEARCH LIBRARIES

’ OTHER 'PROGRAMS
SCHEDULE OF REVENUE AND EXPENSES AND CHANGES IN PROGRAM BALANCES

d Year ended December 31, 1980 .
D
' i
SPEC ,
Wilson Brasonese
(old) > Confetrence
Revenue - X .
Sale of publications , o $ -0- $ -0-
. Interest income ' . ’ -0- LT }05
, Miscellaneous P4 7 ' . =0- =0~
r : ' ‘ ‘ ’ AN
Total revenue . W -+ =0- "' ~ 105
\
U s
Expenses ) . o )
T Miscellaneous /T : , . 39 109
Payroll taxes ' 7 . L. -0-
' Printing . 275 - \ -0-
Salaries , . ‘ V- 61 - _0_3
Total expenses 382 109 ~
) : —_—
Excess of (expenses over revenue) .
revenue over expenses (382) (4)
Program balance,' beginning of year " 382 _ 1,870
Program”palanCe, end ef year =~ ., §L_:Q: : $ 1,866
-

b
[N
{2




) United States University :
Index . Japan Library Resource Total
Grant Friendship Management Notebook Ot,her/
. (Wilson) Commissions Study Office (Wilson) Projects’

-0- : : $ -0- s 212
: -0~ 105
' 150 150

467

. 1,250
' 7
275

d 61

.

l;,593

(1,062) . (1,126)

__ 1,062 . 4,113

£ $ 2,987

4




— . ASSOCIATION OF RESEARCH LIBRARIES ®
" ANALYSIS OF CASH

C J

~ J - __.December 31, __
1980 1979

Uses of cash : , ) /
Excess of expenses over revenue ‘

(revenue over expenses) . . .
General Operating Fund"® ) $ 6,664 $ 9,520
Foreign Newspaper Microfilm - ) .

Project Agency Fund 10,923 16,660
Chinese Center Revolving Fund 17,823 (976)
Special Programs . { 10,430 63,478

. - V2o —=e2E
. Total . - ' 45,840 88,682
Less depreciation (a non-cash °® ‘
expense) 3,665 - 4,404~
Cash absorbed by operations 42,175 84,278
. j _ e T T
Funds collected prior and paid 'to
others ) ‘ . 3,500 Lt -0-
Purchqgs of furniture and equipment . 391 6,436
= ‘ < . .

L Total 4 : .- 46,066 ' 90,714

Sources of cash ‘ ’ ‘

° _Funds collected and payable .to others -0~ 3,500
Increase in payroll taxes withheld 194 218
Decrease in deposits _ 200 " 65

Total . 394 3,783

Decrease in cash ’ . - . 45,672 . 86,931

- Gash balance, beginning of year , 796;511 883,442
" cash balance, end of year /  *. - s 750,839  *$ 796,511

§




